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LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

Mr. Speaker: Just before we call for min-
isterial stateanents, I will recognize the mem-
ber for Renfrew North.

Mr. Conway: Thank you very much, Mr.

Speaker. It is with a great deal of personal
sadness that I rise today to report to thi«.

House that during the most recent part of

the fiummer recess my predecessor, Mr.
Maurice Hamilton, died very tragically in

Round Lake, Ontario. I think that all mem-
l)ers of this House will want to join with me
today in extending to the Hamilton family
our very deep and heartfelt sympathy on this

irreparable loss of a man who served his

country, his Parliament and his constituency

through simpKcity and fideht}' with a great
deal of honour over a long and distinguished
career.

Mr. Speaker: Statement by the ministry.

Oral questions.

ANTI-INFLATION PROGRAMME

Mr. Lewis: I have a question of the
Premier. Was it his intention to accede to

the requests which have been made to the

govemimeiit by telegram and hand-delivered
letters in the last 24 hours to have the pro-
vincial anti-inflation legislation go before a

standing committee of the Legislature so

that the various groups as yet unconsulted in

these last nine or 10 months can be heard?

Hon. Mr. Davis: It was the thought of the

government that when second reading is

approved, and I assume from the opposition
leader's question that it will get to the com-
mittee stage and that he has decided to sup-
port it on second reading, which I find to be

extremely encouraging—

Inteqections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —because it's an indica-

tion of a degree of responsibility by that party
that I reall}' hadn't expected.
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Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: While we're very in-

terested in the views of those groups that are

obviously affected, it is also relevant to point
out to the Leader of the Opposition that these

same groups during the fall months made
their points of view kno^vn to members of

this House, certainly to the government, and
some of them to myself. I really don't see

any useful purpose in having these views

restated before a standing committee. I think

they all know about and clearly understand

though they do not agree with the existing
federal legislation. They know what function

the AIB has and has discharged so that really
the issue that this House has to determine is

the agreement being ratified in the manner
that the government is suggesting. A dtebate

as to the effect on the public sector is some-

thing that has been understood by people in

the public sector, including the teaching pro-
fession. They've made representations to the

federal government as members of local

boards or employees of local boards.

I see no purpose in having it go to the

standing committee. It would be better dis-

cussed here in committee of the whole House.

I would say if there are any present here in

the gallery, if they have any new points of

\'iew that they wish the government to con^

sider between now and, say, 2 o'clock to-

morrow, if there is something new that hadn't

already been discussed—and it was discussed

here at some length during the fall, if mem-
ory serves me correctly—then I would person-

ally be delighted to receive them. I think it's

fair to assume that their point of view is that

they would like a provincial board.

I have read the OSSTF memorandum, or

bulletin or what have you. This is a point of

view that they held last fall which was de-

bated here and which was discussed with

them. While we would like to have any addi-

tional input and any new thoughts they

might have, I think the intent of the govern-
ment certainly at this moment is to have it

go to committee of the whole House because
we have discussed those issues at some length
and this knowledge has been available to
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mecmbers of the public sector for at least sdx

or seven monltbs.

OMBUDSMAN'S REPORT
ON PICKERING

Mr. Lewis: I h'ave a further question of

the Premier, if I may. What does he intend

to do about, how does he intend fe respond
to, or how quidkly Would he reveal his views

to 1'he Legi'sla*ture bn the Ombudsman's Pick-

ering report?

Hon. Mr. Davis: As is suggested under the

iegtislation, I received a copy bf la report
from the Oinbudsmlan in 'tlie latter part of

last week. I must confess to the members
of the Houlse 'tfi'alt I Was enfoying—il don't

kriow wlhdther it!hat''s the righ't terminology—
I was taking a few d'ays' holiday. While 'the

rei^rt i'tsdlf is noit ith'at lengthy—

'Mr. Lewis: Mbst of u's were holidaying
un'til the Premier pulled 'this Hbuse into

seSslion.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I unders'tand 'the Leader
of the Opposition w*as enjoying a holiday, and
I'm deligh'ted to see him here looking s)o

refreshed.

Mr. Raid: I trust the Premier has given
his i'awyers a few holidays, perm'anen'dy.

Mr. Speaker: Ordter, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: 'It is noit just the report

itself, I think there are ^me very ba^ic

policy considerations inherent in 'that report.

It''s somdthing I dannoit assess, nor will I

assess, lightly. I am meeting with the Om-
budsman itomon'ow morning, las a matter of

fact, as a preliminary to having some dis-

cussion with him, bedause I tli'ink (the implica-
tions iare beyond, shall we say, 'the Pickering
situat^ion. Tt^s *he kind 'of 'tiling 'that I juSt

canrtdt assess in a matter 'of 24 hours, or say
read ft in 15 minutes and say It's an excellent

report after ilSiiat very dose peTulsal. I am one
of those, I must confess, Mr. Speaker, who
has to 'think 'tihis 'through very darefully, and
it is With that tlibught in mind ith'at I am
meeting the Ombudsman tombrrow morning.

Mr. Lewis: Supplementary: Since it would

surely be urithinkable th'at that exicellent docu-
ment of the O'mbudsmlan—Avhidh 'so'me of us

have rdad line by line and thbugh't quite

devastating in its critlique—shbuld not be ddalt

with While 'tliiis House is in sessi'on now on
an e!mergency basis, can we have an under-

taking froan 'the Premier that his dedsibn Mrill

be known before we recess, or sufBdently in

adVan'ce bf this nej^t recess so 'that we may
raise it through btlier avenues if need be?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Spdaker, I can't give

any undertaking to membei^s bf the House
until I have Wad a discussion With the Ohi-

budsman tomori^ow mbmirig. I think it would
be presumpituous of me 'to give any sort of

commitmenit before that medting liakes place.

Mr. Singer: Supplementary: Would it not

be reasonable to put the report on the order

paper for debate so that Within ithe next two
or three day's we could debate it even with-

out the Premier having to come to any con-

clu's'ions bn it, belaring in mind that if we
don''t deblate it now it is unl'ikely 'tliat this

Legislature ts going to be able to debate it

for perhaps 'two or three mon'tlis, and it is

a matter, to my mind at least, of the utmost

public impbitance?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Spdaker, I under-

stand the member for Wilson Hdights' inter-

est in this report. We share a similar interest

in the rdpoit. Maybe our assessment or point
of view may not l>e exactly 'the skme, but I

think all members of the House are interested

in It. I am in'terested in some of 'the broader

iniplioa'tions inherent in the repbrt. I 'am

iritere^ed thiat 'it liot be treated in any parti-

san fashion, l>eidause 'this government believes

in the integrity of tlhe Otnbuds'man's office.

Tha't, to me, is very basic, very fundamental,
arid I 'think It would be unfortun*a'te if It were

to becbme part of wlilat would emerge as

being a partisan consideration. That, to me,

really undermines 'the concept and the posi-
tion ^ the Om'budsman and I for one would
like 'to find resolutibns to this problem with-

ou't Wi^t situation developing.

I would Siay -vVith rdspedt to the member
for WHsbn Heights, having I'isitened to and

rdad some bf the observations alrdady made,
th'at the possibility of that happening is there.

I think It is impoi'tant if we are concerned

and genuinely concerned abou't 'the x>osition of

the Ombudsman—'I'm staging away from per-

sorialities—if we are interested in his office

functibning In the interests of 'the people of

fhis province, 'then we have to aCt responsibly.

I say with respect, Mr. Speaker, that I

think this m'atter-^tlie implidations 'of that re-

port, how It is handldd, how it is treated—

is one that is 'df grdat impor'tance. So I

would say t)o 'the member for Wilson Heights

that I cannot at 'this time undertake that it

will be bn the 'oi^der paper for a debate of

the members of this House. I think that once

ag^in, it would be presumptu'ous of me to

do this bdfore my discussions with the Om-
budsman tomori^ow.

'Mr. Roy: Supplementary: Knowing all of

our concerns about not getting inVdlved in
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partisan aspects dealing with ^he Chnbuds-
man^ oflBce, \vtoul<i the Premier not think

it wise thialt maybe he should have talked to

the Minister 6f Housing (Mr. Rhodes) and

maybe curtailed '^ome of his comments in

relation to tihe report if the Premier wants
to stay 'away from any partisan iapproach to

that?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I have read

what my colleague, the Minister of Housing,
has said. I have read parts of the Ombuds-
man's press conference, the part that has dis-

appointed me somewhat, and I don't say this

in a critical sense, because I understand how
the public and the media can react to situa-

tions. In many respects the areas of agree-
ment between the ministry and the Ombuds-
man are greater than the areas that some

people have described as diflFerences.

As I recall what the Minister of Housing
has said, the ministry has accepted certain

parts of that report. The discussion really is

as to how and what vehicle is used to see that

equity is done, equity in terms of the 44 in-

dividuals who are named in the report, equity
in terms of the public and our responsibility
to the general public and to find a vehicle

that accommodates both those objectives.

[2:15]

As I say, I'm a little disappointed that

when there are some areas of agreement, and
there were, that really what I had read,

listened to and had seen really concentrated

on what might be described as variations or

areas where there was not an acceptance. I

am saying that perhaps we're really dis-

cussing a vehicle rather than a principle, al-

though I can't identify that at this point until

I have had my discussions with the Ombuds-
man himself.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Ask me.

Mr. Cassidy: He took on the Ombudsman
head on.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, he didn't.

Mr. Roy: Your vehicles are irrelevant now,
John.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The Leader of

the Opposition.

Mr. Lewis: How did the Premier start with
vehicles and end with principles? That was
an amazing feat, even for his circumlocution;

extraordinary. The last 24 hours have trained
him well.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Certainly it was a prin-

ciple vehicle. You have used principle vehicles
all your life—or unprincipled vehicles.

Mr. Lewis: May I ask the Minister of

Housing: In his dispassionate and objective

critique of the Ombudsman's rejKM-t on Picker-

ing he indicated that he had some alternative

evidence to show that his position was in

fact one-sided and lacking in overall perspec-

tive; when is he going to table that evidence
before the Legislature, or when is he going
to give us the material from the Ministry of

Housing which disputes the Ombudsman's
evidence?

Mr. Shore: Don't answer that, Mr. Rhodes.

Mr. Ruston: Don't ask the Attorney
General.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Speaker, I think I

indicated at the time the press asked that

question that this material would be pre-
sented at the inquiry that I propose to deal

with those 44 particular cases.

Mr. Cassidy: That's not good enough.

Mr. Lewis: By way of supplementaiy, since

the minister puts it so specifically assertively

now, do I take it that he still insists the in-

quiry will be the route and the Premier is

meeting with the Ombudsman tomorrow

morning to deliver the directive?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Speaker, I have

indicated, I think very clearly, both in my
statement and since, diat it is my intention

as I have said to make that proposal to my
colleagues as a route to handle the situation

as reflected in the Ombudsman's report.

I've also indicated that my proposal has not

necessarily been accepted by the Premier or

my colleagues. That has not been discussed,
and at the present time the matter is to be

discussed between the Ombudsman and the

Premier as is provided for within the Om-
budsman's Act.

Mr. Nixon: Two ministers to be Bred.

Mr. Singer: Does the minister's report to

the Premier imply any new or different sys-
tem that the province might use in acquiring
land in places like Pickering, or South Milton,
or Ottawa, or anywhere else?

Mr. Lewis: Haldimand-Norfolk?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Speaker, I have not

indicated any alternative. I did say at the

press conference that I held concerning the

report that I felt that perhaps in the areas

where we are acquiring large tracts of land,

such as the North Pickering project, it would
be better to go directly to expropriation. That,
of course, would not necessarily find great



3906 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

favour in the eyes of certain members of the

opposition—not the least of whom is the

member for Wilson Heights.

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

privilege, the gratuitous insult that just ema-
nated from the minister indicates his ignor-

ance, and if he'd read the debates on South
Milton he would see what was very strongly
advocated in that regard and resisted by his

colleague, the former Minister of Housing.

Mr. Speaker: That is not a point of privi-

lege.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr, Speaker, on that

particular point, I wish to assure the hon.
member I would never insult him gratui-
tously.

An hon. member: He's going to need a

good lawyer.

Mr. Cassidy: Supplementary: Since the min-
ister is so emphatic about the existence of
this alternative and mysterious evidence
which contradicts what the Ombudsman has

brought forward, can he explain why he de-
clined repeated offers from the Ombudsman
to submit that evidence and to have it pub-
lished without change in the Ombudsman's
report on Pickering?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: First of all, Mr. Speaker,
the Ombudsman at no time made repeated
offers. The Ombudsman did suggest very
early in the preparation of his material that
should the ministry wish to ojBFer any rebuttal
or any particular information that the minis-

try could provide, it would be attached to his

report in the form of an addendum. We
waited until we had draft material presented
to us by the Ombudsman's office and discus-
sions that were held as provided for in the
Act.

At that time it became evident that the
situation was such that anything that we
would say or prepare would not in any way
alter the direction in which the report was
going. I couldn't see it as being equitable to
the people of the ministry, who were being
rather severely attacked, to put an addendum
to the report when none of tihe material
would have been used in any way to qualify
the position that the Ombudsman was taking.
So, at my direction, the staff was directed not
to prepare the material to be included in his

report.

We would not have had adequate time,
I suggest. The initial amount of time given
to me was about 10 days,

Mr. Cassidy: You were offered more time.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I was offered 10 days
originally, in the original material presented
to me; 10 days to answer that sort of material

which was prepared over a period of six to

eight months, and I didn't attempt to do it.

Mr. Sargent: It would take 10 days to

cover up.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: To cover up what—

Mr. Sargent: To cover up the whole mess.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: —your shopping plaza?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

PROPOSED NATIONAL PARK
AT GRASSY NARROWS

Mr. Lewis: I have one last question, if I

may. Can the Provincial Secretary for Re-
sources Development report on the ministerial

conference that was held about Grassy Nar-
rows and Whitedog and specifically about the

proposal for the national park and what im-

plications it may have for the closing of the

river system?

Hon. Mr. Irvine: I would be pleased to re-

port on the meeting we had on Friday with

the ministers of the federal government, who
were the hon. Judd Buchanan, the hon. Marc
Lalonde and the hon. Mr. LeBlanc, Minister

of the Environment. With me I had my col-

leagues, the Chairman of Cabinet (Mr. Bru-

nelle), the Minister of Health (Mr. F. S.

Miller), the Minister of the Environment (Mr.

Kerr), the Minister of Natural Resources (Mr.

Bernier) and the Attorney General (Mr. Mc-

Murtry). Besides that we had representatives-

Mr. Ruston: Don't take advice from him.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. minister,

Mr. Singer: Who advises you?

Mr. Reid: From the Supreme Court to

Kenora,

Hon. Mr. Irvine: It just shows that the At-

torney General is very sensitive to everyone's
needs, that's all.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Irvine: To go on, I would like to

say that besides that we had representation
from the various native bands in the area,

plus the Indian brotherhood and some of

their associates. We had representatives from
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two of the tourist associations. We had a

meeting which went for one hour at which
all were present that I have named. We dis-
cussed the various problems as related to the
native bands, to the private enterprise orga-
nizations, to the federal government's respon-
sibilities and to the provincial government's
responsfbilities.

After that, we had a meeting between the
federal government representatives and our-
selves. At that time, following about one hour
or one hour and a half's discussion, we decided
that the appropriate umbrella to use to handle
this particular problem was for us to recom-
mend to each cabinet that the proposal which
had been previous!)' suggested by Mr.
Buchanan be accepted in principle, and we
as ministers are going to propose this to our
cabinet tomorrow. I have had the undertaking
from Mr. Buchanan that he also will pro-
ceed as quickly as possible to have his cabinet
consider the proposal. The deadline set was
for the end of July, so that the native people
would not be kept waiting. I was quite en-

couraged at the time as ever\one seemed to
be willing to co-operate to 'resolve a long
out tanddng situation.

As to the second portion of the question,
I am not at this time able to give specifics
because there are very many areas to be disr
cussed at length and discussed immediately
after a decision has been made. If the federal
government will proceed as they have indi-
cated they wish to, if we accept their pro-
posal, then I will be delighted to report to
the House as to what happens in the meetings
after that.

^
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CULTURAL CONFERENCE

Mr. Stokes: Supplementary: Is the minister
aware that there have been ongoing negotia-
tions for the last four years between the
federal and the provincial governments with
regard to the establisbmiCTrt: of Pukaskwa
National Park with no agreement signed yet?Does he anticipate the same kind of delays in

establishing a park in treaty No. 3 area, and
uhat kind of economic spill-off is going to

satisfy the social and the economic needs of
700 native people in the area?

Hon. Mr. Irvine: I am
certainly aware of

the proposal as my colleague, the Minister of
Natural Resources, is also. It's a much
different proposal than what we are consider-
ing at the present time. I think w^hat we have
to recognize is that there is an interprovincial
jurisdictional matter which we m-ust consider
very carefully, but I don't want at this time,
until it is accepted by both governments, to
get into any specifics. I would be delighted
to bring them out in the open once we have
agreed in

principle.

Mr. S. Smith: I have a question for the

Premier. In view of the fact that since the

Legislature adjourned last month there have
been events which have tended to give
extremists an opportunity to express opinions
regarding Canada's official language policy-
opinions which do not in fact reflect the

opinions of the majority of responsible people
in the country—and in view of the central

position of Ontario in Confederation, would
the Premier consider reinstituting the Con-
federation of Tomorrow Conference, as con-
ceived b)^ his predecessor, which I think did
a lot w^hen it was convened to give new
leadership to cultural principles embraced in

this country?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I'm not con-

templating convening a Confederation of

Tomorrow Conference. This province is pre-

pared to consider what I thinlc is fairly basic

to the future of this country, and that is the

question of patriatiou' of the Consitution. I

think I made it clear to members of this House
as to the position of this government with

respect to that matter, and I anticipate that

this will be discussed by the other Premiers

at the amrual Premiers* conference in Alberta

in August.

I think that to go beyond that at this stage
would not serve any useful purpose. I think

there is some hope—and I qualify it by say-

ing "some hope"—that certain progress will

be made at that conference and that, in turn,

there will be further discussions with the

Prime Minister of Canada and his colleagues
with respect to constitutional matters. B^ut I

could not say to the hon. member at this

point that I contemplate convening a Con-
federation of Tomorrow Conference.

I think that was excellent at the time. I

think a lot has happened since that time and
I'm not going to comment on it one way or

the other in terms of what has happened and
the situation that we face today, but I really

question as to whether any useful purpose
would be served, particularly when the Prime
Minister has made it, I think, quite clear as

to the j>olicy of the government of Canada
and also his own personal views, and I assume
he speaks for the government with respect to

patriation and reform of our Constitution.

Mr. S. Smith: By w*ay of Supplementary,
Mr. Speaker, would the Premier nolt agree
'thait repatriation of the Consftitution 'aside, just
the question of 'the language policy of this

country has recently Come in for the kind of

commentary whidh can only be described as
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extremist, and intdlemnce seems ft!o have be-

come more legitimate than it should he, 'and

would the Premier not 'agree that as Premier

of a grdat pibviince such as Ontario, he could

shoKv leadei^ship Wh'idh would he encouraging
to our bKvn francophone populiation in 'this

province and to the anglophone minority in

Quebec by showing that men of goodwill,
decent peoj^le, lare basically moderate 'and

Ihalt it is 'tlime to rdth'ink how we're gt)ing to

aodompMsh 'the bilingu^lism 'that I'm sure he
shares the desire for in this piarticullar doun'try?

Mr. Samis: He doesnit ddsignate the

province.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I ithinlc that we have

provided wi'thlin 'the province th^t kin'd of

le^defship >and a programme thlat, by 'and

large, hais been acceptable.

'Mr. Cassidy: The mayor of Hul dbesn't

think so. He went to |ail because 'of it.

Hon. iMr. Davis: I think, Mr. Speaker, to

preisume bnce ^gain to aisSuime the responsi-
bilities of 'tlhe government of Oan'ada would
not serve any useful purpose. I like to think

that all men in public life—nand wbmen, ex-

cuse me—'are people of miodei^aition 'and good-
will. We Will find 'th^at out in the next two
or three 'days as 'to whdther or not my
lassessment is i^ocuTate or nbt, 'but I would
like to believe th^t.

Mr. Roy: If I may ask 'the Premier a

supi^lementary: Given his po'sitibn today in

response to my ieiaders ques'tion 'about the

problem of the l^ivdtal Me pl'ayed by On-
tario and 'the fadt itha't he feels that such
a confereiice, 'a't leaslt on his initialtive, could

not be called at this time, does he not feel

it imi>oit!ant in the light 'of his lates't corn-

merits 'about the leadersMp that should be

given in 'this fidl'd by Ontarib, 'that at leiast

Ontario continue to give leadership in this

field, 'and th'at given some bf 'the events of

late, not dealing with the air controllers'

strike, it will be harid to convince certain

pebple of the leadership th'at he says he is

providing in this field, especially for instance

the m'ayor bf Hull who had 'to go to fail be-

eaufee he could not get a bilinguial summons
tin 'the niatibnal kisipMaH?

Hon. 'Mr. Handleman: It came fibm ihe

ROMP.

Mr. Cassidy: From the Ontario courts, it

came.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

[2:30]

Hon. 'Mr. Davis: Mr. Spdaker, I find cer-

tain 'febla'ted situations th^t are regrettable,

but I'm ^ying that on balance we adopted
a policy—I dan recall the implications of it

in the field bf educatibn in particular because
I was very directly involved—'th^t has by
and large been acceptable, thiat has been

mbdei^ate, that has been done without a great
ddal bf pubHc fanfare, and I think there

has been a degree of acceptance here in-

ternally 'that is encouraging.

I recognize the particular point being
raised by the hon. member. I thank it is un-

fortunate that he wbuld raise what I believe

is an isolated situation which would, in his

view perhaps, Attack the ovei^ll programme
and Wie objectives of the government which
I think have gone relatively well.

'Mr. Cassidy: Not universal in Ottawa.

'Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Gould we keep
the question short 'instead of a long dis-

sertation? Thank you.

Mr. Roy: Yes, I will. Just in response to

the Premier, when he says "an isolated situa-

tion," I know they want to inflame the

situation but the fact is that there are 22

peoplle who have gbne to jail.

Mr. Speaker: Your supplementary question?

Mr. Roy: Will you comment on that

situa'tion?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am informed by the

Attorney General (Mr. McMurtry) that that

situation is in the procefss of resolution.

RADIOACTIVITY AT PORT HOPE

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Minister

of the Environment: In view of the decision

of the Atomic Energy Control Board last

week ordering Eldorado to seek an alterna-

tive permanent diumping site for radioactive

waste, and ordering an end to dumping at

Port Granby by January, what steps is the

minister taking to assist in the location of

another site, and what steps in particular are

being taken to protect the interests of On-
tario residents? Is the minister involving him-
self in the studies ordered by the AECB to

estabhsh whether radioactive material is being
leached into Lake Ontario?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, we are con-

tinuously monitoring any leaching from the

Port Granby site. My information is that there

is no danger from that site as far as the

quality of the water is concerned in Lake
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Ontario at that location. As far as the de-

cision of the AECB is concerned we are, of

course, happy with that decision and also

the conditions that were attached to the

decision.

The intergovernmental committee that has

been set up now for about three months,
chaired by my deputy minister, will be work-

ing in an attempt to find an alternate site—

which, of course, is the prime responsibility
of the company, but there is no reason why
that committee will not continue to attempt
to find an alternate site. However, at the

present time its prime responsibility and

priority is to find a site to dispose of the

nuclear waste that is in Port Hope, and
which I understand is being stored on the

company property in a warehouse at the

present time. That is the prime responsibility
—to find a site for that waste—and then, of

course, we will deal with the matter referred

to by the hon. member.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,

regarding the waste that the minister refers

to from Port Hope, can he confirm that the

estimate of the total waste in that area that's

radioactive has climbed to close to a quarter
of a million cubic yards? If, in fact, he can
confirm that, can he explain how that ma-
terial got spread around the town? Is he

sticking to his original story that it was re-

moved by residents without authorization?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: That was one of the situa-

tions—one or two of the situations. I think the

main reason it was spread around the town
is that there wasn't the knowledge that we
have today as to the degree of radioactivity.

I am sorry, I forgot the first part of the

hon. member's supplementary.

Mr. S. Smith: The amount.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: The amoiint has been esti-

mated in various amounts. They are strictly

guesstimates. There are about 100 sites—100
homes in the area, 100 locations in the area—
that are found to have high readings of radio-

activity and which will be involved in re-

moval and are being involved in removal at

this time.

Mr. Moffatt: Mr. Speaker, I would hke to

ask the minister if he, or his ministry rather,

has submitted a list of alternative sites to

the commission and to the Atomic Energy
Control Board for the disposal of that ma-
terial?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: No, the committee that I

referred to—which membership includes the

company and the Atomic Energy Control

Board, as well as at least two federal minis-
tries and two provincial ministries—'has de-
cided on about four or five sites. Tliey are

properties owned by the federal government
and it is my understanding that they are
outside the immediate area, so one of those
sites will be chosen.

Mr. Peterson: Is the minister prepared to

tell the House quite specifically what stan-

dards he is using for radon gas levels—how
many picocuries per litre in a school situa-

tion or a house situation? To the best of my
information, he has never filed those numbers

specifically and no one knows yet what stan-

dards he feels are appropriate.

Mr. Speaker: The question has been asked

on this.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: As far as drinking water is

concerned, it's three picocuries per litre. The
Atomic Energy Control Board really has been

studying the standards and those standards

are acceptable to us. I would have to get

those for the hon. member. It would take me
another 10 minutes to read the various de-

grees and standardfs that our ministry is fol-

lowing for earth, for example, as well as

water—emissions and things like that. I would
be happy to give that to the hon. member.

CABINET DECISION ON
BURLINGTON DEVELOPMENT

Mr. S. Smith: Could the Premier explain

why the cabinet, after sitting on this matter

for four years, has recently decided to give

the go-ahead to a development in East Bur-

lington, 6.7 acres of lakesihore property, when

a provincially-funded study indicates that

Burlington already has limited only 11 per

cent (rf its shoreline for public access and

recommends a much higher percentage for

the public? Does the Premier place any im-

portance at all oni the allegation that the

developer in question has recently made a

maximium donation, even while the matter

was under appeal to the cabinet, to the cam-

paign of the member for Burlington South,

the hon. Minister of the Environment?

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I regret the last part of

that question and I would hope the hon.

member-

Mr. Good: Deny it.

Mrs. Campbell: Deny it.
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Hon. Mr. Davis: —for Hamilton West
would very carefully considier that part of his

question.

Mr. Cassidy: Do you deny it?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would say that cabinet

deals with appeals. If the hon. member
wishes to ask the chairman' of that committee,
the Minister of Revenue (Mr. Meen), as to

the rationale for cabinet decision®, that's fine.

I would ask the member for Hamilton West
to very carefully consider the latter part of

his question.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
could the Premier elaborate on what he

means by carefully consider? Does he, for

instance, consider it appropriate that while a

matter of development is on appeal at the

cabinet it is an appropriate measure to offer

a cabinet minister a political donation?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Why didn't you ask me the

question?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Get out of the gutter.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I don't want to prolong
this, but if the member for Hamilton West
is suggesting that a contribution was' made to

the Minister of the Environment while a

matter was under consideration by cabinet

with the anticipation that would influence the

Minister of the Environment, then I say he
should have the intestinal fortitude to get up
and make that accusation because that's the

only interpretaition—

Mr. S. Smith: 1 didn't say that.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —one can gain from that

question.

Interjectionis.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. S. Smith: On a point of privilege, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I might point
out to all miemlbers that it's improper to im-

pute motives, either directly or indirectly, in

this chamber, and if such motives-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Does the hon.
member for Hamilton West have further

questions?

Mr. BuUbrook: On a point of order, there

was no imputation of motive and you know
it.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I think if you
will read the Hansard-

Mr. Bullbrook: A motive was imputed by
the Premier.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I suggested if

there was a motive imputed, either direct or

indirect, it is improper. I am not sa^-ing that

there was one but I just point that out as a

warning. Does the hon. member for Hamilton
West have any further questions?

Mr. S. Smith: No, I have no further ques-
tions.

STRIKE AT WINDSOR K-MART

Mr. Bounsall: Before I place my question
to the Minister of Labour, I wish to compli-
ment her on her very attractive summer attire.

Having said that, will the minister involve

herselt directly to help resolve the strike be-

tween members of Local 705, Canadian Food
and Allied Workers, and two large K-Mart

department stores in Windsor, which has now
gone on for six weeks, particularly inasmuch
as 95 per cent of the 300 employees are

women and the main issue is the very basic

one of job security only?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I shall

most certainly investigate this particular dis-

pute with the anticipation that we will be

able, within the ministry, to find sjome reason-

able avenue to assist in findimg a solution for

it. I have become involved rather personally
in several disputes recently and it is a pos-

sibility that I may do so in this one, but I

cannot commit mysetf at this time.

Mr. Bounsall: Supplementary: Mindful of

the fact that this group of employees is seek-

ing its first contract, and that it is the first

store of K-Mart in Ontario in which em-

ployees have attempted to be organized, will

the minister now very seriously consider intro-

ducing legislation providing for the imposi-
tion of first contracts in these situations,
which of course would include, automatically,
job security clauses and would materially aid

in ending the exploitation of women in our
work force?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I am sure the amend-
ments to the Labour Relations Act of last

year went a good distance toward removing
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some of the inequities which did occur in the

estabhshment of a first contract. This mattCT

is under review by the ministry at the mo-
ment. I am hoping that in the rail session of

the Legislature we shall have some remarks

to make about it or some actions to bring be-

fore the House.

1 really would like to say that I believe

the exploitation of women workers in this

province has, in fact, decreased considerably
in the last several years. It is not entirely re-

moved as yet, and I believe that it's primarilv
a social problem rather than an employers
problem. If the attitudes of some of the males

in this province, and across this country,
would change dramatically, we would have
much less exploitation. And that attitude, I

would like you to know, is not limited to any

specific party. It happens to be universal;

particularly in that party, that party and occa-

sionally even in this one.

Mr. Mortel: You have to really change the

law.

the nurses together will find a solution to this

present set of negotiations. They have both

promised they are willing to sit down with us,

after th^ set of negotiations is completed, to

examine their problems in order to try to find

a better route for solution to this recurring

dispute between boards of health and public
health nurses.

Mr. Good: Is it correct, then, to assume
the minister has comple'tely ruled out

legislation that would require compulsory
arbitration?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr, Si>eaker, it would
be cntirc^ly erroneous to say that we've niled

out anything at all at the moment. We are

trying to find avenues which are equitable
for both parties; and that may in ract be

leg'islation at some point in the fu'ture, it is

ndt mled tout.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please; order.

PUBLIC HEALTH NURSES'
NEGOTIATIONS

Mr. O'Neil: Mr. Speaker, I hope because

I'm asking another question of the Minister

of Labour I won't be looked down upon be-

cause I'm male.

I wonder if the minister could tell us what
her ministry is doing in regard to the re-

}>eated requests by the Ontario public health

nurses that they be granted the right to com-

pulsory arbitration? Could she also report to

the Legislature on what is being done to

settle the many lockouts that exist between
certain boards and nurses throughout the

province?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, at the
moment there are not many lockouts existing
that have been established by the boards in

the province. I believe there are five alto-

gether out of 27 present disputes.

Mr. Good: Not many agreements.

Hon. B. Stephenson: However, at the mo-
ment we are still discussing, with both the
Ontario Nurses' Association and the associa-

tion of the boards of health, the possiibility
of reaching negotiated settlements. We have
established five mediation processes, which
are either in action at the moment or will be
within the next few days. There will be some
discussions, even among the groups which are

presently locked out and their employers,
within the next couple of weeks as well. We
are very hopeful that, in fact, the boards and

DUNDAS PUC INQUIRY

'Mr. Deans: Mr. Speaker, I have a ques-
tion of the Minister of Energy. What advice,

counselling or direction did he give 'to the

town council of Dundas with regard to the

recent investigation which he carried out into

the PUC?

[2:45]

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: As the hon. member
well knows, I have written to the iadministra-

tive clerk of the town of Dundas answering
council's resolution. It is now up to council

to re'lease that Idtter and deal witib the course

of action that I suggested to them.

Mr. Deans: A supplementary question:
Since the council have made it ajyparent to

everyone that lihey are uniable to proceed
themselves due to personal relationships

among the council meinibers, cian ttlie minister

tell us whether he did recommend 'any course

of adtion to be followed? Why is he rductant

to release publicly that which he was asked

to look into?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, there is

no reluctance for the information to be made
public. I understand the council is meeting
on either July 17 or 19. According to the

prdss reports whidh I have ^een ftom the

Hamilton and Dundas areas, the letter will

be tabled before council at th!at time and
council will work on it. I have seen no indica-

tion that council will be unable to deal with
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the inatter, although the hon. meanber has

suggested that some personal relationships
will prevent this.

'Mr. Deans: The minister mlaikes it very
diffibul^.

Hon. Mr. Timbrel] : Undoubt^y it's al-

ways difBcult, Whether a member of the

dounlcdl, 'the Leigislature br the federal Parlia-

merit deail with problem Jareas, but ithey h'ave

the dapia'di'ty.

Mr. Cunningham: Given the confusion that

relates to this whole problem with the Dundas
PUC, does the minister not think it would be

appropriate to estalblish an interim public
utilities commission, or a board there, to

serve between now and the next election so

that some sort of leadership might take place
in this particular area, given that the cur-

rent members are so deeply involved in this?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: First of all, the hon.

member seems to have already tried and
convicted certain people without any process
of law at all.

Mr. Cunningham: They have only admitted

it.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I understand that the
two sergeants of the regional police force in-

vestigating the matter have completed that

study. They have turned the material over to

the Crown attorney for the region. It is now,
therefore, in his hands and it is his preroga-
tive to decide whether, in fact, charges will

be laid and, if so, against whom and for what.

Put that aside; it is in good hands.

As far as the commission is concerned, first

of all the member will know that there is a

restructuring study under way—or he should
know if he reads the local press—for the

region of Hamilton-Wentworth. As soon as

that study is completed, and they have made
the decisions at the local level as to whether
it will be a series of local utilities or a re-

gional utility, they will then file that report
with Ontario Hyd^ro, which will then make
recommendations to me. I have told tbem that

as soon as that is completed—and in their

interests, obviously, the sooner the better-
then I will bring a bill to this House.

HOSPITAL CLOSINGS

Mr. Sargent: Mr. Speaker, I have a ques-
tion of the Minister of Health. Since he has

proven conclusively that his hospital closing

programme was all political-

Mr. Ruston: And illegal.

Mr. Sargent: —and since that has been

acknowledged by some of his colleagues, and
now that he has had another addition to a

hospital in his area, plus a new hospital in

his riding, and we have chaos and cutbacks

all over the province in hospitals, and now
that the courts have ruled against the govern-

ment, what is the position of these hospitals

that the province has tried to close? Where
do we stand now?

Mr. Ruston: What did he do with his own
area hospital?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, I think

that part of the question, at least, was in-

correct. I was at the opening of a revised

section of a hospital on Saturday in my riding.

There was not even a single new wall. Some

space that was previously a corridor was used,

without any money from my ministry, either

for capital or for operating.

Mr. Ruston: He will probably close them
next year.

Mr. Cassidy: Do it yourself, eh?

Mr. Eakins: Where did the minister get

the money?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Wintario funds.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. F. S. Miller: It was one of those rare

cases where I was glad to attend something
and take no credit at all.

Mr. Lewis: But did they oflFer you any-

thing?

Hon. F. S. Miller: They asked me to give

money, as a matter of fact, as an individual.

The member knows that the issue is before

the courts. He also knows that the hospitals

are being permitted to operate, and he

knows that they have been given budgets

roughly comparable to last year's budgets
until such time as the courts have ruled—so

they are all functioning.

Mr. Sargent: A supplementary.

Mr. Speaker: The question period has ex-

pired.

Petitions.

Tresenting reports.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell tabled the annual report

of the Ontario Energy Corp. for the period
ended Dec. 31, 1975.

Mr. Speaker: Motions.

Introduction of bills.
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POINT OF PRIVILEGE

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, before the

introduction of the bill that this House has

been called to discuss, I would hke to rise on
a point of personal privilege with respect to

an undertaking which exists between myself
and the member for Riverdiale (Mr. Renwick),
which has become publicly understood, I

guess.

Mr. Breithaupt: Have the Attorney General

(Mr. McMurtry) bring it over.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I want to make clear that

this is a government that keeps its commit-

ments, and I have in my hand here a plain
brown envelope, which will be familiar to

the member for Riverdale, as he deals with

them rather regularly.

Mr. Cassidy: You should make it nine

bucks for nine judges.

Hon. Mr. Davis: In it will be an amount
not less than $1, nor will it be more than

$1.10, under the Anti-Inflation Board guide-
lines. While members are exempt from the

guidelines I guess, nonetheless I feel bound
to stay within them.

I think it is also important, Mr. Speaker, to

reaffirm that in my commitment to the mem-
ber for Riverdale it is an indication of the

commitment that we have as a government
to the people of this province, which will be

demonstrated conclusively by the Attorney
General very shortly. I might also add that I

asked no contribution to help in this from any
of the law officers of the Crown, either pro-

vincially or federally.

I might further point out that I have made
a very slight wager on a certain ease involv-

ing the Philadelphia Flyers. I will not disclose

to the House on whose side I am or what
odds I haive taken. Mr. Speaker, I want to

deliver this to the member for Riverdale.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Speaker, I wilHnely
accept this most gracious donation. I did

hope that we might meet in the centre of the

House and that some photographer would
take a picture of us for my campaign litera-

ture. In any event, in this time of restraint I

can assure you that this money will be well

and truly spent.

Mr. Lewis: Is it not possible for you to

lose even a split decision?

Hon. Mr. Davis: All or nothing.

ANTI-INFLATION AGREEMENT ACT
Hon. Mr. McMurtry moved first reading of

bill intituled. An Act to ratify the entering

into of an Agreement under the Anti-Inflation

Act (Canada).

The House divided on the motion, which
was approved on the following vote:

Ayes Nays

Auld
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Ayes

Norton
O'Neil

Parrott

Peterson

Reed

(Halton-Burlington)
Reid

(Rainy River)
Rhodes
Riddell

Roy
Sargent
Scrivener

Shore

Singer
Smith

(Hamilton Mountain)
Smith

(Hamilton West)
Snow
Spence
Stephenson

Taylor
Timbrell

Villeneuve

Welch
Wells
Wiseman
Worton
Yakabuski—75.

Clerk of the House: Mr. Speaker, the

"ayes" are 75, the "nays" 34.

Motion agreed to; first reading of the bill.

Hon. Mr. MdMurtry: Mr. Speaker, I think
some of the members, at least, of this House
are aware that the Supreme Court of Canada
has held that the agreement between the

government of Ontario and the government
of Canada providing that the federal Anti-
Inflation Act and the national guidelines shall

apply to the provincial public sector is not
eflPective without the authorization of the

Legislature.

Mr. MoflFatt: That's a good lesson to

learn.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: The Anti-Inflation Act
and guidelines liave 'been considered to apply
to the provincial public sedtor 'and many
adtions and decisions have been taken under
them. It Continues to be the government's

policy to support the federal anti-inflation

programme in its application to die provincial
public sector. Thiis boll is, therdPore, necessary
to preserve the uninterrupted operation of the

programme and the actions and decisions

taken in carrying it out.

Mr. Speaker: Orders of the day.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, with tbe

consent of the House I'd like to make a

mo^tion.

Mr. Speaker: Agreed.

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that notwithstand-

ing any previous order the House will meet
tomorrow at 2 p.m.

Mdtion agreed to.

Mr. Reid: Why not 10?

Hon. Mr. Welch: Just before moving the

adjournment of the House, I know that some
of the members of the House will want an

opportunity, now, to consider the legislation
introduced by the Attorney General. We will

commence second reading of that particular
bill tomorrow afternoon after question psriod.

Mr. S. Smith: I have a pdint of order.

Could the House leader please explain why
we can''t mee't tomorrow at 10 o'clock? Since

we have all come back for this particular

sess'ion, Can we not get on With this business?

Mr. Lewis: Why don't we start at mid-

night?

'Mr. S. Smith: Didn't the Leader of the

Opposition agree to this?

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, we did have

meetings yestterday with the other House
leaders land it wks clearly understood that

the official opposition wanted some oppor-
tunity to caucus on this legislation tomorrow

morning.

Hon. Mr. Welch moved the adjournment
of the House.

Motion agreed to.

The House adjourned at 3:30 p.m.
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The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

Mr. Speaker: Statements by the ministry.

METRO TORONTO HOSPITAL
BED STUDY

Hon. F. S. Miller: I would like to inform

the House about an important study that has

been authorized by my ministry. I have asked

the Ontario Council of Health, the senior

advisory body to me on health matters in

Ontario, to investigate the Metropolitan To-

ronto hospital bed situation and to make
recommendations as to possible rationaliza-

tion of beds in the area.

I should point out that this study in no

way reflects on the recent Divisional Court

ruling since it will cover the entire Metropoli-
tan Toronto area.

Mr. Singer: First you close them; then you

study them.

Hon. F. S. Miller: The terms of reference

for the study are still being refined by my
staflF and the council but, broadly speaking,

they will be designed to verify beds in ser-

vice and their patterns of utilization. They
will also recognize the specific teaching re-

quirements of the University of Toronto. I

expect the study will not only identify bed

problems but offer guidance to the ministry
in correcting current problem areas.

Finally, I'm hopeful that the council will

be able to report to me by the end of the

year.

Mr. Renwick: Why do you have that study

Mr. Speaker: Oral questions.

Mr. Deans: If you wonder why I am stall-

ing, Mr. Speaker, I'm looking for my leader

who is somewhere between the CBC and
here. I would like to ask the House leader a

question. I had anticipated that the Premier

would be making a statement and maybe the

minister could tell me why he isn't here to

make it? It would be useful to all of us.

Wednesday, July 14, 1976

Hon. Mr. Welch: I'm sure the Premier is

on his way.

Mr. Deans: He is somewhere between the

Ombudsman and here, is he?

Hon. Mr. Welch: No, he is on his way.

Mr. Deans: I see. Well, we are okay now.

We've been brought back to normal. Thank

you very much.

ELLIOT LAKE RETRAINING
PROGRAMME

Mr. Lewis: I have a question of the Minis-

ter of Labour. Can she revise for the Legis-
lature the views she put about the situation

and the work training programme for EUiot

Lake and explain why it is that the Work-
men's Compensation Board has not functioned

adequately in this role, as she indicated it

would when she responded to us about the

Globe and Mail stories some weeks ago?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I am somewhat at a

loss to understand the purport of this ques-
tion regarding the function of the Workmen's

Compensation Board in this area. It is my
understanding that the board is functioning
well and that a majority of the workers

affected by the studies, the examination of

working level months, is participating in the

programme. A minority has not as yet de-

cided to participate in the programme but

the members are in the process of making up
their minds individually about whether they
will or not. They are being encouraged to do
so and wall be aided by the Workmen's Com-
pensation Board and tiie employers to do so

if and when they do decidte to participate.

Mr. Lewis: Did the letter from the Work-
men's Compensation Board, disclaiming the

allegations which occurred in the Globe and

Mail, ever appear in the Globe and Mail? Has
the minister yet retracted her statement that

the union leaders supported the programme
when they denied it utterly the day after

she made it in this Legislature?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I ajm very happy that

the hon. Leader of the Opposition has raised

that specific question.
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Mr. Ferris: You just happen to have it

with you.

Hon. B. Stephenson: The letter has not as

yet appeared in the Globe and Mail because
the chairman of the Workmen's Compensa-
tion Board felt that he had to have personal
verification of the facts which he had been

given. He acquired those in a meeting with

representatives of the unions and the union
leaders at the beginning of this week, as a
matter of fact. I have it on the word of Mr.
Starr that the union leaders strongly support
the programme of the Workmen's Compen-
sation Board in this area.

The letter which was drafted to be sub-
mitted to the Globe and Mail has not as yet
been subpiitted. I have not asked today
whether it is intended to be submitted or

not, but if it is, it will not be changed from
the format in which I saw it because the

figures are apparently correct and the at-

Ititude of the union leaders is as I reported
it.

Mr. Lewis: One last supplementary: Can
the minister table that information with the

Legislature since none of it has appeared
publicly as yet?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Yes, as soon as I

have it in some sort of tablable form I shall
be pleased to do so.

definitive before we possibly adjourn tomor-
row.

While I am on my feet, Mr. Speaker, I

notice in your gallery a former member of

this House. I certainly would like to welcome
the head of Ryerson Polytechnical Institute.

It's obvious it is on its sumfner vacation or

the former member for Peterborough would
be hard at work at that institution. It's en-

couraging to see him continuing his educa-
tional career by joining us once again in the

Legislature this afternoon.

I might say that I'm very pleased to

recognize his presence, because since he has
left the political arena, most of the time he
speaks so encouragingly and so favourably
about the former Minister of Education, the

present Minister of Education (Mr. Wells)
and the educational system of the Province
of Ontario. It's always a pleasure to greet
him anywhere, at any time.

Mr. Gaunt: Now we know why he got the

job.

Mr. MoflFatt: You are reading between the
lines again.

Mr. MacDonald: Will there be time for

rephes?

Mr. Lewis: It might be nice to make him
the next Minister of Education.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would say—

OMBUDSMAN'S REPORT ON PICKERING Mr. Lewis: Walter, we love you-

Mr. Lewis: May I ask the Premier, what
resolutions has he come to with Arthur

Maloney? Ontario awaits.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I api not sure whether
Ontario awaits or whether the Leader of the

Opposition awaits.

An hen. member: It is the same thing.

Mr. Lewis: You walked into that.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Before I was interrupted,
I was prepared to say that the two were not

synonymous by any stretch of the imagina-
tion.

Mr. Lewis: I am inclined to agree.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am glad you agree with
me. I could go on but I won't. Yes, I have
had two discussions with the Ombudsman
today and we are having a further discussion

to;norrow morning. I have nothing of a

specific nature to say to the House, although
I fully expect I will have something more

Hon. Mr. Davis: —we've had converts be-
fore and I expect will again.

Mr. Speaker: Back to the question period.

Mr. Lewis: I trust you subtracted all of

that from the question period, Mr. Speaker.

I'd like to press the Premier just a little

about it. Can he give us an undertaking that

if the statement he provides the House with
tomorrow is not acceptable to Arthur Mal-

oney, as Opibudsman, the Premier will have
the report tabled in the Legislature and sub-

ject to debate before we adjourn?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I think the

Leader of the Opposition lis (assuming some

'things 'that m^y or may not happen. Certainly
I would like 'to think that anything I say
tomorrow will T>e generally acxeptsM^ as fkr

as the Ombudsman is ooncemed. That does
not—and I want tJh'is dearly understood, so
there will be no misunderstanding in the preiss

—•that doesn't mean that the resoWtions w^ill

be found, but hopefully what I may have to
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say tomorrow would be acx^eptable to the

Qmbudsm'an.

Mr. Lewis: I put to the Premier again, by

way of suppllemeritary—land I donlt consider it

hypothdtical because it's tomorrow—if Arthur

Maloney, as Ombudsman, takes exception to

the Premier's report, in part br in Whole, will

the Ombudsman's initial Pickering study be
tabled with the Legislature and will we be

provided Avith an opportunity to debate it

before we adjourn?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I know it's

not hypothetical in the senSe that we're not

talking about something twto week's or a

mortth away, however, the discussiions are

such that I re'ally can't comment any more
than I have. Quite obviously, therell be a

question i)eriod tomorrow, with the usuial

procedures. However, I'm relatively optimistic
that what I have to say tomorrow -Will meet
with his satisfaction.

'Mr. Singer: Relating to the Premier's last

answer. Would the Premier not 'agree with me
that there might be dther methods of this

House dealing wfth the report and 'agreement
or dis-agreement, methods other than a debate

in the Legislature? There might be resolutions,

which the government might put forward or

either of the opposition parties might choose

to put forward. Merely setting aside time for

debate. Which might not come to any answer,

prdbably isn't going to help the situation

along at all.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, the member
for Wilson Heights is more perceptive on this

occasion than he is on some olliers.

Mr. Singer: Thank you.

Hon. Mr. Davis : I tend to agree.

Mr. Lewis: To put you both at rest, we
will move a resblution.

REED PAPER AGREEMENT

Mr. Lewis: May I as'k one firial question of

the Premier: Since there is such enormous
concern over the proposed Reed Paper-

government preliminary agreement in north-

western Ontario, can he, as Premier, give us a

specific statement about where tilings stand

and what it is intended the preliminary agree-
ment will cover? Is it in draft form? Can any-
one learn anything about it, beyond tiie

vagaries of which we've been told?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, my under-

standing is that there is, in fact, no agree-

ment at this moment. Tliere have been, and

are, discussions with Reed Paper as to ifhe

economic development of northwestern On-
tario, of tihat there is no question. These dis-

cus's ions as I understand it, are still going on.

I cannot undertake to the Leader of the

Opposition that these discussions can be made
public at this moment.

Certainly if ^n agreement is concluded, that

agreement is 'a public document; there's no

problem With that whatsoever. But as il under-

stand it, and the Minister of Natural Re-
sources (Mr. Bemier) 'can correct me if Tm
wrong, tihere has been no Agreement.

[2:151

Mr. Lewis: Is the Premier aware tfhiat the

entire Treaty No. 9 organization has asked
thalt a commission of inquiry involving three

people be struck to allow the various band
councils some participation in ithe striking of

this agreement, or to s'hare With tihem its

likely components? Can the Premier respond
to that, since the concern accelerates greatly
in the northwest?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I understand
there is a concern and I think it's under-

standable. I 'think, though, that to «ay there

will be an inquiry prior to an agreement
being finalized really wouldn^t serve any pur-

pose at this xx>int in time. I think thiat while

the government recognizes the concerns of

the Treaty No. 9 Indians, it is 'also impbrtfant
for the economic wdfare of this province—
and I am sure the members coHdague two
seats to his left, and philosopihically usually to

his right, understands what I am saying when
I-

Interjeotion.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Well, he is jyhilosophicaHy
to his right. Listen, up in Thunder Bay one

day I thought he was a right-wing Tory.

Interjections.

Mr. Stokes: You said that, nWt me.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Well, I ^aid that to the

member because it is true. I have never heard
a greater endorsation of the private sector

than he gave on that occasion. It Was
tremendous.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: What we are interested

in, because the northwest—and I think the

Leader of the Opposition supports this—does
need economic growth and development, and

certainly we want to work in this direction in
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a way that is acceptable. So I say at ithis mo-
ment in time, while I understand the con-

cerns, we will not be having a public inquiry
prior to these agreements being further dis-

cussed.

Mr. Martel: That was sacrilegious.

Interjections.

Mr. Held: In view of the concern, does
the Premier not feel that there should be
some public input, both by the Indians who
are directly involved and perhaps stand to

gain or lose the most, plus the people who
live in the area, before any final agreement
is made between Reed Paper and the gov-
ernment?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would have to say this

to the hon. member, and I sense his concern
is genuine, I think it's important to recognize
that this government does in fact represent
the people, that our concern is to see that
there is development in that part of the Prov-
ince of Ontario, and the people who are resi-

dent there are without question the benefi-

ciaries of this development. Without that sort

of thing there would be no purpose in this,

and I would have to say to the hon. member
that it is very difficult in negotiations of this

kind to have them conducted, shall we say, in

a very public forum.

Certainly any agreement that is concluded
is subject to criticism—hopefully there won't
be any, or if there is it will be of a construc-
tive nature—by members of this House and
others. But certainly for the ministry and the

company involved to sort of have the negotia-
tions at the Clerk's table, really I think—

Mr. Lewis: Why not? Why not?

Hon. Mr. Davis: -^I think would be per-
haps presuming too much. And the Clerk

says he doesn't want them at his table.

Mr. Lewis: You are selling the whole band
down the river.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Oh no. Oh no. Oh, listen.

I know what the member would do.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: The member would na-
tionalize the whole pulp and paper industry.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Lewis: It is already Crown land which
the government is giving away; it is already
in the power of the government-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Who is giving land

away?

Interjections.

Mr. S. Smith: Well, it's nice to know that

there is some interest over there.

CABINET DECISION ON
BURLINGTON DEVELOPMENT

Mr. S. Smith: A question to the Minister of

Revenue; I am afraid in the discussions yes-

terday regarding campaign donations we
didn't get to the main substance. Could the
Minister of Revenue explain the cabinet's de-
cision in approving the particular lakefront

development in BurBngton that was the sub-

ject of discussion yesterday? And could he

explain how that is in keeping with the thrust

and the intent of the government's report

suggesiting that Burlington requires more
public access to the lakefront and a 50-ft

walkway along the lakeshore?

Hon. Mr. Meen: This had been before the

legislation committee of cabinet on a number
of occasions. During the coiurse of the various

deliberations of the committee, both at times

when I was the chairman and on previous
occasions, it had been referred back with the

suggestion from the committee that negotia-
tions continue between the developer on the

one hand and the city of Burlington and the

region of Halton on the other. Over the

months that ensued the various points that

were raised by the parties ultimately were
resolved. At one stage—and it was relatively
recently; the time when I was the chairman—
we had recommended that the report of the

lakefront study be considered with res]3ect to

the 50-ft walkway which had been recom-
mended and at one stage, following that I

believe, the city of Burlington had indicated

they wanted that as one of the conditions of

agreement.

Subsequently though in, as I suppose it is

fair to say, the trade-ofiFs that occur in these

negotiations that went on between the city

primarily and the developer, the city ulti-

mately agreed to relinquish that request with
the accession by the developer to other re-

quests which they made with respect to road

widening and all sorts of things—a total of

some 16 or 17 different items which were

ultimately agreed to between the parties.

So it really was on tliat basis that the legis-
lation committee recommended to cabinet and
cabinet adopted the recommendation that we
affirm the Municipal Board order with those
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refinements spelled out as an addendum to

the order in council. So that is the way it

went.

The refinements, I think, and cabinet takes

this position, significantly improve the posi-
tion of the city. Its negotiating position was
far enhanced' by the negotiations that went on

by the referral back, I should say, by cabinet.

The delays that we put into this in order to

give them an opportunity to negotiate signifi-

cantly strengthened their hand, and I believe

that in the long run they have now wound up
with the development here and conditions for

development that will be to the maximum
benefit of the city of Burlington and to re-

gional Halton.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary, if

I understood correctly it was the city of

Burlington that modified its position on this.

Could the minister explain how the eventual

decision relates to provincial policy to retain

adequate amounts of lake frontage for public
access in Biu-lington, which at present I be-

lieve only has 11 per cent, whereas Oakville

and Mississauga have 30 per cent or so and
the minister's own government suggests that

that should be a minimum?

Hon. Mr. Meen: Actually, Mr. Si>eaker, if

that was a decision by the city, they have

decided in these trade-oflFs they were pre-

pared to relinquish that, so far as the public

walkway was concerned, in exchange for road

vvidenings and some of these other conditions

that have in eflFect been built into the agree-
ment.

HAMILTON MATCH PLATE CO.

Mr. S. Smith: A brief question for the

Minister of Labour: When will the minister

table the long-awaited results of the inspec-
tion at Hamilton Match Plate Co.?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I'm sorry
I don't have them with me today. I shall

attempt to get them and table them tomorrow.

MILK PRODUCTION

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Minister

of Agriculture: How does the minis^ter resxwnd
to the Minister of Agriculture of the federal

government of Canada who has claimed ttiat,

and I quote, "The Ontario govenmierit has

suckered into the dairy business without first

having the assurance of mai'ket share quotas"
a number of farmers, and that "the provincial

government deliberately got these people in

and should face up to its responsibility"?

That comes from a recent speedh. What is the

response to the minister?

Hon. W. Newman: First and foremost, I

think he's a very fine man but I feel that

was a very irresponsible speech he gave.

Interjedtions.

Hon. W. Newman: No—and I say this ad-

visedly, that we have a national-

Mr. Shore: Who advised you?

Hon. W. Newman: —MSQ or industrial

milk allocation across Canada that is set by
the Canadian Dairy Commission for all farm-

ers in Canada and for all provinces. We were

given an allocation in 1975 under the Cana-
dian Dairy Commission and our Milk Market-

ing Board achieved 97 per cent of the total

allocation. As a result of our fulfilling what
we were allocated in 1975, it w*as possible to

have a smaller percentage redudtion in the

Province of Onitario than there was in the

rest of Canada.

IMr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
does the minister not accept that his govern-
ment's IMPIP proposal in fact did draw new

people into the dairy business, and these are

the very people suff^ering because of the fact

that their market share qu<>ta is not sufficient?

Mr. Nixon: No doubt about it.

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, in order

to explain the IMPIP programme to 'the

leader of the Liberal Party-

Mr. Nixon: He understands it.

Hon. W. Newman: I am gO'ing to answer

his question.

Mr. Roy: Well, just answer it.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. W. Newman: In 1973 there was a

shoi^tage of milk. We were asked, and Mr.
Trudeau himself said it, 'that we be self-

sufficient.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We always pay attention

to him.

Mr. S. Smith : Darn right.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I think yesterday demon-
strated that.

Hon. W. Newman: We moved into the

programme in 1973, to encourage milk

production in tbe Province of Ontario through
bur 'IMPIP programme, to encourage milk
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production and to keep up the qudta alloca-

tion in the Province of Ontario in the light of

quota moved to dther provinces. Our pro-
gramme Was dis'continue'd as of June, 1975;
and I must say that 'the memher might check
into the Farm Credi't Corp., which is a

federal programme which was still active in

the milk business as late as last December.

(Mr. Rid'dell: Since the federal 'Minister of

Agriculture has laid part of ithe Mame at least

on the steps of the provincial government—

Hon. Mr. Davis: Does 'that come as a

shock to you?

Mr. S. Smith : They leamdd the game from

you.

Mr. Riddell: —what is the minister pre-

pared to do to ensure tliat our milk producers
sitay in business? If the federal minister isn't

prepared to make any concessions, part of the

responsihility lies here; What is this minister

going to do ito help the {farmers out?

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, I have
been in Ottawa many times in the last three

weeks trying to get some common sense out
of the dairy policy; I say it advise'dly, and I

will say it agiain—

Interjections.

Hon. W. Newman: I asked for a reduction
in the 18 per cent cutback.

Mr. Roy: You are not very effective.

Hon. W. Newman: I asked for a reduction
in the penalty clause of $8.50 per cwt on
over-supplied quota; and I also asked that the

monthly allocations come off, because you
can't turn cows on and off on a monthly
allocation. I was promised an answer two
weeks ago today; I was promised one and
I still have not got that answer.

In spite of that, I met with our Ontario
Milk Marketing Board, and they are going to

increase, on their own, for the first three

months, the total allocation in milk shipped
from 29 per cent to 33 per cent of the total

year's production of industrial piilk, which
will make a great deal of difference to a lot

of producers when they get their cheques
this week. There will be some producers who
will still be having deductions. We are work-
ing with the Milk Marketing Board; I met
with them yesterday morning myself person-
ally for two hours and our staff were over
there yesterday. We are working with them,
specifically, to pinpoint the problem areas. If

we could get a little more co-operation out
of Ottawa we could do it a lot faster.

Mr. MacDonald: Since the minister has

waited for two weeks for a reply, does he not

think the tipie has come when he can take

the secrecy off this agreement that was
reached in Ottawa, and allegedly has been
roadblocked by the Treasury Board? At least

let us know, and the farmers of Ontario

know, what Gene Whalen said he could do
until he was roadblocked by his colleagues?

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, I had a

news conference two weeks ago today at

which time I explained exactly what I asked

Ottawa to do and what I thought they would
be doing.

Mr. Roy: Obviously nobody is listening to

you.

Mr. MacDonald: What were the compon-
ents of the package to which the federal

minister agreed in the meeting two weeks

ago and which cannot be revealed because it

hadn't been cleared; and now, presumably,
it is never going to be heard?

Mr. S. Smith: Surely Ed Broadbent can

get you a brown envelope.

Mr. MacDonald: Will the minister not let

the farmers know what that agreement was?

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, I know
what I asked for from Ottawa; I made it very
clear. I feel, in fairness to the federal min-

ister, from whom I have asked certain con-

cessions for the farmers in this province, I

was told I would have an answer and I still

anticipate that he will make an announce-

ment on it shortly; ff he doesn't it might be

necessary for me to take the appropriate

steps to disclose exactly what we agreed to.

But I think, in fairness,—

Mr. MacDonald: Do it now.

Hon. W. Newman: —in fairness I should

still give him the opportunity to come for-

ward and be a man and tell the people what
he really is going to do.

Mr. MacDonald: He's already had two
weeks.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Gaunt: Could the minister indicate

to the House how much market share quota
had been retrieved or returned to the board,
and when the board intends to reallocate that

market share quota to producers in the great-
est need?

[2:301
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Hon. W. Newman: The problem is the

board at this point in time has available-

there will be a meeting to deial with it very
shortly—only about three million pounds of

MSQ with close to 5,000 applications—which
isn't very much.

REDISTRIBUTION IN
NORTHERN ONTARIO

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Premier:

Has the Premier been able yet to respond to

a resolution which was sent to him from
northwestern Ontario municipalities asking
for his support for 12 northern federal con-

stituencies to reanain? I think he is aware of

the proposed redistribution which will elimi-

nate one of the northern Ontario seats. Has
he responded to this particular request, and
if not, could he give us his feelings about
this?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, we are in

the process. I could only point out to the

member for Hamilton West—he wasn't here

at the time—that this government made it

very clear I believe in the resolution that it

presented to the House here for redistribution

that the total number of seats north of the

French River would not be altered no matter

what the mathematics or geography would
indicate.

That was the position taken at that time
and I think it was totally justifiable. But I

wouldn't object to doubling the number of

seats in the north, becaiise the next time

around it would mean that we would have
an even greater number of seats.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Just don't sign long-term
leases, you guys, that's all.

BENZENE LEVELS

Mr. S. Smith: A new question, to the Min-
ister of Health: Could the Minister of Health
tell us whether there are any figures giving
results of the monitoring of benzene levels,

the concentration of benzene, in the various

factories in this province? Is he aware of the
recent concerns regarding leukaemia deaths

among workers at Goodyear Tire in Akron
related apparently to benzene, and 'I wonder
if he has any figures to give us?

Hon. F. S. Miller: None that I can give off

the top of my head, but I would be pleased
to get any information we have. We have
been studying aromatic hydrocarbons in gen-
eral, particularly the chlorinated types, and

we realize they are among the most danger-
ous of the industrial pollutants. I think one
will find they are closely related to the coke
oven proiblems we are studying now.

ELLIOT LAKE POLLUTION

Mr. Wildman: I have a question for the

Minister of the Environment: What resi)onse

has he made to the recent request by the

northern Ontario United Steelworkers area

council that the government take immediate
action to eliminate radioactivity, acidity and
other x>ollutants originating from active as

well as abandoned uranium mining opera-
tions in the Elliot Lake area that are con-

taminating the Serpent River system, and is

he willing to meet now with the steel workers

to discuss the recommendations of the report
made by his ministry this spring?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Yes, Mr. Speaker, I intend

to meet Mr. Gilchrist, the chairman of the

local, on Aug. 9.

Mr. Martel: Supplementary: Could the

minister indicate whether the government has

any intention to establish some typ>e of fund
which would be used to clean up tailing areas

of mines which have gone out of operation?

Surely a fund could be established to clean

up, and rather than tlie government and the

province being responsible, have the indtustry

be responsible through a fund which could

be used when a mine is closed down?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, I understand

there is a section under the Mining Act that

would provide for this. I think it was yester-

day, or possibly a day or two before we re-

cessed, that tiie Minister of Culture and
Recreation (Mr. Welch) indicated that there

may be money avalable from lottery funds for

health-related environmental matters. I am
hoping a fund can be set up from that source.

One of the problems we have, of course,
is that abandoned! mines and abandoned tail-

ings are diflBcult to deal with even under the

provisions of the Mining Act when the com-

pany has folded and moved away. So it may
be that at the present time when the com-

pany is in operation we set up some type of

assessment for the future or I can look to my
colleague.

Mr. Wildman: Supplementary: Since the

levels of radium in the SheriflF Creek are five

times above the accepted level, is the govern-
ment prepared to backfill the abandoned
mines and! require new technology before

there is an expansion of uranium operations
in the Elliot Lake area?
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Hon. Mr. Kerr: Yes, that is something that's

going on at the present time. As the hon.
member knows, the two companies want to

expand up there. Officials from my ministry
and MNR, as well as the Atomic Energy Con-
trol Board, are requiring that provision be
made for treatment of these tailings before
the expansion will be approved.

UNION STATION PROPERTY

Mr. Givens: I'd like to ask the Premier to
tell us about the nature and scope of the
commitment he made at the very rarely held,
top-level, high-echelon, four-level, govern-
mental conference which was held under his

auspices here about two weeks ago, relative

to the Union Station railway properties, and
when we are likely to see some visible mani-
festations resulting from that conference on
the site.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I must compliment the
member from Armourdale on the way he
phrases that question. It means it's going to
take me a little longer to respond but I shall

endeavour to do so. To do so, I have to trace
a little history. It was a year ago, plus about
five weeks, that it became obvious that Metro
Centre as a concept had collapsed. The prov-
ince had an interest, obviously from the stand-

point of development and from the standpoint
of growth, but I guess primarily from the

standpoint of transportation.

I requested a meeting of all the principals
involved. The meeting was held in the middle
of June, 1975 at which time a committee was
struck, chaired by one Cameron McNab, the
former Deputy Minister of Transportation
and Communications, to develop the trans-

portation part of it. In conjunction with that,
the mayor of the city of Toronto became
chairman of a land-use committee which was
to work in conjunction with the transporta-
tion committee. Both committees functioned
over the period of tune that was suggested.
Mr. McNab's report came in and I had a

preliminary glance at it I think in the latter

part of May. All of the principals were there

again, almost to the date that was allocated,
one year.

Under Mr. McNalb's proposal, Union Sta-
tion per se, the great hall, would remain. The
transportation complex, rather than being
moved south, which would have been a very
large additional expense, will be constructed
on the existing site with some expansion. It

will accommodate the increased GO service,
it provides for intercity rail transportation.
The parties involved unanimously accepted
Mr. McNab's report. The details as to what

share is to be borne by those involved, the

railways and liie governments, is something
that will be worked out prior to this fall. It

did settle the site of the Bathurst St.—well,
it was to have been an interchange but it is

now a tunnel between Bathurst and Spadina,
if memory serves me correctly. From the

standpoint of transportation, it was a very
construdtive, positive and encouraging re-

port that received, I think it is fair to say, the

unanimous approval of all the principals at

the meeting.

In conjunction with that, the government of
Ontario agreed to commit, along with the two

railways^and I'm going by memory I must
confess—sums of money for a land-use study
to relate to the transportation complex for

the balance of the land and the utilization of

it. Under the plan it is feasible to move the

high line—and for those who don't understand
these termindogies, which I don't either but
I pretend to, the high line is the through
line-

Mr. Roy: You've got the report. We haven't.

Mr. Martel: This is a ministerial statement.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —at the southern part of

the railway complex.

Mr. Lewis: This is the old total recall at

work.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, this did happen fairly

recently, so I remember some of it. The trans-

portation plan does permit the high line to

be moved north so that all of the knd south
could be utilized for some other type of

development. So the mayor of the city of

Toronto—we have committed ourselves, I

believe, to $300,000 and the two railways to

$150,000 each for a detailed land-use study
to relate the land use there to the harbour
frortt piar'k to the transjwrtaWon complex.

While there wasn't a great deal <rf attention

paid to it at the time, I'm delighted tihe hon.
member raised the question because in my
view it is a very significant decision. The
thing is under way; it will happen and I

think is a very encouraging development for
the people of this community and Uiose who
are served by the transportation centre.

Ms. Bryden: I have a supplementary of the

Premier, Mr. Speaker. It appears that various

groups were involved in the planning of this

expenditure of $300,000 by the province that
he mentioned, but the only people who were
not present were the members of this Legis-
lature. I would like to ask how it happened
that Mr. McNab's report, or any piart of it,

was not brought before the estimates com-
mittee considering the estimates of the Min-
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istry of Transportation and Communioations

which, presumably, would then have given
the merrtbers of this Legislature an oppor-
tunity to discuss the terms of reference of the

studies that are being funded by this

$300,000. It has very serious implications for

land use and urban sprawl.

Mr. Singer: Speech!

Hon. Mr. Davis: I can only say to the hon.

member that the meeting took place some-
where between June 15 and 20—1 forget the

exact date. There were no funds, obviously,
in the estimates of the Ministry of Transpor-
tation and Communications because this was
a request received from the mayor of the

city of Toronto and those groups working
with the land-use committee. Now that the

transportation problem has been resolved, the

detailed study for land use to relate to this

transportation centre, to the hmd, to the

harbour front, was something tliat was of

priority for the city of Toronto; and I think

for Metro. So I made a decision, really,
within al>out 10 minutes that the government
of this proxince would assist in the funding
of this project in order to get the whole thing
on the road. It did not appear in the esti-

mates because it wasn't contemplated, but
I'm sure the hon. member will have an oppor-
tunitv when she may or may not be here in

time for the estimates again to be considered
of some ministry where that $300,000 can be
discussed in great detail.

Mr. Martel: Try it, Bill. Call an election.

Hon. Mr. Davis: If the hon. member does
not think we should have given them money,
let her say so.

Mrs. Campbell: Is the Premier then saying
that, whereas the city of Toronto had these

concerns that the transportation report would
take precedence over the land-use planning
report, it hais in fact happened and the city
is pleased with that result?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I never presume to speak
for anybody else. That's wrong; I do on occa-

sion, and she objects. But I will not speak
for the mayor of the city of Toronto, except
that he was at that meeting.

Mr. Roy: The Supreme Coiurt of Canada
will speak for the government.

Hon. Mr. Davis: My recollection is that he
said to the press afterwards that he was de-

lighted with the results of the meeting. And
I see the head of the member for Armourdale

going up and down—so he agrees with me.

Mrs. Campbell: I have great doubts if that
is the case.

Hon. Mr. Davis: If the member for St.

George doesn't think the mayor of the city of

Toronto knows what he is doing, or if she
doesn't think the member for Armourdale
understands the situation, then let her say so.

I'm trying to tell her all 1 can.

Mrs. Campbell: 1 didn't suggest that.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Say so.

Mr. Peterson: The member for Annourdale
has got a bad neck. Don't take that for

approval.

Hon. Mr. Davis: My impression was that

they were quite pleased. The transportation
issue w*as resolv^ed. They had the funding to

do the land-use study. There is nothing to

inhibit the technical work, the ddsign work
from going ahead with respect to transporta-

tion and it in no way prejudiced the ultimate

land-use decisions.

METRO TORONTO
HOSPITAL BED STUDY

Mr. Grossman: I have a ques'tion of the

Minister of Health.

Mr. Sweeney : Watch out, Bette.

Mr. Grossman: We're friends aglain.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please; we're wasting
time.

Mr. Conway: Has the member for St.

Andrew-St. Patrick resigned yet?

Mr. Grossman: No, I don't h^ave to.

'Mr. Singer: Are you Wisem'an's pailliamen-

tary assistant?

Mr. Grossman: While I'm delig'hted about

the Metropolitan Toronto hospital bed study,

I would like to ask the minister how he sees

the roUe of the individuial hospitals in Metro.

Will they be making representations to the

committee? Will they be working with them?
Will there be consultants 'to meet with the

hospitals? What will 'the association 'be? How
will the hospitafe let the study know what
their opinions are?

Mr. Ferris: Regression analysis.

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, the state-

merit I made today Was a bit vague, I admit.

Mr. Huston: Now the minister is admitting
it.
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Hon. F. S. Miller: It was purposdy viague
because I wanted to get before itfiis Legisla-

ture, wMe it was sitting, ithe fa^t 'tihait I was

intending to have 'this fetudy, even though
some tof the details still 'had to 'be woi'ked

out. I did noit want people siaying to me
dbouit a week 'hence, "Why didn'^t you tell

us while we were here?"

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. F. S. Miller: Therefore, I took the

precaution of making a comment, or a state-

ment, to'day. It is the intention of the study
to go 'this way, as I understand it.

[2:45]

First, there will be a teehnical stage when
we Will use consultants. The conlsultan'ts will

collect data on the current situation in To-

ronto—bed uses, referral patterns, and so forth.

They should have this information ready, we
hope, by Oct. 1, at which time the council

df health would, I understand, appoint a task

force of six to eig'ht people chosen darefully.
First of all, 'the council would make 'the data

avafable to the Toronto hospitals land they
in turn would be allowed to appear before

the ta^k force to give their opinions to it

and let them m'ake the more subjective
decisions th^t would result from it.

Mr. Lewis: Is the minister going to 'allow

the Doctors H{>spital to be viewed as a piar-

ticii)iant in this pro^cess in term^ of the evalua-

tion of the bed utiHza'tion and numbers? Will
he therefore permit 'this committee to make a
recommendation involving 'the Doctors Hos-

pital, w'hich would 'be nice since it would be
based on evidence rather than on the bu-

reaucmcy? In fact, can the Doctoi^s Hospital
s'tate be tied in 'to some extent to 'this reix)it?

Interjections.

Hon. F. S. Miller: Natunally it can be.

There would be nb use having 'this study if

we didnt consider the Dodtors Hospital in

'the who^le pattern.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: Supplementary: Why would the

minister limit the study to Metropolitan To-
ronto and not the province generally?

An Hon. member: Because he's perverse.

Mr. Roy: Is (this the type of planning the

Ministry of Health does? Tt closes hospitals;
then it niakes a bed study. Is that the way
the ministry operates?

Hon. F. S. Miller: In the area represented

by the hon. mem'ber, I have a very active

heal'th council. If I were asking for informa-

tion from that area, that wbuld be the logical

source. In the city of Toronto, I do not have
a hdalth council.

Interjections.

'Mr. S. Smith: Nor have Durfiam, Chesley,
Clin'ton and Paris.

Hon. F. S. Miller: There is not likely to be
one for some time. Because of that, because
of the fact that over 30 to 35 per cent of my
total health budget at a rough guess goes into

the city of Toronto and because I think it

is perfiaps the most fertile area for amalga-
mations of facilities, then I think it is logical
that this study should be done here.

NIAGARA ESCARPMENT
HOUSING DEVELOPMENT

Mr. Mackenzie: Could the Premier tell us

what earthly reason there could be for the

recent cabinet decision overruling the appeal

by the Wentworth Conservation Authority,

supported by the Niagara Escarpment Com-
mission, against the development by a group
of developers of the plateau development off

DeWitt Rd. in Stoney Creek?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am siu-e there are sopie

very good earthly reasons why the cabinet

would do that. If the hon. member would

ask the Minister of Revenue, perhaps he can

tell him or perhaps he will get the informa-

tion and present it to him.

Mr. Speaker: Do you wish to redirect the

question?

Mr. Mackenzie: Why would this land be

allowed for development for the very well-

to-do alone at about $35,000 per lot and why
would the ministry not have allowed for a

transfer of Ontario Housing land in Saltfleet

city rather than using this prime Escarp-
ment property which we are supposed to be

protecting?

Hon. Mr. Davis: As I say, if the hon. piem-
ber would direct that question to the Minister

of Revenue, who is chairman of the com-
mittee that deals with appeals to cabinet, I

am sure he would be delighted either to

answer it or get the information for him.

Mr. Mackenzie: I would like then to re-

direct, if I may, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Did the hon. minister hear

the questions?
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Hon. Mr. Meen: Yes, certainly, Mr. Speak-
er. The Municipal Board itself indicated that

the plateau land was ideal for development
purposes for use in housing. Obviously we
need housing. The fact that it is quality land

for housing-

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Meen: —should not detract from

that purpose whatever. The cabinet agreed
with the board. What the board had done
in addition was to zone the slope lands for

use as estate properties rather than for

recreational purposes. In any variation which
cabinet placed upon the board order, those

slope lands, including the plateau lands at

the very top which are owned by the TH and

B, cannot be used for any kind of develop-
ment and become usable only for conserva-

tion authority purposes.

It was the opinion of cabinet that this

was an improvement over the board order

and met the requirements of the conserva-

tion authority which did not have the money
to purchase the plateau lands for conserva-

tion purposes. From the information which
was available to us through the Ministry of

Natural Resources, we think it appears that

the conservation authority is better off on this

basis than it would have been on the basis

of the board order as issued.

Mr. Speaker: The question period has ex-

pired.

Petitions.

Reports.

Motions.

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that tomorrow,
Thursday, the House will meet at 10 a.m.
with a lun<jheon interval from 1 to 2 p.m.,
with routine proceedings at 2 p.m.

Motion agreed to.

WATER QUALITY OF MILL STREAMS

Mr. Angus: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

personal privilege: On two different occasions
in this House—on March 17, 1976, and Nov.
6, 1975—the Minister of the Environment

promised myself and this House information

relating to the pollution downstream from

every pulp and paper mill in this province.
Yet in a letter dated July 12, 1976, he states,
and 1 quote: "Unfortunately we do not have
for each mill in Ontario water quality data
which was provided for the Thunder Bay
mills."

I would ask you, Mr. Speaker, to request
the Minister of the Environment to clarify
his remarks on those two previous occasions

and the reanarks in this letter.

Mr. Speaker: In the first place, it's not

really a point of privilege because the mem-
ber's privileges have not been abrogated in

any respect. Perhaps the hon. minister might
have a brief answer to the question posed,
I'm not sure; probably not.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Very briefly, Mr. Speaker,
I was under the impression that the hon.

member wanted the same type of analysis
that was available for the Thunder Bay mills.

In other words, the type of analysis carried

out while tlie plants were shut down and
then subsequent monitoring and testing of the

water after the plants were back in operation.

Apparently we don't have the information

from when the plants were shut down.
There's no problem in getting the hon.

member-

Mr. Singer: Are you extending the question

period?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: There's no problem in get-

ting the hon. member data available since

the plants have been in operation, if that's

satisfactory.

Mr. Speaker: I might just point out to the

hon. member that the matter he raised could

quite properly have been raised during the

question period.

Introduction of bills.

Orders of the day.

ANTI-INFLATION AGREEMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. MoMurtry moved second reading
of Bill 127, An Act to ratify the entering into

an Agreement under the Aritii-Infllation Act

(Canada).

Mr. Speaker: Does the hon. minister have
an opening statement?

Hon. Mr. MdMurtry: No, Mr. Speaker. I

made a bri^ opening statement when I intro-

duced the legislation yesterday.

Mr. Moffatt: That was an apology.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. MoMurtry: I am naturally await-

ing with great interest the forthcoming help-
ful comments from opposite and 1 would like

to reserve the right to reply at the appro-
priate time.
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Mr. Speaker: The member for Riverdale.

Mr. Lewis: We reg'ard him as a colleague;
the minister can regard him las a mentor.

Mr. Renwick: I'm glad it's the aimiversiary

of Bastille Day. I don't anticipate that we'll

have the same success as accompanied the

assault on the Bastille on that particular day
but we're certainly going to try.

Mr. Speaker, it will be no news to the gov-
ernment nor to anyone else that we rise on
second reading to oppose Bill 127 as we did

yesterday on first reading of the bill.

Mr. Roy: And as you did in December.

An hon. member: Yes, we did in December.

Mr. Mackenzie: Don't be so phoney, Albert.

Mr. Bain: Are you phoney, Albert?

Mr. Singer: Getting more letters addressed

to "Dear Roy"?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Renwick: When we moved yesterday
to cause a division of the House to indicate

our—

Mr. Roy: Posturing.

Mr. Mackenzie: You're still phoney, Albert.

Mr. Renwick: —our opposition to Bill 127,
we did so because we invoked what we have
invoked only on one other occasion—the op-

portunity, by opposing the introduction of the

bill on first reading, to underline, in unmis-
takable terms, the opposition which we as a

party feel toward this bill and to the anti-

inflation programme reflected in the federal

government Bfll C-73, to which this bill is a

part.

Mr. Nixon: You and Joe Morris.

Mr. Renwick: We object to that bill, we
object to Bill C-73; and we object to this bill,

and we will oppose it on second! reading.

Mr. Nixon: The member for CLC.

Mr. Renwick: We will divide the House
on second reading.

Mr. Nixon: And third reading.

Mr. Renwick: And we intend to oppose the

bill on third reading, and to divide the House
on third reading.

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. Every
member will have an opportunity to engage

in this debate. Just now the member for

Riverdale has the floor.

Mr. Singer: As I said in my latest letter,

"Dear Roy."

Hon. Mr. Davis: But your letter was wrong
too.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Speaker, w^hen we are

faced with a government which is incompe-
tent, that is a problem; when we are faced

with a government which couples incompe-
tency with illegality our duty as an opposition
is compounded. I may say further that when
the third party indicates that it will support
the government-

Mr. Breithaupt: That's right.

Mr. Renwick: —regardless of its disagree-
ment with the government, then our duty, as

official opposition, to oppose, is doubly com-

pounded.

Mr. Nixon: That was your duty last Decem-

ber; last December you supported the govern-
ment on the same issue.

Mr. Bain: We felt the same toward the AIB
last December as we do now.

Mr. Conway: What are you going to do

about the general strike?

Mr. Renwick: You know, my friends on

the left, the third party, recall to mind a say-

ing of the late Will Rogers, which I perhaps
would paraphrase. Will Rogers said on one

occasion: "I belong to no organized political

party; I am a liberal."

Mr. Singer: I am glad you thought of that.

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Speaker, I am sure the hon.

member would want that corrected, because

Will Rogers said, "I am a Democrat," and

they went out to win the election.

Mr. Martel: That won't happen in On-
tario.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I think you are both

wrong, but I can't prove it.

Mr. Roy: What was Jim before? He wasn't

a Tory, was he?

Mr. Renwick: Well, I may say that I am
going to repeat a throwaway line I used on a

less important occasion to my friends on the

left, that one of these days they are-

Mr. Nixon: Was that when you were identi-

fied with the government on this issue?

Mr. Renwick: —one of these days my
friends on the left are going to realize it's



JULY 14, 1976 3931

going to be more important what they stand

for than who they stand with.

Mr. Peterson: Is Elie writing your material

now?

Mr. Roy: Tell that to the labour move-

ment, eh?

Mr. Breithaupt: That certainly is a throw-

away line.

Mr. Peterson: For one of your good lines,

tell them about Masters and Johnson.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Ordter, please. The
lion, member for Riverdale may continue.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Spyeaker, I appreciate

your concern but I really don't need your
protection.

Mr. Conway: What about the general
strike?

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Speaker, we are being
asked to validate the invahd. We are being
asked to make constitutional what is uncon-
stitutional.

Interjection.

Mr. Renwick: We are being asked to take

out of the pockets of citizens of the province
in the public sector, the moneys which the

Supreme Court of Canada on Monday morn-

ing put back in their pockets. That's what is

happening.

Mr. Lewis: That's right, that's exactly right.

Hon. Mr. Davis: That's not very fair. I

don't think the courts said money should be

put back in the pockets; I didn't read that.

Mr. Lewis: That's exactly what they said.

Mr. Nixon: You are doing very well, Jim,

go ahead.

Mr. Renwick: That's the eflFect.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You did! all right, you got

your money.

Mr. Roy: You are the only one who got

any money out of it.

Mr. Singer: Your throwaway speech is

great up to now.

[3:00]

Mr. Renwick: Well as a matter of fact I

still have the dollar. I was going to ask the

Attorney General to sign it for me, but I

didn't want to depreciate it in value.

Mr. Speaker, Bill 127 asks us to ratify the

agreement between the government of On-
tario and the government of Canada, which
the Suprepme Court struck down on Monday
morning. The ratification of an agreement
poses immense problems, because the ele-

ment of time has made it difficult to put our-

selves back in the position where we should
have been last January when—if the govern-
ment had introduced the legislation at the

appropriate time instead of with undue haste

signing that agreepient on Jan. 13, prior to

the Legislatiure coming into session to deal

with the Metropolitan Toronto strike—we
could have dealt with the reality of the

agreement.

The agreement would then have been in

draft form. We could have had an intelli-

gent, meaningful debate with respect to what
the government of Ontario was doing. Amend-
ments could have been proposed to the kind
of agreement that would be authorized under
the legislation. Consideration could have been

given to its implications. An opportunity
could have been given for all of us to have

sopie say about the nature of the federal

legislation and the nature of the govern-
ment's response.

But now we're in a straitjacket with the

bill that comes before us. As I said in caucus

yesterday, it is kind of a double Catch 22,

because we're being asked to ratify an agree-
ment which two parties have signed and

agreed to. So we can't amend the agreement,
and there is no way of amending the agree-
ment. The agreement is not attached as a

schedule to the bill. Even if it were attached,
no change could be jnade in that particular

agreement because that agreement is now
signed by the government of Canada. So to

that extent we're in the first part of the

Catch-22 straitjacket and we don't intend to

discuss in detail—at least I don't intend to

discuss in detail—the implications of this

agreement from that point of view.

The other factor, of course, which is more

paramount is that even had we been able to

discuss that agreement, we would have had
to object to the adherence by the govern-
ment of the Province of Ontario to the

federal anti-inflation prograpime.

Mr. Roy: Is that what you said in Decem-
ber?

Mr. Renwick: Yes.

Mr. Roy: Why did you vote for it then?

Have you no principles?
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Mr. Martel: You were too busy in the

leadership campaign those days to know
what was goining on.

Mr. Roy: Lookit, I can look at—

Mr. Nixon: The member for Sudbury
East stood up with the government.

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Nixon: You wished everyone a Merry
Christmas.

An hon. member: Who's the leader of the
Liberal Party?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. We
can recess the House if that becomes neces-

sary.

Mr. Shore: What did he say? Recess it?

For how long?

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Speaker, I'm going to

allow jmyself the luxury of a minor paren-
thesis to answer the member for Ottawa
East.

Mr. Roy: You must address the Chair.

You should know that.

Mr. Renwick: We opposed the subamend-
ment proposed by the Liberal Party to the
Throne debate last December because we did
did not want to give any credence to the

policy of the federal Liberal government by
appearing to support a proposal that there
should be established in the Province of On-
tario a parallel provincial body to admin-
ister a law which fundamentally and basically
was wrong and bad, and remains wrong and
bad.

Mr. Shore: Better caucus that one.

Mr. Nixon: Those weren't the reasons you
gave. Hindsight, that's all.

Mr. Breithaupt: That is not what you said
then.

Mr. Roy: You should be at the Olypipics.

Mr. Renwick: My fundamental point—and
there are a number of other points that I

want to deal with in the coiuse of my re-

marks-

Mr. Roy: That was the reason for the
caucus yesterday, wasn't it?

Mr. Renwick: But my fundamental point
is that the conservative government in the
Province of Ontario has adopted, believes in

and has embraced fully and completely the

anti-inflation programme of the federal gov-
vernment. The pohcy of this government is

(identical with the policy of the federal Lib-

eral government. We oppose both. We just

don't believe in that kind of legislation.

Mr. Conway: What happened in December?

Mr. Renwick: When I had occasion to give

a Tittle bit of thought about 'the position of

this party on this particular debate it did not

take me very much time to recall some re-

mai^ks Which I had made in this assembly on

St. Patrick's 'Day in 1972.

Mr. Shore: You only have two hours.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Speaker, with your con-

sent I want to make a couple of quotations

very briefly from those remarks which I made
at that time.

Mr. Breithaupt: That is an unimpeachable
source.

Mr. Renwick: March 17, 1972, in this

Lej^isla'ture, s'tanding as I do, pi^oudly repre-

senting 'the riding-^he great riding-^ River-

dale, I made the following comments:

The specific problem at this particular time ... is

the continued persistence of high unemployment
coupled with the continued persistence of inflation

at an unacceptable rate. That combination of factors

creates an impasse in the development of sound

policies in the Province of Ontario which we in

this Legislature have got to begin to try to under-

stand.

Mr. Shore: Were you the first one to s'ay

that?

Mr. Renwick: A little bit later on I com-

mented that perhaps those who 'had been

lis^tening at that time would realize that I

was italking abbut a price rev'iew system
Whidh was e^eritial in the Province of On-

tario, and then I went on:

I'm quite certain, Mr. Speaker, that the members
will have noticed that I have not referred to wages,
because I now want to deal with the problem with

which this party is faced in this debate. Because
the pat answer of the Conservative government and
the pat answer of the federal government is that

the reason for price increases at the industrial whole-
sale level in that runaway manner is because of

wage demands, and that the granting of wage in-

creases produces that spiralling of the prices, and
that it is the wage component of the price increases

which leads to the built-in bias of our economy,
leading to an inflationary and high unemployment
economy.

A few tninutes later I said :

I am simply saying, with whatever degree of

emphasis one wants to put on it, that the federal

government at Ottawa and the government of this

province, if they ever recognize that prices were
responsible and that something has to be done
about it, would couple wages with it, inequitably
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and inadequately. We would have a wage and prices

board. That's the traditional method by which the

response is made.

I want very clearly to put across to the members
of the goverrmaent that this party dissociates itself

for valid reasons from any suggestion that that is

the key problem of the economy. You do not shift

the responsibility to those who work for wages in

the economy. You accept the responsibility that

you're dealing in a managed price economy.

Mr. Sp>eaker, our position then was as I

'have sitated it. Our position tod'ay is identical

with it. We oppose the nature of the federal

Liberal giovemment's programme of inflation,

and that is not in any way to indicate that

we are no*t aware of and concerned about

the whdle question of inflation so far as it

impacts upon the spendable and favourable

component of the income of people who work
in the Province of Ontario.

Pei^haps some of you will recall, if by any
chance I dan find it, thiat when Marcus
Aurelius was the emperor of the Ropian
Empire-

Mr. Shore: Were you around then? I al-

ways said you were *way ahead of your time.

Hon. Mr. Davis: He's older than some of

the rest of us.

Mr. Renwick: —and wrote in his memoirs,
and while I haven't had an opportunity to

read the memoirs in the original, I do have
the privilege of the comments of Mr. Gibbon
in his book "Dedline and Fall of the Roman
Empire" in relation to What Marcus Aurelius

said at that time. Marcus Aurelius was faced
with a revolt of the wbrk-men in the Roman
mint and ft related to the depreciation of the

currency, and Mr. Justice Beetz indicated

that the ques'tion of inflation is many cen'turies

old.

Mr. S. Smith: I think that was the prece-
dent that the Attorney General gave them at

the Supreme Court.

Mr. Renwick: Shortly before the decision

came down, I happened to be reading "De-
cline and Fall of the Roman Empire" be-

cause of the—

Hon. Mr. Davis: I thought you said you
were there.

Mr. Renwick: —immense number of paral-
lels with which we are faced in the Province
of Ontario at the present time.

Mr. S. Smith: Was it 1639 BC or AD?

Mr. Renwick: Gibbon said, in referring to

this revolt of the workmen at the mint:

In an age when the principles of com-
merce were so imperfectly understood [and

of course that's true of this government
even now] the most desirable end might

perhaps be eflFected by harsh and injudici-

ous means. The repetitions of intolerable

taxes either on land or on the necessities of

life may at last provoke those who vdll not

or who cannot relinquish their country, but

the case is far otherwise in every opera-
tion which by whatsoever expedient re-

stores the just value of money. The tran-

sient evil is soon obliterated by the perma-
nent benefit. The loss is divided among the

multitudes. If a few wealthy individuals

lexperience a sensible diminution of treas-

ures with their riches, they at the same
time lose the degree of weight and im-

portance which they dterive from the

possession of them.

Hon. Mr. Davis: He wrote that?

Mr. S. Smith: He would have been better

in Latin.

Mr. Renwick: May I simply say that the

desirable end of the federal government, with

which we would not disagree nor would any-

one, is that inflation and high unemployment
are the major defects in the functioning of

our economy and have got to be corrected.

But they are not to be corrected by harsh and

injudicious means or in the polite language of

today by some kind of rough justice which

impinges as always more heavily on those in

the lower echelons of society than on those

in the upper echelons of society.

Let me turn now very briefly to the court

decision. I want to deal with the second ques-
tion first because it deserves a comment but

only a comment.

Mr. S. Smith: The steelworkers are in the

lowest echelons, are they?

Mr. Renwick: The second question was
that if the Anti-Inflation Act is intra vires the

Parliament of Canada, is the agreement en-

titled between the government of Canada and
the government of the Province of Ontario

entered into on Jan. 13, 1976, effective under

the Anti-Inflation Act to render that Act

binding on and the anti-inflation guidelines

made thereunder applicable to the provincial

public sector in Ontario as defined in the

agreement? The answer of all members of

the com-t is no. The agreement is not effec-

tive to render the Anti-Inflation Act binding
and the guidelines made thereunder appli-

cable to the provincial public sector in On-
tario as defined in the agreement.

I want to make very clear in any com-
ments that I have to make about the de-
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cision of the court tliat I am speaking to the

government in its responsible capacity. I

want everyone to know that I happen to have,
both personally and professionally, the high-
est conceivable regard for the deputy At-

torney General of the province, Mr. Frank

Callaghan; for the former Deputy Attorney
General of the province and now the Deputy
Treasurer of the province, Mr. Rendall Dick;
and for Mr. David Mundell who argued the

case.

The government's responsibility about this

is the important factor. I know, in these days
when everything is translated into sporting

tenns, one can talk about 9-0 or 12-0 or 3-0

and 9-0, depending on how many games one
is playing. I am not worried about baiting
the Attorney General. He is of course a very
modest and humble man.

Mr. Breithaupt: He has a lot to be modest
about.

Mr. Renwick: I know very well that he
will have some difficulty in responding pub-
licly to this disastrous attack upon his ability

and indeed his credibility. But I am going to

leave it at that because I don't want for one
moment to think that it is anything other than

a matter of some personal satisfaction to me
that, when the Treasurer (Mr. McKeough)
was speaking in this House on Oct. 30 last

year, I was engaged in waiting to the At-

torney General indicating to him I was ex-

tremely concerned about and would be very
upset if the agreement announced by the

Treasurer as being the way in which the

government was going to enter into the ar-

rangements with the government of Canada
was passed without enabling legislation. And
on Oct 30 last year I said in part to the

Attorney General:

[3:15]

I submit to you that for the national pro-
gramme to apply directly to the public
sector in Ontario it is essential there be

legislation of the legislative as-sembly of

Ontario, properly enacted wit!hin its legis-
lative authority, to grant authority to the

Anti- Inflation Board to administer those

matters coming under that legislation. It is

my submission that in the absence of such

legislation such a delegation would be un-
constitutional.

My remarks apply equally well to the

jurisdiction of the province in the field of

education, under section 93. It is, therefore,

my further submission that any attempt to

make the collective agreements between
boards of education and teachers, or be-
tween municipal corporations and employ-

ees, or between the provincial government
and its employees, subject to the Anti-

Inflation Board without proper enabling
legislation of the Legislature of Ontario is

inviting a recourse to the courts on the

constitutional question, which in my view
could only be determined adversely to the

intention of the government of Ontario as

set out in the Speech from the Throne.

Interjections.

'Mr. Renwick And I'm glad the Treasurer's

here—I went on; I said:

In short, it is constitutional nonsense for

my colleague, the Treasurer, to have stated

at the meeting of ministers of finance on
Oct. 22 last, "In the interest of making this

programme work immediately the Ontario

government will not raise constitutional

issues." I feel it is incumbent on you as

the Attorney General of Ontario to ensure

that the government of Ontario adheres to

the constitution of Canada.

Mr. Martel: Get up and yeU, Darcy.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: You also went on to

say that the federal legislation was uncon-
stitutional and you lost that 7-2.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. Only
one person has the floor at the time.

Mr. Renwick: I'm not going to enter into

an argument. The Attorney General has the

correspondence; everybody who has been at

all interested in the matter has the corres-

pondence.

Mr. S. Smith: The only ones who were
correct on this are seated ri^t over here.

Interjections.

Mr. Renwick: The essential fact was, with-

out making any value judgement on the

validity of the federal government's pro-

gramme, I said that you can't enter into the

agreement without enabling legislation of this

assembly. You went ahead at your own peril
and made that mistake, and produced and

compounded the problem with which we are

faced here in this particular assembly at this

time.

Interjections.

Mr. Renwick: My fundamental concern and

questions to the government and my reason

for speaking to the government in this debate

today has nothing to do with whether the

decisions were 9-0, 7-2 or anything like that.

My concern is the position which me govern-
ment of Ontario took on this anti-inflation

legislaltion.



JULY 14, 1976 3935

If you want to understand that, while it is

interesting, of course, to read the judgement
of the Chief Justice of Canada and those who
supported him, and it's interesting to read the

judgement of Mr. Justice Ritchie and those

justices who supported him, the fundamental

decision is the decision of Mr. Justice Beetz.

He's the one who deals with the Ontario posi-

tion, and that amounted to an abdication of

the responsibility of a government in the

Province of Ontario to protect the constitu-

tion of the province widiin the federal sys-
tem. This government, under this Attorney
General, failed to do that.

Mr. Singer: How can you be fundamental

when y(m are two out of nine?

Mr. Renwick: I want to nlake it very clear

Mr. Justice Beetz said that he was going to

deal with the submission of the government
of Ontario on the question of the doctrine of

national concern or national dimension. He

specifically stated that his colleague, the

Chief Justice, whose judgement he had read,

did not deal with that submission; that the

Chief Justice in his majority decision, accom-

panied by that of Mr. Justice Ritchie, dealt

on the question of the emergency or crisis

involved, and did not deal with the submis-

sion of the government of the Province of

Ontario.

This is no semantic difference as the mem-
bers of the government team tried to indicate

to the court. It was not a matter of semantic

difference. It was a matter as to whether or

not at a particular point of time matters of

something called national dimension and con-

cern would move permanently to the federal

government and exclude the provincial legis-

lative and therefore executive power in im-

mense areas of the constitution.

The emergency doctrine is an entirely

different one in that there piay be a tem-

porary emergency which impinges upon and
is paramount to the exercise of what are tra-

ditionally the fields allocated under the con-

stitution to the provincial government. But
the government of Ontario, in its submission,

did not argue the question of emergency or

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: That's not true.

Mr. Renwick: It argued the question of

national concern and national dimension-
as I happen to have, of course, the factum
of the government of Ontario submitted to

the court for the purposes of its argument.

I want that point clearly noted in this

assembly. And it is noted for those who are

interested in this kind of a topic from the

point of view of the politics of Ontario and
from the point of view of the constitution

of Canada and the position of Ontario with-

in that federal system—in which I happen to

believe—and which this government inad-

vertently in its incompetence, was headed
towards its destruction in its submission to

that court. The Attorney General submits

that:

It is established that where the subject

matter of legislation goes beyond local or

provincial concern or interest, and from its

inherent nature is the concern of Canada
as a whole, then it falls within the compe-
tence of Parliament, as a matter affecting

the peace, order and good government of

Canada.

Further on, the submission of the Attorney
General says:

The Attorney General submits that legis-

lation to control and restrain matters that

may cause and contribute to conditions of

national inflation throughout Canada is

legislation in relation to its subject matter

that, from its inherent natiue, is a matter

of national concern and interest.

I'm not going to take the time to read the

judgement of Mr. Justice Beetz. Those who
are interested will do so.

What he said, and he said very clearly,

is that if that line of reasoning were accept-

ed by the court-and he's the only judge, to

my knowledge; although I haven't read the

judgement of Mr. Justice de Grandpre—

Mr. Singer: De Grandpre agreed with

Beetz. He has no separate judgement.

Mr. Renwick: He said: "If the argument
of the Attorney General of Ontario were

accepted, there would, in due course, be no

federal system."

Mr. Singer: Oh, I don't agree with you.

Mr. Renwick: That's what he said. I am
simply saying that a government who shows

now a fundamental incompetence in a field

related to the federal constitution of the

country and the constitution of this province

has long since lost its capacity to govern and,

in due course, will be defeated at the polls.

There is no question but that will be the

case. Let me emphasize what I said. Mr.

Justice Beetz is the only one of the justices

who dealt with this submission of the gov-

ernment of the Province of Ontario. I know
this is terribly boring for the Attorney Gen-

eral.

Mr. Singer: You always quote the losers,

do you? The losers are the authority. Why
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don't you quote the two majority judge-
ments? They add up to seven out of nine.

Mr. Martel: Maybe he can get up and
have the Treasurer yell at us for a while to

liven it up. If he doesn't, the member for

Scarborough Centre (Mr. Drea) might help.

Interjections.

Mr. Martel: That isn't what the Attorney
General did for Ontario.

Mr. Renwick: Mr, Justice Beetz, in the

course of his remarks, said this about the

federal legislation
— the Attorney General

read the judgement, so I don't need to read

what went before and what went after:

"Property and civil rights in the provinces
are for the greater part the pith and sub-

stance of the subject matter of the anti-

inflation Act."

What it is saying is that the piajor part of

the application of the federal anti-inflation

programme dealt with matters within the

jurisdiction of this Legislature. The major
areas of concern are matters which are

traditionally within the constitutional author-

ity of this assembly.

According to the constitution, Parliament

may fight inflation with the powers put at its

disposal by the sipecific heads enumerated in

section 91, or by such powers as are outside

of section 92. But it cannot, apart from a

declaration of national epiergency—which the

government of Ontario did not argue before

that court—or from a constitutional amend-
ment which, of course, is a different matter,

fight inflation with powers exclusively reserved

to the provinces, such as the power to make
laws in relation to property and civil rights.

This is what Parliament has, in fact, attempt-
ed to do in enacting the anti-inflation legis-

lation.

On page 26, in w^hat I hope will be the

coup de grace of this particular argument of

national concern or nation'al dimension, which
is so appealing ito this government in the de-

fault w'hich it h'as of its sense of what die

constitution is about, Mr. Ju'stice Beetz said.

The containment and reduction of inflation

does not pass muster as a new Subject m'at-

ter. It is an 'aggreg*ate cf seveM subjects,
siome of Whidh form a substantial part of

pmvincial jurisdidtion. It is totally lacking
in specificity; it is so pervasive that it

knows no bounds. Its recognition as a fed-

eral head of power would render mbst

provincial powers nugatory.

Well in 'any event, Mr. Speaker, I found it

quite fascinating that it was the whole sub-

mission of the government cf the Province

of OntaHio, on which the judgement of Mr.

Justice Beetz alone placed the emphasis, in

the judgements which he rendered. I find that

quite significant, because it means that we
have said, or I have said, in this House on a

number of occasions, that you can't fool

around with the constitution in a federal sys-

tem, you have to knCw it and you have to

understand it.

I may have some differences of opinion on

questions of whdther there is or is not a

national emergency or national crisis, and the

national emergency power now exiists, it has

been ceded by the court in many ways. It

happens that the dissenting judges didn't ac-

cept that there Was a national crisis, but that

didn't de'traCt at all from the emphasis which
was placed by Mr. Justice Beetz when he
attacked the Ontario submission and said if

you follow that dourse under the constitution

you destroy the federal nature of the con-

stitution of Cariada.

In any event, those who were interested

will, I hope, at some pk>int in time, read that

paI^ticular judgement; not because it's a mat-

ter for legal sdholars or not because it's a

judgement of the Supreme Court of Canada
in What may in 'tlie future turn out to be a

very imjXDrtant case, but it is illustrative of

the prime concern w'hich we as a party have

had that there is no understanding by this

government of the nature of the constitution

of the country. They were prepared to hand
over to the federal government, on a perman-
ent basis, matters which in substance must of

necessity remain within the jurisdiction of

this province. They were not prepared—

Hon. Mr. MdMurtry: Nonsense.

Mr. Renwick: —to recognize that it was
but of temporary concern. Of course if the

Attorney General of Ontario wants to say that

is nonsense, 'then he again should read the

particular concern which was expressed by
the court on the quesltion of What the position
of the Province of Ontario was.

Mr. S. Smith: Lost 7-to-2.

Mr. Singer: The member should also read

what LaSkin said.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Speaker, let me, very

briefly, st^te our position. We are opposed
to the federal anti-inflation programme be-

cadse it is inequi'taible, it is unjust and it is

very oppressive to those who are not in a

position to deal effectively with it. We are

opposed to the anti-inflation programme of

'the government of Canada because it leaves
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out vast and immense areas within the eco-

nomic life of the country whic'h impinge di-

rectly on persons who work. Whether they
work in the private sector of the Province of

Ontario, in 'the public sedtor of 'the Province

of Ontario, in the fedefal public sector or in

the federal private sector.

Mr. Conway: What's your answer?

Mr. Renwick: All of thiose areas are left

out of any comprehensive scheme to deal with

the initial problems and the basic problems,
Whi<Jh have been recognized for so long-

Mr. S. Smith: Socialism is the answer, I

suppose.

Mr. Renwick: —of inflation and unempiloy-
ment. Those prdblems will not heal unless

there is the kind of sensitive, comprehensive

programme which has led this parity to reject,

and object to, the anti-inflation programme of

the federal government, w^hich Coincides with

the pt^Hcies of this government in combating
those two particular concerns.

[3:30]

1 happen also, in a day when perhaps

legalities take over in the Legislature, I hap-

pen to have looked at a bible of ours—anyway
a 'bible of mine, Halsbury's Laws of England
—and 1 would suggest that in this minority
situation with the kind of incompetence which

has been demonstrated by the government in

its submissions on this 'bill and with the kind

of concern which we have in this i>arty about

the nature of the federal cons'titution of the

country and the place of Oritario within it, let

alone the cither areas of incompetence which
have been spelled out from time to time in

this assembly, I want to say I think it's about

time that in due and proper course consistent

with the dignity of this province the govern-
ment seek a renewed mandate or let us

govern. We have got to.

Mr. S. Smith: Socialism is the answer, I

suppose.

Mr, Breithaupt: Could we have a third

choice, please?

Mr. Renwick: As 1 said, in kind' of a nice

detached wav, Halsbury said: "It is generally
conceded that the ministers of the Crown' are

under the established usage entitled to a fair

trial." We've given them- a fair trial.

Mr. Breithaupt: Before they are hung.

Mr. Renwick: At least until it becomes
clear that they are unable to obtain that sup-

port in the legislative assembly of Ontario

which is necessary to enable them to carry
on the executive government. I may say that

we are now in that never-never land. We
have a kindi of negative support from the

party on the left. We opposed the govern-
ment on the confidence question on June 22.

Mr. S. Smith: Not in December.

Mr. Conway: You missed one date.

Mr. Renwick: Our attitude is unchanged
on July 14. We think we are now at the point
where it is customary for the Legislature to

extend such support by granting supplies or

otherwise as may be necessary bo enable the

executive government of the province to be
carried' on in a manner becoming to the

digrat)' of the province, and we have done
that until Oct. 31, until the sense of the

electorate can conveniently be taken upon a

dissolution.

We say to the government that the time

has come when in an orderly way and in a

proper way the government should seek a

dissolution of this Parliament and deal with

the question before the people of the Prov-

ince of Ontario as to the incompetence of the

government and on the question of its

credibility. In no way has its incompetence
and the depth and extent of that incom-

petence been more showTi than in the way in

which the government has managed its ad-

herence to the federal anti-inflation pro-

gramme.
For those reasons and many others to be

stated by my colleagues, we oppose and will

continue to oppose this legislation.

Mr. S. Smith: I am very pleased to speak
in this debate. The Anti-Irilation Board, a

piece of federal legislation brought in by the

federal government, is one that we feel has

been reluctantly embraced by the people of

Canada and by the people of thisi province
and certainly is accepted by our party as a

necessary means of trying to grapple with the

problems of inflation. The problems fall most

heavily, not so much on those who are in

large businesses and not so much on those

who are represented by active and strong

unions, but on those who are not unionized

or whose imions are very weak and have little

clout, on those who might be unemployed,
on those who are ill or who are on disabiht)'

benefits of one type or another, pensioners

and old people.

Mr. Peterson: You mean the NDP.

Mr. S. Smith: As long as a situation exists

whereby a strong union can bargain for

higher wages to keep up with the cost of
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living and the companyi is in a powerful
enough position to increase its price to pay
for that and to pay for other things, as long
as we are in that type of situation, then

there will be only one group in society that's

able to keep up with the cost of living while

the pensioners, the ones on fixed incomes,
the ones who are on various government
benefits, the ones who are on fixed rates of

return from annuities and so on, are the ones

who, in fact, go under. As a necessary social

document, we see the Anti-Inflation Board
as at least one constructive attempt to deal

with the hazards and the perils of inflation

which are racking the country.

Mr. Cassidy: That's not what you said in

December.

Mr. S. Smith: The fact of the matter is

that no means of coping with inflation is

going to be universally accepted. We have
some serious questions about the Anti-

Inflationi Board anid some of its operations,
but basically we feel it has been, and we
think the people of this country believe it

has been, a progressive and honest effort-

Interjections.

Mr. S. Smith: —to deal with a terrible

problem which is, in fact, hurting the—

Mr. Lewis: Come on. Come on.

An hon. member: You know it is unfair.

An hon. member: Your friends in Manitoba
think it is okay.

An hon. member: Listen, you'll learn

something.

Mr. S. Smith: —poor, ithe people who are

the underprivileged in socidty. Somebody has
to stand up for the little man. The large
industries can defend themselves, the power-
ful unions can ddfend themsdves; somebody
has to stand up for the little man.

Mr. Breithaupt: Ndt the NDP.

Interjections.

Mr. Warner: We're going to have another
debate on—

Mr. S. Smith: We think it is important
that to some extent prices be dealt with and
to some exjterit prices have been dealt with.

We notice that the cost of living increase is

much much lower since the Anti-Inflation

Board than It had been in the previous year.
This may be bad news to (the NDP but we
are pldased to see that inflation is beginning

to be brought under control and we give
credit to the federal government for bring-

ing in the Anti-Inflation Board.

Interjections.

Mr. S. Smith: Frankly, one of the things

that Worried me about the board is the effect

that it has on productivity.

Mr. Cassidy: Because of the control on

wages.

Mr. S. Smith: I am a httle concerned that

since most companies find themselves limited

in the amount that they are able to declare

as profit, an incentive to miodemize and an

incentive to become more productive has been
removed from many sectors of the economy.
I think this is something Which the federal

budget tried to deal with and frankly I am
concerned about it, but I don't see that this

is the place to go into great detail about the

Anti-Inflation Board—all in all, I feel it de-

serves support: and it in fact-

Mr. Cassidy: You want to keep control on

wages and not on prices, eh?

Mr. S. Smith: —it has the supx>or't of most
Canadians.

What has the provincial government's

response been? They have accepted the Anti-

Inflation Board and I commend them for it.

They were able to give it strong support and
I commend them for that. The Treasurer,
mind you, did throw in a few disclaimers

from time to time in speeches to Tory groups
where he said, "We Tories would have done
it differently, you understand," leaving people
to guess and to wonder precisely what was
the secret formula he had that he didn't let

the rest of the population in on at the time.

Interjection.

Mr. S. Smith: But, nonetheless, despite
these Tory disclaimers, the Treasurer has

supported the Anti-Infl'ation Board and I give
him credit for it and I agree with him. He
Was wise to do sb.

Mr. Cassidy: That's not what you vOted

in December.

Mr. S. Smith: He had two choices as to

how to go into the anti-inflation programme.
In O'dtober when he w'as deciding to take one
oif the two choices—and that is to set up a

pr'oVincial board to implement, roughly speak-
ing, the same programme or to let the federal

board do it—he chose, for reasons which he
explained and which frankly I did not agree
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with, and I still do not agree with, he dhose

to hand it over to the federal government.

At that time, frankly, I thougtht he should

liave dhbsen the route that Quebec has taken,

and I believe Saskatchewan, and set up an

Ontario board, not to do any great favours

to the public service-

Mr. Mackenzie : As usual.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Saskatchewan is not

signing the iigreemerit.

Mr. S. Smith: All right, I stand corrected.

I am willing to Stand corrected on that, but

certainly there is Quebec. I remind you that

at that time it seemed to me that we cbuld

have sdt up our own provincial board, not to

deal more favourably necessarily with any of

the git)ups that would come before that board,

but in order to avoid certain disadvantages
6f sending people to Ottawa.

I realize th'at politically it was very ex-

pedient of the governmertt to rid itself of a

good many hornets' nests—people who were

asking for very high wage se'ttlements and
where 'tfhe government would have to be

diredtly implicated in saying no—and they

preferred to slough that oflF on to Ottawa.

That is my reading; I am «ure the Treasurer's

reading was that they saw it as necessary to

have a uniform board taking care of the

whole country and it is a njasonable point of

Ndew. I don't share it but I will accept that

he me'ant well at the time.

I am wilHng to say, however, diat we might
have had faster decisions made. I suspyect

they would have been cheaper; I notice that

the bureaucratic expenses of the federal board
are ent)rmous. They are spending $12 million

w'hereas the Province of Quebec is only
spending $1.5 million and—

Mr. Shore: That is less than rent control,
isn't it?

Mr. S. Smith: —in fact, the Ottawa board
in my opinion has spent a great deal too

much money.

Hon. B. Stephenson: The board hasn't done

anything.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: They aren't doing
anything; that doesn't cost much.

Mr. S. Smith: But, I think it would have
been cheaper to have our own board. I think

that we would have avoided some of the

rather unfortunate arbitrary decisions that

seem to have been made in which teachers,
for instance, in adjacent neighbourhoods, find

themselves receiving widely disparate salaries

because of some of the decisions that were

fnade and because of the dates at which they
reached their settlement. 1 think that kind

of injustice could have been handled better

at a provincial level.

I think, generally speaking, that I happen
to be one who supports provincial rights—
and this party has stood for provincial

rights. I think it would have been better to

have a provincial board right from the out-

set, but the government chose to go federally

—and we know that they chose to do so in

a way that avoided debate in the Legisla-
ture.

I know, Mr, Speaker, that you remember

very well the pleas—and that is the only
word for it—we pleaded with the government:

"Bring it before us for a debate. Let us talk

about which option you are choosing. Let

us have our say on this matter." And you
recall, Mr. Speaker, that they chose to avoid

the Legislature and how we heard a lot of

jokes about the fact that they lost 9-to-O.

Apparently, from the member for Riverdale's

point of view they only lost 7-to-2; and the

Treasurer's point of view was that they
lost 9-to-O. I would remind you, Mr. Speaker,
that the only side in this House that was

right on both accounts was the Liberal

Party.

An hon. member: As usual.

Mr. S. Smith: So, what we have seen is a

situation where the Attorney General went
to defend the case of the Province of On-
tario before the Supreme Court. And now, of

course, we shall never know whether the

9-to-O defeat was because the case was so

weak, or because of the defence that it

received. In any case, I think there was a

certain magic mixture of those two qualities

which resulted in that whitewash, and what
we see is that the government has been

slapped down in the courts again.

Mr. Warner: A coalition government.

Mr. Davison: You're going to support them.

Mr. S. Smith: Think back, Mr. Speaker.
Can you ijnagine in the days of Mr. Drew
and the days of Mr. Frost and the days of

Mr. Robarts, that the government of Ontario

would be slapped down in the courts twice

in a month and a half on fundamental issues?

Mr. Renwick: And you support them.

Mr. S. Smith: That this government would
show such contempt for the people of On-
tario? That they would not consult with the

small towns whose hospitals were involved?
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That they would not consult with the people
when they imposed regional government
upon thepi? They would not even consult

with the members of the Legislature on

closing hospitals and on handing over the

public service of Ontario to the federal

government.

Mr. Lewis: After all that, this government
still receives Liberal support.

Mr. S. Smith: I believe that we have reach-

ed a very pathetic level of government in

this province, and the fact is that the courts-

Mr. Swart: And you keep them there.

Mr. S. Smith: —have become the place that

the people receive the consultative process.
This government has become distant from

people, excessively centralized, very bureau-

cratic, highly secretive, and recently shown
to be very incompetent.

About the only thing I could think of

that could be worse than this particular

government-

Mr. Lewis: Pathos on the one side; pathos
on the other.

Mr. S. Smith: —would be the giant govern-
ment that the NDP would impose on the

Province of Ontario. It would be the bu-

reaucracy of the socialist dreamers. It would
be the bureaucracy of a divided party.

Mr. Lewis: That makes an assumption we
will form the governpient.

Mr. Nixon: The assumption is that you're
the only ones who would be worse.

Mr. Lewis: So to save Ontario from social-

ism, they will prop you up forever. Boy, oh

boy, what a party.

Mr. S. Smith: This group of people, the
NDP-

Mr. Nixon: There wouldn't be an Ontario
with you people.

Mr. S. Smith: The NDP would, in fact,

subject this province 'and this country to a
massive bureauCTacy. For a house, you would
have your name on a list.

Mr. Lewis: Oh, come on.

Mr. S. Smith: Where, in fact, you would
have government control of various-

Mr. Cassidy: You don't even have a list.

Mr. S. Smith: —aspects of our economy that
would make this bureaucracy of the Tories
seem pleasing by comparison.

Mr. Renwick: You are sure of that?

Mr. Lewis: How do you like that?

Mr. Ni^xon: Sociahze. Nationalize.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Swart: Here comes the bogy man.

Mr. Lawlor: Are you fantasizing this after-

noon?

Mr. S. Smith: I can appreciate, Mr. Speak-
er, that referring to the NDP as socialists-

Interjections.

[3:45]

Mr. S. Smith: I appreciate that referring to

the NDP as socialists is very offensive to half

thedr members who represent, in fact, very
conservative labour union sentiment instead

of true socialism, but nonetheless there is

suispicion of the socialist part left in at least

some of the members here who haven't totally

gone over to the more conservative labour

unions. There are still enough of them that

surely they are willing to stand up and accept
the socialism, the dream, the Utopia which

they have in mind, and not repudiate it the

way some of the members have attempted to

do.

Mr. Lewis: What is wrong with Utopia?

Mr. Mackenzie: Explain yourself.

Mr. S. Smith: Now let me tell you, Mr.

Speaker, what the situation we now face is.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. This is

a very important debate. It's one of the most

important debates that will ever come before

this Legislature. I think that everybody's point
of view should be heard. I think that the

members should give courtesy to the speaker
to be heard, give those visitors in the gallery
an opportunity to listen, and I think if we
did that we would have a much more success-

ful exchange of ideas and I think that every-

body would be a lot happier for it. I think

you should do the courtesy to the person who
has the floor to listen to him without inter-

ruption.

Mr. S. Smith: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I

appreciate your comments.

The question is, can we now, in fact, turn

back the clock? The question is, can we now
set up a provincial board in a way that would
make sense when, in fact, so much time has

passed? My own feeling and the feeling of

our party is very clear, diat, in simple words,
it is now too late. I have suggested a selec-

tion of metaphors from which members are
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free to choose as they please^a smorgasbord,
so to speak, of metaphors, including eggs
which have been scrambled, water whi^ has

passed under the bridge, and toothpaste
which cannot be put back in the tube.

Mr. Breithaupt: I like the last one.

Mr. S. Smith: You like the last one? It's

yours. The fact is that we have an Anti-

Inflation Board in Ottawa which has gained
a degree of pubhc acceptance, which has

gained a degree of familiarity, and nothing
we should do should be, in fact, something
to weaken that board.

Mr. Moffatt: Familiarity breeds contempt.

Mr. S. Smith: The NDP doesn't want any
Anti-Inflation Board in Ottawa; the less of

it they see the better. We do want an Anti-

Inflation Board, we want a strong Anti-Infla-

tion Board, and we feel that at this time to

set up a provincial board would be to weaken
the federal one, and therefore we say it's too

late. At the time that the whole
concept

originated it could have been done quite well,
but I think at this point it weakens it.

Let me point out to you that thousands of

workers have already come before the federal

board. In fact, 82,673 Ontario workers have
been affeicted by the AIB decisions as of June
25, and a great many more have been
afi^ected since then, which are not tabulated

yet. Of those, 55,290 are in the public sector

and the remainder obviously in the private
sector.

Mr. Wildman: How many court decisions?

Mr. S. Smith: The AIB has made decisions

on 987 oases as of June 25, of which 186 are

Ontario public service and 149 Ontario pri-
vate sector. In other words, about one-third

of the decisions are Ontario. They have built

up a whole backlog of jurisprudence; they
have built up the experience; they have
trained the sta^; they have gained the exper-
ience that's necessary. It does not seem rea-

sonable to me tht we should now duplicate
all that, start all over again in Ontario, retrain

everyone here, have them go through all the

learning process, and duplicate the whole

bureaucracy at the Ontario level at this point.
It was a good idea then, but its too late

now.

The next question that comes up con-

cerns the retroactivity of the bill that is being

f)resented

to us. We do not like retroactive

egislation any more than anybody else does,
but you know there are times when it can
be a greater unfairness not to have retro-

active Ifegislation.

On that particular point, I have here this

news release by the OSSTF. That happens
to be an organization that I think a great
deal of. I think it's done excelleint work and
it consists of fine people.

Mr. Bounsall: However—here comes the

big "but".

Mr. S. Smith: This particular ncAvs release,

however, is a despicable document from an
otherwise excellent organization. It's released

by one Mark Barry, assistant communications
director of the OSSTF, and let me read what

they say about retroactivity. Let me tell you
first of all what eliminating the retroactivity
would mean. I asked their spokesman, "What
is it you want us to do? If we eliminate the

retroactivity, what will happen to your
salaries?" They said: "We have an arbitrator's

settlement and we will accept the arbitrator's

settlement."

What they are suggesting, Mr. Speaker—
and what I hope you wiU teU to the paper-
workers in your other capacity as a member
and what I hope other members will tell to

the paperworkers, the miners, the steel-

workers and the autoworkers^what they are

suggesting—

An hon. member: What about the textile

workers?

Mr. S. Smith: —is that the teachers should

be entitled to their 39.2 per cent increase

while the paperworkers have been put back

to 14 per cent. The paperworkers are not

happy with their 14, their 10 and their eight.

They say it is a substandard agreement but

they have ratified it because it is one which

"inevitably had to be accepted because of

the imposition of wage and price controls."

If we remove retroactivity and give these

teachers their 39.2 per cent, is that justice for

the other workers in this province? They are

asking for something which is absolutely un-

fair to the bulk of the population of this

province. They cannot expect that the Liberal

Party will permit the teaching profession and

the other public servants to get the higher
settlements that arbitrators accepted and

agreed upon, when in fact everybodiy else in

society has had to conformi with the Anti-

Inflation Board and had their wages rolled

back thioughout the private sector.

Interjection.

Mr. S. Smith: The fact is we are not going
to give them 39.2 per cent. If the NDP wants
to give them 39.2 per cent, let them stand

up and say so. Let them declare about it.
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Interjections,

Mr. S. Smith: We feel that if the paper-
workers had to settle, if the glia^Avorkers I^ve
to settle, andi if the stteelworkers have to

settle, the teachers are not a privileiged group
in society that, just because of the fact that

the government bungled it, legally should be
able to get away witii such a high settlement,
albeit that an arbitrator came down with it.

The government's legal bungling is no excuse
for that group in the public service to be
treated any differently from the people in

the private sector of this economy of Ontario,
and we must be clear about that.

Mr. Bounsall: There's a concept called

comparability, you know.

Mr. S. Smith: Therefore, when this par-
ticular release goes on to congratulate the

NDP, I don't mind that. They are free to do
that but they go on to insuh the Liberal Party
and let me read to you what this release says.
When they say, "The provincial Liberal Party
support for the government legislation in light
of its non-confidence motion moved^ in

December indicates an abandonment of posi-
tion of principle in the face of political

expediency," let me remind that organiza-
tion-

Mr. Davidson: It is a matter of fact.

Mr. S. Smith: -that it was the NDP that
voted the other way in December. At that
time they abandoned their principle for

political expediency and admitted that that's

what they were doing.

Interjections.

Mr. S. Smith: Furthermore, they go on to

say, "This move will make many Ontario
citizens wonder if the party can now be taken

seriously as a stable participant in the political
life of the province." Let me tell you when
this organization walks into this House and
demands 39.2 per cent at a time when the

paperworkers are held back, the steelworkers
Are held back and' the autoworkers are held

back, then they have abandoned all rationality
in the face of monetary desires and they will
make Ontario citizens wonder if the OSSTF
can be taken seriously as stable representa-
tives of this noble profession.

I have nothing against the organization. I

have nothing against the teaching profession
but this particular release is a despicable
document. I would expect that there will be
a retraction or an apology from that organiza-
tion for that particular release.

Interjections.

Mr. S. Smith: In summary, what I am say-

ing is that—

Mr. Lewis: The law is bad; there are bad
sections.

Mr. S. Smith: —anti-inflation is something
that has to concern all of us. We cannot sit

back while the powerful companies and the

powerful unions make deals between them-
selves which then result in higher prices for

everyone. We have to protect the people on
fixed incomes, the pensioners, the people who
hold bonds and annuities for their old age,
the ill, the unorganized workers, the unem-

ployed, the people in weak unions, and only

something which restricts the degree to which

wages can go up in a strongly unionized

sector and which controls the degree to which

profits can be increased, only that kind of

measure can protect the weak in our society.

Mr. Cassidy: What about prices? That's

where the problem is.

Mr. S. Smith: The NDP can crow about

prices and complain they are going to con-

trol them, but look at what happened in BC.

Mr. Cassidy: You haven't said a word about
that.

Mr. S. Smith: The moment those controls

came off, those prices went right up to where

they had to be and their profits have still

been controlled by the Anti-Inflation Board.

The truth is that the prices will go up im-

mediately price controls come off, and we
know that. This is something they have gone
through in BC. They have gone through it in

the United States. We know that that's what

happened. The AIB is a reasonable effort. It's

a social document more than anything else.

It's a reasonable effort to protect the poor,
the downtrodden in society and the ones who
don't have the powerful unions to speak for

them.

Mr. Lewis: Oh, come on. They're not even

part of the programme.

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. S. Smith: We'll find out whether they're

going to support the general strike in the

fall, and we'll see whether the NDP is pre-

pared) to stand and let the people of Ontario

know that their friends are the ones who
already have powerful unions looking after

their interests. My friends are the ones who
are receiving pensions and are on fixed in-

comes, and inflation is killing them.
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Interjections.

Mr. S. Smith: Mr. Speaker, I was going to

conclude my remarks, but asinine comments
which one hears from time to time, spoken

perhaps elsewhere outside the chamber, sug-

gest that the senior citizens' pensions are not

covered by the programme. Do these people
not understand that as inflation increases the

value of a pensioner's dollar goes down; the

value of a person's benefits on workmen's

compensation goes down?

Mr. Wildman: That's exactly why they
should control prices.

Mr. S. Smith: Don't they understand that

when there's a certain amount of money in

an economy, and when more of that money
goes into the strongly unionized sector, when
more of that money goes into the hands of

those who belong to powerful unions, that

means less real purchasing power is available

for those who are not in the strongly unionized

sector? They must surely know that. Why do

they persist in saying this?

What we say is this: The government has,

in fact, made a mockery of itself by going to

the Supreme Court and being defeated when
they should have allowed the House to vote

on it in the first place.

Mr. Davidson: How were you going to

vote?

Mr. S. Smith: The government has, in fact,

prevented the province from having what
would have been better, a provincial board.

But too much time has passed, now, for that;

and so we say we must all get together, we
must support the fight against inflation and
we must support the Anti-Inflation Board
that exists. The time has passed to set up a

provincial board, let's get on with the game.
We have to agree that what the AIB has al-

ready done is retroactively correct; we must
now face the future in a united' way, coping
with inflation and recognizing that inflation

has as its worst enemies the least powerful in

society.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, for

several years past, in my former role dealing
with many people who had problems with

advancing inflation, I applauded, albeit

quietly, the eflForts of this government to

awaken the federal government of this coun-

try to the need to face-

Mr. Reid: In the meantime running up fan-

tastic deficits.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —that ever-growing
problem of national inflation of the double-

digit variety. Along with thousands of other

citizens in this province, and particularly
those who were sufiFering greatly from the

effects of inflation, I was disappointed that for

many years the federal government failed to

heed the warnings and the exhortations which
emanated from this government in Toronto.

Mr. Breithaupt: Four years of deficits.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I think it's very fortu-

nate for the people of Ontario, and for the

people of Canada, that the government of

Ontario did not become totally frustrated by
the lack of response, which lasted for so

many years.

Mr. Roy: They did, Bette, they did.

Mr. Reid: Oh, come on! Tell us about the

1972 and 1976 deficits.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. B. Stephenson: It continued to

awaken the public concern for this national

problem; to make the people of the province,

and hopefully our federal leadership, aware

of the fact that highest priorities should be

assigned to this problem; that the need for

national action was the need which was most

important, that segmented provincial action

would not, in fact, solve the problems nor

find solutions for the problems emanating
from double-digit inflation.

Therefore, very shortly after arriving at

Queen's Park, I was somewhat gratified to

find that, finally, the Prime Minister of this

country got the message. On Oct. 13 he made
a national statement which revealed to all of

us that in fact the concerns which ibad been

expressed so clearly by the provincial govern-
ment of Ontario had managed to reach the

Prime Minister's ear; he recognized that there

were problems which he had to deal with

and he announced a programme to begin to

deal with the problem of inflation.

[4:00]

Shortly thereafter, I was privileged, as a

member of this government, to attend the

federal-provincial discussions which took

place a;t the ministerial and oflBcial level—the

discussions which were to explore the meth-

ods to be used to develop the prograpime
for control of inflation in Canada. It became

crystal clear, very shortly into those meetings,

that unless the Province of Ontario commit-

ted itself fully to the programme and parti-

cipated totally in the programme there would
be no national programpie—none whatsoever.

Mr. Conway: That was your energy policy
too, eh?
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Hon. B. Stephenson: This was clearly stated

in seveaial of the meetings by the senior min-

isters at the federal level and was certainly
reiter'ated by senior ministers at other provin-
cial levels as well. It became patently obvious

to us that unless Ontario maintained its role

as a keystone of Confederation that, in fact,

this proiblem of national inflation oould des-

troy all of us.

Mr. Conway: Not to say anything about the

policies for teachers.

Hon. B. Stephenson: And as a result of that

concern, as a result of our commitment to

our role in Canadian Confederation, the On-
tario government gave unqualified support to

the progr'amme shortly after itwas announced.

We did, indeed, become very much aware
that the federal programme was specifically
directed towards the private sector; that the

form of agreement which was developed be-

tween the provinces and the federal govern-
ment would have a great effect upon the

scope and the effect of the programme; the

kinds of arrangements which were made be-

tween the provincial government and the fed-

eral government could, in effect, ensure that

there would be disparity in the w^ay in which
the private sector was dealt with and the way
in which the public sector was dealt with.

Therefore, there were many explorations of

the method in which this agreement should
be signed to ensure that both the private and

public sectors of the Province of Ontario, the

largest and most populous province of this

country, would be dealt with equally under
the anti-inflation programme.
We inquired, I suppose somewhat surrep-

titiously, around about the halls of Queen's
Park to find out what the reactions would be
of the members opposite to the development
of a programme which would, in fact, provide
provincial lefadership for this national pro-

gramme, the kind of leadership which was

absolutely necessary
—

Mr. Singer: How did that inquiry go on,

along the halls?

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —to ensure that there

would be a national programme and it be-
came very obvious-

Mr. Silver: Did Darcy surreptitiously go
along the halls?

ilnterjeictions.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —that the kind of re-

action which we would get, predictably, from

the official opposition, would be a total lack

of support for the anti-inflation programme
and, therefore, obviously no support for the

provincial government in its attempt to play
a major part in controlling national inflation.

It was obvious, as well, after a few pre-

liminary discussions-

Mr. S. Smith: With whom?

Hon. B. Stephenson: —that the Liberal

Party of this province, while tliey would sup-

port their federal brothers' initiative in this

Mr. Breithaupt: We call it the federal

government.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —would demand that

there be a provincial board established which
could ensure at least two things. It would
ensure that there would be a duplication of

whatever bureaucracy was necessary to estab-

lish the anti-inflation programme.

Mr. Breithaupt: No so.

Mr. Roy: And protect provincial interests,

yes.

Hon. B. Stephenson: It would ensure that

there was duplication 'of exipenditure for this

spedfic pTOgramme and tit would also ensure

tfhat there would be a difFerenit metlhod of

dealinig -w^th (the public ^edtor compared
wKih idilat taiethod otf deahnlg experienced by
the ipriVate teector at the nationia! level. In

order to enlsure that there would not be a

situation created in Avhdch there dodld be

discriminatary 'drcu!m!stances ifor tihe worlcers

Mr. Roy: Is that What is going on in

Qudbete?

Hon. B. Stephenson: —eitih^ in the pri-
vate sector or the public sedtor, where the

worker in the CUPE union would be dealt

With diflPerehtly than the woiiker in the

UAW, It wials decided iby ftMs government
that we mu^ cofminit ourseilveis to the fed-

eral programme totally, that we would no^t

eistialblish a provincial hdard.

Then we, of course, had two idltematives.

We could either bring in legislation which
would either 'be amended to develop a pro-
vincial boaid and ensure this kind of dis-

criminatory laction—

Mr. Conway: First things finst.

Hon. B. iStephenson: —or we oould, in

falct, bi^in'g in leglislatiom on whiidh we would
be totally defeated 'and Isufottnit the electorate

of tiiis prov^ince to ydt another electibn—
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Mr. S. Smitli: So to ^void iCbe will of the

Leigislature.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —in December of

1975, or Jamiaay of 1976.

Mr. S. Smith: That is the divine right to

rule, exactly, to avoid the will of the Legis-

lature.

Mr. Singer: Why go to that tenable Legis-
lature?

Mr. Speaker: Order, pldalse.

Hon. B. Stephenson: We therefore ac-

cepted legal counsel at botlh the federal and

provincSal level-

Mr. S. Smith: Not federal.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —and federal; and
had from the highest legal authority at the

federal level the word (that the method
whidh we finally chose Was both legal <and

constitutfonal. With that kind of supfport—

Mr. Breithaupt: Have you got the cigarette

boxes on Which they wrote their memos?

Hon. B. Stephenson: —we did, in fact, en-

act the order in council.

Mr. Breithaupt: They were wrong, weren't

they?

Hon. B. Stephenson: There were many
cries which Were raised about Ontario i>airti-

cipation in the programme, and they were
frt>m the constituencies which I deal with

in my ministry, very happily. They were
from the puiblic service unions and from
the private sector unions srtating that our
oomimitment to this anti-inflation fprogramme
would be (the death-knell for colledtive bar-

gaining. That is platenWy untrue. There may
have ibeen some misgivings in the early

stages of the anti^inflation proigramme about
the Survival of collective bargaining, but it

has beooime obviou's recently itihat collective

bargaining lis very much olive and well and

surviving in tlhe Province of Ontario. This

period otf time, las I suggested in Janu'ary, is

being used as a pause period to consider

other important aspedts whicih may have
been dealt with inadeqiiately in other bar-

gaininlg seissioiis.

We are, in Ifact, seeing a very active era

in ooillective barg'aining between employers
and employees exialminang imtpoitant issues.

They ore examining occupational health is-

sues, examining the productivity issues, the

right to work of worker^, termination issues

within their collective o-greements. They are

exjairiinirig a igreat taany fatuous whiich, as I

suggested, perhapS had not been given

adequate exploi^Jttion ^vhen the mioineltairy is-

sues were thoise whidh Were primary in the

coUeidtive bargaining procesls.

I think it (haS been a period of creativity

really in colledtive bai*gaining, wihidh I hope
will continue. I hope it will continue for

the entire period of Ontarfols limited par-
ticipation in the federal progiialmme. I think

that's oomethinlg which re^liy has to be em-

phasized. Although this provinde w^aS en-

thusiastic in its support of la
finely-'develoiped

initiative to begin to deal with doiible-digit

inflation, we did limit our support specific-

ally in order to allow this province, to

allow its citizens, to allow the members of

the Legislature, to allow the government an

opportunty
to exiamine its effects and to

decide Wnether further participation would,
in fact, be advisable.

As the hbu. leader of the Liberal Party
has said, obviously it is advisable that we
look at this very cardfuUy because the

effects so far seem to (have been reasonably
beneficial. For the first time in three years
the indrease in the cost of living in this

country has been sm'aller during the first six

months than it-

Mr. Wildman: Food prices.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Food prices have in-

crdased Slightly for a very good reason, be-

cause the farmers of this country are finally

being paid adequately—or ahno^ adequately
for the prodrcts whicfh they iproduoe.

Mr. Wildman: Their prices haven't gone

up.

Mr. Deans: You have got it the wrong
way. It has gone down.

Hon. B. Stephenson: That is not quite
true. However, there is a decrease in the

c6^ lof living. I think it is a diredt result-

Mr. Deans: It is not quite true? *It is true.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Fewer inter-

jections would make for a better deibate.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —of the joint govern-
mental initiative against inflation. It is im-

portant, to realize that th^'s Act to ratify the

government's decision in January be passed
as rapidly as possible, because the chaos

wh'ch could result if there were a delay in

enacting this, I think, is just inconceivable.

During the period from October, 1975, to

the present time, the Anti-Inflation Board

has examined a number of contracts which
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have been established within the Province
of Ontario and they have affected ap-

proximately 145,000 employees. Of these,

58,000 were public employees and 87,000
are private-sector employees. But under the
anti-inflation programme at the national

level there are decisions pending which
affect another 125,000 employees, the ma-

jority of whom are public-sector employees
and the minority private-sector employees.
If at th's time we were to remove that large
number of public-sector employees from this

specific programme, we would, in fact, en-

courage inequities which I think would be

insupportable in our efforts' to control the
inflation spiral and the problems which it

has produced for our society.

I think it is also a very happy note to be
able to relate that the employment problem
which the hon. member for Riverdale has
mentioned several times as being the primary
one, is one which this' government is examin-

ing extremely carefully and is working dili-

gently with our federal counterpart to

attempt to resolve, with some beneficial effect.

Because the actual unemployment figure for
the month of June in the Province of Ontario
is 5.8 per cent, which is significantly lower
than it has been for the last year.

I think there have been remarkable bene-

fits, benefits which perhaps we did not an-

ticipate from the anti-inflation programme. It

has not been perfect. It is, indeed, as the

former leader of the federal Progressive Con-
servative Party suggested, rough justice, but
it is a method of justice which was absolutely

necessary for the people of this country.

It was impossible for those, as the leader
of the Liberal Party has suggested, on fixed

incomes or on very small incomes to deal

with this inflationary spiral, and it was the

responsibility of all of us as citizens of this

country to attempt to do something positive
to improve the lot of that specific group
within our society.

Mr. Makarchuk: You haven't done a darn

thing.

Hon. B. Stephenson: There isn't any
worker, there is no worker in Canada who
is not feeling the effects of the anti-inflation

programme, not one, and of course unlike

that group of maliciously malevolent mis-

anthropes who sit over there, I consider every-
one, every single person who works in this

country, a worker.

Mr. Breithaupt: Also nattering nabobs of

negativism too.

Mr. Lewis: You said that quite melliflu-

ously.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Be he a steelworker,
an automobile worker, a construction worker,
a physician, a lawyer, a politician—for in-

stance, my hon. friend the Leader of the

Opposition—I think we're all workers and
we're all feeling the effects. I think the fact

that we are all feeling this demonstrates that

perhaps for once in this country' there is some
united effort to trvT to improve the future of

the society of Canada.

Mr. Bounsall: If that's the best effort this

country can make, heaven help us!

Hon. B. Stephenson: I believe very strongly
that unless we continue to function in a

co-operative partnership with the federal

goverrmient in this programme specifically
at this time, we shall, in fact, not have a

future in this country.

There are other factors involved I must

admit, some of them I don't like to look at,

but I do believe that economically we must
function together as partners and all of us

as citizens, whether we belong to a trade

union, whether we are unorganized workers,
whether we are workers v\ithin the Legisla-

ture, have a real re ponsibility to get behind
this programme to make it work to ensure

that there will be a future for Canada and
for those childiren we are raising, which \\ ill

be the future of Canada.

Mr. Makarchuk: How much control are

you putting on the spectators?

Mr. S. Smith: Your worship.

Mr. Deans: Mr, Speaker, I was interested

in the comments of the member for Hamilton

West, the leader of the Liberal Party, as I'm

always interested' in the comments of any
member of the Legislature. I listened with

particular interest because I thought perhaps
this time he was going to tell us something
about the way in which their policy is arrived

at. Strangely enough, I did get a little glim-
mer of what they really believe. It seems the

Liberal position is that if a government im-

poses some kind of hardship, some kind of

acceptable measure otd any sector of societ)',

he would then move with haste to impose
it on the remainder. That seems to be exactly
the position that he takes, as he took during
the debate on the rent control legislation.

Mr. Shore: What did you say, your honour,

}Our worship?

Mr. Sweeney: What is \our position?
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Mr. Roy: You are confused, your worship.

Mr. Deans: The leader of the Liberal

Party says that because the government of

Ontario has moved to impose that which
has worked a tremendous hardship on some
sectors of the economy, because the govern-
ment of Ontario has moved to adopt and

accept the federal government's proposals

wholeheartedly, the Liberal Party then

wants to join with it to impose those same
restrictive measures on anyone who isn't

already under them. I don't quite under-

stand that position-

Mr. S. Smith: You would if you had
listened. You are making it up. You don't

understand it. It comes from your own

imagination.

[4:15]

Mr. Deans: —although I do recall it was

brought to my mind that during the debate
on the rent control legislation when we were

speaking about the need to take some action

to safeguard the elderly against the inordin-

ate rent increases that were being forced upon
them, the leader of the Liberal Party said,

and I can't quote exactly, but said tliat^

Mr. Shore: Don't try, Ilan.

Mr. S. Smith: Why don't you make it up
as you usually do?

Mr. Deans: -that he didn't feel that it

would be appropriate to give relief to one

group unless it could be given to all.

Mr. S. Smith: What nonsense.

Interjection.

Mr. Deans: That was the position of the

Liberal leader and that's the position of the

Liberal Party.

Mr. S. Smith: Read Hansard.

Mr. Deans: Well, that's rK>t the position
that we take. We begin from the position
that we think that the federal government's
action was wrong.

Mr. Conway: Like >-our EMO position.

Mr. Deans: We begin from the position
that we believe that the federal government
did to the public of Ontario and to the public
of Canada something which they ought not
to have done.

Mr. Breithaupt: That is not what the judges
think.

Mr. Deans: And therefore—oh, I didn't say

they did it illegally, I said something they

ought not to have done. And we don't agree—uot for one moment do we agree—that there

was within the proper definition of the word,
a national emergency. We don't deny that

there is a major problem with inflation. We
don't deny that there need be government
intervention in the field. We don't for one
moment suggest that if we were a govern-
ment we wouldn't be moving into the field to

attempt to come to grips with the problems
that are brought about as the result of infla-

tion.

Mr. S. Smith: Then ^^'hat is your com-

plaint about?

Mr. Breithaupt: That's right.

Mr. Roy: Schreyer says that you are wrong,
that there is a problem.

Mr. Deans: But when we would move, we
would move to ensure that all sectors of the

economv were treated with equality, that

there was fairness in the legislation, that it

recognized that you can't simply take certain

areas of the economy and impose severe

restrictions on them and expect that the re-

mainder of the economy will somehow fall

into line. And that's what the federal govern-
ment did. And that's what the provincial

government, with the support of the Liberal

Party, is now doing to the remainder of the

Province of Ontario.

Mr. Shore: Your cousins down there like it.

Mr. Conway: Read your speech in De-

cember, Ian.

Mr. Deans: I was going to say that we
were going to talk about the Davis-Trudeau

alliance, but it's now the Davis-Trudeau-

Smith alliance.

Mr. S. Smith: Hear, hear. If it is to fight

inflation you are darn right.

Interjections.

Mr. Deans: It isn't simply the acceptance

by the government of Ontario, supported
almost indecently by the Liberal Party, of—

Mr. S. Smith: If it is to fight inflation you
are right.

Mr. Deans: —the measures that were im-

posed on the people of Canada oxad certain

people in Ontario by the Liberal federal

government.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Why don't you include

Schreyer?
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Mr. Deans: It's the move by this govern-
ment and' its allies in the Liberal Party to

completelfy endJorse andl to involve themselves

fuMy in what the federal government has

done-

Mr. Breithaupt: Like Ed Schreyer; just Idee

Ed Sbhreyer.

Mr. Deans: —are not dealt with in the

federal legislation; there are far too many
areas that inflict tremendous hardship on the

very people whom the Liberal leader was

speaking about—the poor, the sick, the elderly,
food being the most evident one—that don't

come imder the AIB programme, and one
would think—

Mr. Conway: Read your December speech. ,Mr. Conway: How about the fire fighters?

Mr. S. Smith: Your colleague complained
the food prices were too low.

Mr. Deans: —one would think that the

Liberal leader, if he were truly in opposition,
would want to be discussing how that pro-
gramme could have been changed

—

Mr. Deans: —in all aspects of the initiative

of the federal government. And there is some-

thing terribly wrong with a government that

thinks that you can begin to ipipose—

Hon. Mr. Davis: Do you really believe all

this?

Mr. S. Smith: It may be his speech before

becoming mayor.

Mr. Deans: —that you can begin to impose
wage controls without having an equally
forceful imposition of controls in profits and
in prices.

Mr. Shore: You are nuts.

Mr. Deans: That's where the problem lies,

and that's the reason why we couldn't sup-
port the measiures in Ottawa.

Mr. BuIIbrook: Time, yoin: wordiip.

iMr. Deans: That's the reason why we can't

support the government's initiatives here in

Ontario, and that's why we find it frankly
abhorrent that the Liberal Party hasn't got
the intestinal fortitude to stand up and to

say-

Mr. S. Smith: Who are you going to have
run in the by-election, Stephen?

Mr. Roy: Your worship, don't be so par-
tisan. If you become mayor you won't be
so partisan.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Order, please.

Mr. Deans: —that they in fact do repre-
sent the public of Ontario, and that this gov-
ernment has lost the confidence of this House.

Hon. Mr. Davis: It's one of the more re-

sponsible things they have done; don't knock
it.

Mr. Deans: What bothers us about the fed-

eral legislation is simply this. There are too

many exemptions within the federal legisla-

tion; there are too many areas of the economy
that-

Mr. Conway: Yoiu: salary.

Mr. Roy: Highly insulting.

Mr. Deans: —in order to make sure that it

met the needs of the people of the Province
of Ontario. My colleagues intend to talk

about the areas of exemptions and the in-

adequacies of the federal programme that the

government of Ontario together with its allies,

the Liberals, are now going to thrust upon
the remaining people of the Province of On-
tario who were automatically brought under
the scope of it at the time of its passage.

Mr. Conway: Talk about the EMO.

Mr. Deans: We're going to deal with the

problems of increased food prices over a

period of time. We're going to talk about the

fact that energy doesn't fall within the ambit
of the AIB. We intend to talk about interest

rates and the problems that flow from leaving
them free to travel as they will in whatever

way they choose to go. We're going to talk

about the difficulties that confront so many
people living in municipalities who can't

afford the tax burden they're having to carry

simply because this government refuses to

provide an adequate source of revenue.

Mr. S. Smith: What could the Province of

Ontario do albout interest rates?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Give him some legal
advice.

iMr. Deans: I want to say to you, Mr.

Speaker, that it's for us a simple matter to

oppose this legislation because we believe

that it is wrong. We believe that it would
have been possible in Canada to have de-

veloped a co-operative effort with the major
sectors of the economy that would have

brought about an anti-inflation programme
that would have had, if not the full, certainly
the majority support of the people of the

country.
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Mr. S. Smith: The NDP outlined it in great
detail, didn't they?

Mr. Deans: We believe that the major sec-

tors of the economy, as spoken for at the

moment by the chambers of commerce and
the labour representatives, are in fact pre-

pared to sit down and to seek the measures
that would provide for some equity within

the system.

Mr. Conway: The new alliance.

Mr. Ruston: The new alliance—commerce
and labour unions.

Mr. Deans: We believe they are prepared
to have imposed upon themselves or to take

upon themselves the responsibilities to help
in the curbing of inflation. But we also think

that if that is to be done it must be done as

the result of discussion, as the result of an
efi^ort being made by government, by business

and by labour to find adequate and proper
solutions.

Mr. Smith: Thirty-nine-point-two per cent.

Mr. Deans: They did not try. There was

very little eflFort made. Let me tell you that

both of the sectors outside the government
haven't even made that approach.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber for Wentworth only has the floor.

Mr. Deans: I'm accustomed to the member
for Ottawa East blabbering on at good length
to my left.

Mr. Roy: You are dreaming.

Mr. Deans: I want to tell you that two of

the major sectors of the economy are at this

very moment and have been all the way
through the piece making representation to

the government about the ways in which the

government could bring in anti-inflation legis-

lation which would be meaningful, w^orkable

and fair. I think the Province of Ontario acted

as it did with undue haste and illegally, mov-
ing into the programjne without thoroughly
understanding the implications of it, not ap-

preciating the exemptions and the force and
eflFect that those exemptions would have on
the economic stability of vast numbers of

people in the Province of Ontario.

We think if the government of Ontario had

played its rightful role and if it had consulted
with those people over whom it has jurisdic-
tion or at least their representatives, it could
then have gone to Ottawa and could have laid

before the government of Canada a proposal
which may well have gone at least some part
of the way towards establishing the kind of

overall programme with the co-operation of

those sectors that we think is possible.

Mr. Roy: Like what?

Mr. Deans: Let me suggest, for example,
that the CLC and the Ontario Federation of

Labour have on a number of occasions pro-

posed various and a great number of different

proposals that could quite easily—

Mr. Conway: Which ones?

Mr. Deans:—be the foundation of an anti-

inflation programme. Let me read to you from
labour's "Programme for the Future." It's an

interesting document that covers not only
those who are within the jurisdiction of or-

ganized labour but takes into account the

effects of inflation on the very people that the

Liberal leader so piously speaks about as if he

truly represented them.

Mr. S. Smith: Which ones did they give to

Turner? What is the date?

Mr. Deans: I quote:

What is required is change in the way
that imxxjrtant economic and social deci-

sions are made. Business and government
must now share their power with labour. If

labour's co-operation is required to lead us

out of our economic difficulties, then it can

only be on the basis of a programme which

recognizes the right to employment for a

living wage as the cornerstone of a produc-
tive and equitable society, which recog-
tnizes the need to create jobs as the first

economic priority.

Let me say that ever since I was elected to

this House I have stood repeatedly and asked

this government to show us its manpower
policy-

Mr. Conway: They haven't got one.

Mr. Deans: —to show us the initiatives this

government was prepared to take.

Interjections.

Mr. Deans: We have repeatedly, year after

year-

Interjections.

Mr. Deans: —asked the government to

show us the initiatives it was prepared to take

to provide the economic stability that would

bring about the jobs.
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Hon. Mr. Davis: You have destroyed, with

socialist philosophy, you have destroyed.
Look vi^hat happened to the government of

Britain.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please; the member
for Wentworth only, order. Thank you.

Mr. S. Smith: Another Britain is what you
want.

Mr. Deans: I can recall asking the former
member for Hamilton West, Mr. McNie, now
departed—not from this earth but from this

House—what his job was, because he was
named as the minister in charge of manpower.
You know what he said to me? "I don't

know."

I asked him could he tell me what he had
done? He couldn't tell me a thing. I then got

up, in a new session of the Legislature, and
asked the Premier if he could tell me who was
in charge of manpower.

Mr. Shore: We asked you the same ques-
tion.

Mr. Roy: Ask him wihat his joib is going
to be.

Mr. Deans: It turned out *o he the Minis-
ter of Labour. I ais^ked the M'inister df La-
bour if she oouM tell me what she had done
in the field idf manpower and joib creation.

Not one Single tihing could ishe tell me, not

one; because this government, over the nine

years I have spent in this Legislature, has
done virtuially niotfhing to create jobs and has

played a harid4n-hand game, with a great
number of American companies, to eliminate

jobs in the Province of Ontario.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Hc^w many joibs were
created in any oompanable jurisdiction?

Mr. Deans: Let me go on: "Which con-
tains a commitment to protect those who
suffer from infl'ation by taxing those who
benefit."

Hon. Mr. Davis: Nonsense. Eliminate the
American companies? Tell that to the UAW.

Mr. Deans: "Which includes a commit-
ment to redress this country s unacceptable
record in redistributing income; w*hidh recog-
nizes that an equitable society—"

Hon. Mr. Davis: Eliminate the American
companies, that is w*hat he saM; OshaWa is

tremiblinlg.

Mr. Speaker: Order please.

Mr. Deans: "—can only be achieved if the

power of corporations to set piiceis is con-

strained to match the constraint whidh is

impolsed on the price of labour by the col-

lective barg^iniiig process; and which recog-
nizes the private investment decisionls must
serve tihe intermits of ordinlary taxpayers,

ordinary people in the Provimce of Ontario."

They go on to say, I might bring to the

attention of the leader of the Liberal Paity,
that organized labour is committed to these

objectives and principles.

Mr. Grossman: This must have been left

over from the convention.

Mr. Deans: The only guaranltee that they
will be honoured in our national economic
and social decisions is if organized labour is

a full partner in making these decisions.

This is the same group that the member
for Hamilton West—the leader of the Liberal

Party^^ood up and ran down just a mo-
ment ago; he fstood up and bl'alsted them out

of the Province of Ontario for their greed.

Those are the people who are standing up,

prepared to share not only in the restraint

but prepared to share in the decision-

making; they are prepared to share equally.

Mr. S. Smith: Give me the date of it. You
know it Was after the AIB. There was no
constructive suggeistion from the NDP be-
fore the AIB.

Mr. Lewis: Oh don't be Silly.

Mr. Deans: They go on to say, Mr. Speak-
er—and I know if the member for Hamilton
West is not interested in it 'at least you are.

What is required is a ^system of national

social and economic planninig. Only
through planned development will we be
able to direct investment to create jobs
land second^ary manufacturing in the

regions where it is most needed, to ensure
that the resoiu'ces are available to meet
the basic needs \siidh as housing, to im-

plement a pitygramine of national man-
power planning, to pilan future urban

growth and protedt land for food pro-
duction, to negotiate the distribution of

our nationlal inooime on lan equitable basis

and to develop a national transportation
policy which would complement a national

industrial strategy, to implement a social

Security and health services system which
would apply equally to all Oaniadians and
to establish our national and social and
economic ipriorities.

I want to say to the member for Hamilton

West, who finds so mubh fault with the very
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people who bave committed themselves to

work (for thiat land of a pxogramkne, iband-

in-ihand, together with the other mlajor sec-

tors of society, that If he doesn t thiiik that

is progreislsive, iif he doelsn't think that's

responsive. If he doesn't think th^t is re-

sponsible, then I ask him to stand up and
show me bis programme.

Mr. S. Smith: Only they want 39.2 per
cent; and they h^d notbing to Suggest before
the AIB iwials set up.

Mr. Deans: Let me go on, for a moment,
because I have a minute or 'two left. I

want to raise with you the bogey man of

bow this programme is, in fact, having a
beneficial eflFeot on the inflationary spiral;

and I want to quote from another recent

article, ibecause these people have done sig-
nificant researcb in the field.

[4:30]

Let me quote from 'a recent Globe and
Mail, July 13, 1976:

The recent downturn on the inflation

rate to just under nine per cent has re-

sulted mainly from a reduction in food

prices at the farm gate [I wish the Minis-
ter of Labour were here to hear it], weak-
ness in world prices for commodities and
the four per cent upward revaluation of

the Canadian dollar Whadh. reduced im-

port prices.

It had nothing, or virtually nothing, to do
with the measures taken by the federal gov-
ernment and so eagerly endorsed by the

provincial government and supported today
by the Liberal Party.

Interjections.

Mr. Deans: It goes on:

But industrial commodity prices have
turned upward again and the)" are showing
<\ear-over^year gains of 30 and 40 per cent
in some cases.

Furthermore, there will be few declines
in food prices, energy prices vdll continue
to increase sharply and import prices will

rise as the Canadian dollar dlrifts^ down-
ward again from its artificially high level

of more than $1.03 (US).

The gloomy prospects suggest that

Ottawa will have to tighten restrictions on

wages and profits [It would be nice if they
would even impose restrictions on profits,
never mind tightening them] just to keep
the inflation rate from turning upward
again in 1977. [And he goes on to say]
After a slight decline last year, corporate

profits are expected to rise by about nine

per cent this year and another 15 per cent
in 1977.

With wage and salary incomes restrained

by controls, the pace of consumer spending
wilt be moderate. Economists believe con-

sumers will lower their savings rate from
over 10 per cent last year to nine as in-

flation subsides in the months ahead and
this will keep consumer spending rising
about the same rate as the CNP.

Of course, the side effect of that will be less

money available for lending, which will in

itself once again drive up the interest rates.

That will again have a detrimental effect on

the housing market and that will again create

problems for the very people who work in

this province and earn wages and salaries

and even at this point can't afford to buy a

home in which to live.

That's the crux of all of this; that you say
on the one hand that the anti-inflation pro-

gramme is working and creating this kind of

beneficial result, but the fact of the matter

is that that isTi't so. These are the results,

the benefits that you are seeing at the mo-

ment, and a dowTituru' is the result of other

factors not even contained within the anti-

inflation programme, factors which are not

]>orne Uf>on nor in any way relate to what
the anti-inflation programme has jurisdiction
over. Yet you would take yet another group
of workers and place them within the ambit
of the responsibility of the federal govern-
ment which has shown little if any responsi-

bility to workers in the Province of Ontario

over many years.

I want to tell you, Mr. Speaker, that as

far as we are concerned in this party that

there is a definite need for a co-operative

programme in the Province of Ontario. There
is a defindte need for a co-operative pro-

gramme across the country. There is a need
for the government to sit down with those

people who speak for and on behalf of the

major economic segments and sectors of the

country to work out a programme along the

lines of that proposed, not necessarily entirely
consistent with but at least using as the

foundation that which was proposed by the

leaders of the labour force in the country.
Because it's only with that kind of foundation
will we be able to guarantee that the next

generation of Canadians growing up won't
still be faced with anti-inflation boards, won't
still be faced wdth wage restraints, won't still

be faced with inadequate Conservative and
Liberal governments.

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, 1 regret I have
no quotes from Marcus Aurelius; not a single
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one from Gibbon. On the other hand, I could

paraphrase one of Winston Churchill's and
it goes something like this—

An hon. member: Another bore.

Mr. Singer: —if the NDP should endure
for 1,000 years, this will not have been their

finest hoiir—

Interjections.

Mr. Singer: —because we have heard two

speeches, one from the member for Riverdale

and one from the soon-to-be piayor of

Hamilton-

Mr. Roy: He will never make it on that

speech.

Mr. Singer: —which really, if we listen to

them and if we accept them, would bring
to the Province of Ontario economic chaos.

If the House voted as these two hon. mem-
bers are suggesting—

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

member for Wilson Heights only. Thank you.

Mr. Foulds: You mean he is going to give
a speech for a change?

Mr. Speaker: Ordier, please.

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, if the House
voted as these two hon. m^embers suggested,
the Province of Ontario would be left wdthout

any controls whatsoever in the public sector;

and I siuppose that's what they want. They've
been told that's what they want, and that's

what they're doing. They've accepted their

orders; they've accepted their marching
orders. The only hint oi a positive suggestion
came a few moments ago from the hon.

member for Wentworth, and he said there's a

definite need for a co-operative programme.
Lo and behold, in July of 1976 we Imve had
the hint, the barest hint, of what they might
do. It's the choice of a co-operative pro-
gramme in July or chaos. Which would you
like?

Mr. MacDonald: You weren't listening.

Mr. Singer: Where were they in December,
when there was an opportunity to have On-
tario set its own house in order? They were

voting with the government because they
didn't want the kind of provincial control
over its own public sector that we believe
there should be. That's where they were in

December; they were without a positive sug«

gestion.

Mr. Roy: Where were their principles in

December?

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, I would like to

deal at some length with the Dear Roy and
Dear Jim letters, but I won't. I notice that

they're dated Oct. 30, and they followed

very closely the day after the remarks made
by my hon. colleague, the member for Sarnia

(Mr. BuUbrook), who first brought this matter
to the attention of the Legislature. I don't
think I'm really overstating it if I suspect that

the hon. member for Riverdale, who's a

somewhat slow reaction, reacted a day late to

the problem and followed the lead given by
the member for Sarnia.

Mr. Roy: Probably.

Mr. Mackenzie: He just thought it through.

Mr. Breithaupt: He got it out of Instant

Hansard.

Mr. Singer: The only defence we've had
up to date of the Ontario government's pro-
gramme Was the rather unusual speech given
by the Minister of Labour. She used a remark
that rather tickled my fancy. She said: "We,
the Tories, inquired surreptitously around the
halls of Queen's Park to find out what the
reach'on might be."

Mr. Breithaupt: They used vacuum cleaners.

Mr. Singer: I ask you, Mr. Speaker, if you
can picture with jme- it boggles my mind a

little—the hon. member for Chatham-Kent
(Mr, McKeough) inquiring surreptitiously
around the halls of this building. I cant
envision it.

'Mr. Roy: He didn't talk to me. We're co-

operative.

Mr. Singer: You see, Mr. Speaker, when
we listen to the hon. Minister of Labour and
hear her talk about the surreptitous inquiries,
one must look back at Hansard and see what,
in fact, the hon. Treasurer had to say. He
said on Oct. 30: "Our major responsibility is

to fight inflation in the best possible way, and
not to quibble about the constitution."

Mr. Nixon: Sounds like C, D. Howe.

Mr. Roy: What's a million?

Mr. Singer: To heck with the constitution.

And you take that remark, and add to it the

remarks of the hon. Minister of Labour, and
it's clear the philosophy that these people
have is that they feel they have a divine

right to rule. The constitution be damned!

They were afraid, Mr. Speaker. They were
afraid to come into this Legislature, lay out
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their programme and ask for legislative ap-
proval of what they planned to do. That's

their problem. They believe—and the Treas-

urer is the worst offender—that they have a

divine right to rule and they can do whatever

they want. That is why they make mistake

after mistake after mistake.

One has to wonder, whence came the

opinion of the Deputy Attorney General—a
fine man, a good civil servant, a good lawyer.
But isn't it interesting that in a matter as

serious as this one the Deputy Attorney Gen-
eral reduced his opinion to some 2^ pages-

Mr. Breithaupt: And forgot the date.

Mr. Singer: Forgot to put a date on it. I

guess he had it nandy there in case the

Treasurer might want that kind of opinion
after the failure of his surreptitjous inquiries
around the halls of Queen's Park. But there

it was. Mr. Justice Laskin took some 68 pages
to deal with this very important problem. The

Deputy Attorney General solved it all in 2%
pages. It was too much for the Treasurer to

worry about niceties of constitution. "Let's

get on with the business; let's pass an order

in council. Let's ignore the Legislature; it's

just a big nuisance. We don't want to do any
of that.

I think it is important that the kind of

questions put forward by my colleagues, the

members for Ottawa East and for Samia, and
from a nimiber of other members of this

party, finally are getting their appropriate
answer. The significant judgement is not, as

the member for Riverdale said, the judge-
ment of Mr. Justice Beetz. The significant

judgement is the judgement of the Chief

Justice. The Chief Justice gave a judgement,
concurred in by three of his colleagues, that

made four. Mr. Justice Ritchie gave his

judgement, concurred in by two of his col-

leagues, that made seven, and Mr. Justice

Beetz, as is his right and responsibility, gave
a judgement concurred in only by one other.

So when the hon. member for Riverdale says
that is the significant judgement, I am sur-

prised and shocked, really, at the approach
that he can take and the way he can en-

shrine, or attempt to enshrine, a minority
judgement and say: "There is the only wis-

dom in the judgement of the Supreme Court
of Canada."

Mr. MacDonald: You quoted Churchill
earlier and it was wrong.

Mr. Singer: The Premier, at least, learned
a lesson and he said, "One does not argue
with the majority of the Supreme Court of

Canada," but that's not enough for the mem-
ber for Riverdale. He knows better than that.

When he says that's the only significant

judgement he is oh, so wrong, and he knows
he is oh, so wrong.

Mr. Nixon: He has a lot of self-confidence

though.

Mr. Breithaupt: It was really 7-to-3, you

Mr. Singer: You see, Mr. Speaker, when
Mr. Justice Beetz wrote his judgement, and I

think there's a lot of good common sense in

it, unfortunately it is not the law of this land.

The law of the land is the decision of the

majority of that court and not Renwick's

opinion, and not Beetz's opinion; it's the

opinion of the Chief Justice and the other six

who went along with him. That's the law of

the land, and so much for the finest hour of

the member for Riverdale.

Mr. Roy: In fact, his opinion is only worth
$1.

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, there are some

very important phrases in all of these judge-
ments. Mr. Justice Beetz soundis a warning
note and I think it's worth noting. On page
7 of his judgement he says-

Mr. MacDonald: You just comdemned him.

Mr. Lewis: You are quoting who? Who are

you quoting?

Mr. Singer: No, I'm not saying it's the ulti-

mate. I'm saying there's a warning note and
that's why I say to the hon. Leader of the

Opposition that he and his colleagues-

Mr. Lewis: Who are you talking about?

Mr. Singer — should have been sufficiently

alert last December when there was an op-

portunity to set this matter right. He and his

colleagues should have been concerned to vote

with the amendment that was put forward in

the Throne debate and then we would have
avoided this.

Mr. Breithaupt: All would have been set

right.

Mr. Lewis: Don't give us warning notes

from a minority. Don't give us warning notes

from dissent.

Mr. Roy: You said in December: "I'm not

going to posture." What are you doing now?

An hon. member: Tell us what you're going
to do.

Mr. Singer: I will, just be patient. I'm

coming to that. The warning note has to be

sounded, and it is this, and I suggest that the

hon. Leader of the Opposition and his col-
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leagues, and particularly his close adviser, the

member for Riverdale, should be alert to this

kind of sentiment:

Indeed, since practically any activity, or

lack of activity, affects the gross national

product, the value of the Canadian dollar,

and therefore inflation, it is difficult to see

what would be beyond the reach of Parlia-

ment.

That's the kind of thing that we're concerned
about.

Mr. Renwick: That is exactly right.

Mr. Singer: And we've got to be concerned
about it. However, in this case, the majority
of the court said the question of inflation is a

problem for the whole of Canada. Had the

NDP supported the motion of non-confidence

put last December, we would—

Mr. Renwick: They said it was a national

emergency.

Mr. Singer: —have had a vehicle available

to us here in the Province of Ontario to con-

trol our own public sector. Rut no, they sold

out. They sold out because they did not have
the courage or integrity to support the only

logical suggestion put forward in this Legisla-
ture.

Mr. Nixon: And the Treasurer used their

votes as an argument for the agreement.

Mr. Bullbrook: Exactly. That is the sad part
of it. He used you people to support what he
said.

Mr. Renwick: No, no.

Mr. Bullbrook: Certainly he did. You know
it. He said there was a debate on the issue.

Mr. Singer: You see, Mr. Treasurer, that's

the man who walks up and down the corri-

dors of these buildings inquiring surreptiti-

ously and saying: "Don't bother me about

constitutional niceties." He seizes on that kind

of nonsense and that's why we're in the posi-
tion we're in today, where we have the choice

of supporting the wrong step taken by this

government or accepting economic chaos, as

the NDP would have us do.

Mr. Nixon: We don't have to support Joe
Morris; you do.

Mr. Davidson: It may be the first time he
was ever right.

Mr. Martel: You have to support Bill Davis.

Mr. Breithaupt: That was Joe Morris he was

talking about.

[4:45]

(Interjections.

Mr. Roy: Did the Treasurer really talk to

anybody here?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber for Wilson Heights can continue.

Mr. Singer: Since the Leader of the Oppo-
sition was so anxious to hear some appropriate

quotes from the judgement of the Chief

Justice, let me give him one or two. On page
57 the Chief Justice says this:

In enacting the Anti-Inflation Act as a

measure for the peace, order and good
government of Canada, Parliament is not

opening an area of legislative authority
which would otherwise have no anchorage
at all in the federal catalogue of legislative

powers but rather it is proceeding from

legislative power bases which entitle it to

wage war on inflation through monetary
and fiscal policies and entitle it to embrace
within the Anti-Inflation Act some of the

sectors covered thereby but not all. The
circumstances recounted above justify it in

invoking its general power to extend its

embrace as it has done.

That is the law of Canada as pronounced by
the majority of the Supreme Court of Canada.

That's what it is all about. That is what my
leadter was talking about when he spoke in

this debate a few moments ago. That is what
we support. That is what the Supreme Court

of Canada has said is valid and is proper and
is logical and is reasonable. Let me deal just

a little more elaborately—

Mr. Renwick: They didn't say it was rea-

sonable.

Mr. Singer: —with what the Supreme
Court has had to say about the actions of

this government, insofar as implementing the

statute by order in council. There is one

paragraph on. page 65 of the Chief Jus-

tice's judgement, also now the law of Canada,
and it really always has been. This is what

my colleague from Sarnia was talking about;

this is what I have been talking about, this

is what many of us have been talking about

for quite some time and this is even what
Dear Jim said to Dear Roy in his famous

exchange of correspondence.

Mr. Breithaupt: A day late.

Mr. Singer: If you are going to do things
in this Legislature, you do it by enacting
statutes. This is how the Chief Justice put it.
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Mr. BuIIbrook: We don't like to quibble,
mind you.

Mr. Singer: He said:

Nor does the issue engage any concern
with responsible governnnent and the

political answerability of the ministers to

the legislative assembly. Rather what is at

issue is the right of the Crown, although
duly protected by an order in council, to

bind its subjects in the provintce to laws

not enacted by the Legislature nor made

applicable to such subjects by adoption
under authorizing legislation. There is no

principle in this countn'^—

that means in the whole of Canada, even in

Ontario where some people think the divine

right to govern exists:

—as there is not in Great Britain, that the

Crown may legislate by proclamation or

order in council to bind the citizens where
it so acts without the support of a statute

of the Legislature.

Mr. BuIIbrook: It's a novel concept; it

really is.

Mr. Singer: No one really ever thought
of that, I supj)ose, until Laskin wrote it out

again. There was a man named Dicey who
has been writing about constitutional laws

for a long, long time. This is a quote out of

Dice\'s famous book, well accepted even by
such f>eople as the Treasurer, but he can't

be bound up with constitutional niceties.

Mr. Nixon: The Treasurer reads Dicey
e\'ery night before going to bed.

Interjections.

Mr. Breithaupt: Darcy on Dicey.

Mr. Singer: What is at stake and what has

made this whole exercise worthwhile is maybe
at long last there is a recognition that the

rule of law applies in this province, not the

rule of McKeough. I think that is ver}^ im-

portant. Ma)ibe the government hasn't learned

its lesson yet. You remember, Mr. Speaker,
when we talked about the Ombudsman and

again with the support of the NDP, demo-
cratic part)- that they are, we passed a resolu-

tion amending a statute, again just as bad as

tr\ing to do what was done here by order in

council when it should have been done by
statute.

Mr. BuIIbrook: Taking it away from the

Legislature.

Mr. Singer: It was illegal and improper
and even against several opinions of the law

officers of the Crown. But the NDP hasn't

learned its lesson and the government cer-

tainly hasn't learned its lesson. As they in-

quire surreptitiously around the halls as to

what they can get away with, I would think

that maybe the answer can come back loud
and clear that this Legislature is important
and the Legislature, not Darcy, governs the

people of Ontario. That's what this is all

about.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I think the member
for Wilson Heights should remember that

you refer to another member by his riding
and not by his name.

Mr. Singer: Oh I'm sorr}-, the hon. member
for Chatham-Kent; you're quite right, Mr.

Speaker.

We are not governed by the hon. member
for Chatham-Kent. And he should worry, he

has to worry. No less a person than the

Chief Justice of Canada and six of his col-

leagues have said he has to worry about

constitutional details. He, too, is part of the

law of this province, not part of the people
who govern l^eyond the law.

The reason we are supporting this bill that

is before us today is to avoid the economic

chaos that the NDP would create. To wipe
out absolutely what has gone before would

create the worst kind of economic chaos.

Mr. Warner: Let the voters decidie.

Mr. Singer: The only reason they are taking
this posture today is because they think this

is going to do them some good, this is going
to cuTTV favour with Joe Morris and some
of the others; it isn't. They would throw the

province into the worst kind of financial

h)'steria, mismanagemeTit and problems that

could possibly be imagined to exist,

Mr. Davidson: Why don't you let the voters

decide that?

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, finally, we have

to say, as loudly and as clearly as we can,

that this lesson that has been taught to the

government of Ontario by the Supreme Court

of Canada, that they too are subject to the

law, has to be learned* and has to be learned

well; and that to go back again to surrep-

tiously scurrying around the halls to see what

they can get away wit:h is no way to run a

province.

Mr. Martel: You're helping them.

Mr. Warner: That is how you keep them
in business.
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Mr. Singer: We are going to vote for this.

We say a plague on the socialists' house be-

cause we don't believe in economic chaos;
and we say a plague on the government's
house because they act against the law.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The bon. member
for Chatham-Kent.

Mr. Roy: Who did you talk to over !here,

Darcy?

Mr. S. Smith: Divine right hlimself.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I'm

delighted to take part in this debate tihis

aftemoon on sekxmd reading df the bill.

Mr. Lewis: He li'ses to h& feet.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I have listened with
interetst to thoise who Ihave 'gone ibelore. Tlhe

lawyers in the Libertal
Plairty, and the near

lawyer in the Liberal Paity, have hlad their

day on constitutional niceties and legalisms;
and I'm sure the member from—fbrimofly
from Downsview, where is it he is from
now?

Mr. Roy: Wilson Heights.

Mr. Singer: Next to Chatham.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: He really hasn't

improved, whether it''s Wilson Heighlts or
Downsview. I'm Sure he's impressed himself
this afternoon, but he leaves me a little un-

impressed, I must say.

Mr. Singer: Darcy, I w-ais hoping you
would give me a gold ^ar, I really was.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I am interested in

the approach taken by the oflBcial opposition
to date.

Mr. Conway: Have you got a QC, Darcy?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: After they've gone
through their 11 or 12 speakers, or however

many they have, I hope some of them at

least—because the meniber for Riverdale did

not, and the member from Hamilton did not
—oflFer one constructive proposal as to what
might take palace.

Ilm afraid I do have to agree, I think

they have a right land a re>sponsibility and
a duty to oppose; but they al^o, in this

House, have soime responisibility to jpropose.
And no propdsi^ion, no proposal, nothing
consteuctive, has come forward from that

party yet, I say, on this is'sue. Since Oct. 14
nothing very constructive has come forward.
and it's about time-

Mr. Davidson: Louder, I can^ h^ar you.

Mr. MaoDonald: You have nothing either.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: It is about time the

Leader of the Opposition remembers this

isn't the Hart House debating society, that

he is the Leader of the Oppoisition and if he

really wants to curry favour he's going to

have to oome forward with something con-

structive; he's going to have to say what he

proposes to take the place of the legislation

that's before the House this afternoon.

Mr. Lewis: Come off that stuff, we don't

have to ^ve you alternatives. We're not the

govemiment yet.

Interjections:

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member for Chatham-Kent has the

floor.

Mr. Nixon: Why don't you dissolve the

House, Mr. Speaker?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: There you are.

They, Mr. Speaker, have nothing to proi>ose
to us.

Mr. MacDonald: You haven't either.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: It will be interest-

ing, Mr. Speaker, let me spend just a few
moments relating to the House what the

actions of the government have been and
continue to be to control inflation in On-
tario and play our part in controlling infla-

tion in Canada.

I want to outline again for the members
the scope of the inflation whidh we faced

last fall, to emphasize the seriousness of the

economic situation in which we found our-

selves. I want to review for the members
the factors which led the government to opt
for an agreement which would bring the

public sector in Ontario—and that's what
we're talking about—under the programme
guidelines in the way in which we did. I

also want to briefly review the performance
of the anti-inflation programme to date and
to reaffirtn our Su'ppoit of it.

The problem of simultaneous high in-

flation and high unemployment in Canada
stemmed primarily from unprecedented
pressures, which were a feature of the inter-

national economy through 1972 and 1973.

Most industrial economies were enjoying a

boom of major proportions, creating short-

ages in a number of commodities. A poor
harvest in 1973 pushed food prices sharply

upwards in most countries. The revaluation

of several currencies abroad produced
strong demand for Canadian exports and
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increased the cost of imported goods. Fin-

ally, the world economy suffered a piajor

shock as oil-producing nations dramatically
increased the price of their crude oil.

I don't need to remind the members of

the double-digit inflation which ensued, not

only in this country but around the world

as well. The adjustment to that environment

forced our trading partners into deep and

prolonged recessions from which only now
are they recovering.

Primarily because of our relative self-suflB-

ciency in oil, the recession has been rela-

tively less severe in Canada. While un-

employment has reached unacceptable levels

here, we have for the most part avoided
the liigh and prolonged unemployment
suff^ered elsewhere.

So wliile we were spared the bitter medi-
cine of recession, we also avoided the adjust-
ment in expectations which others were
forced to accept. Canada had suffered through
three years of strong inflation. In this situ-

ation it was only natural that every group in

our society was attempting to hedge against
the future by demanding high prices, high

wages, high salaries—increases from the econ-

omy generally. Prices were and still are

rising faster in Canada than in the United
States. And wage settlements in manufactur-

ing were significantly outstripping US levels.

Our prospects for short-term recovery and for

longer-term international comi>etitiveness
were seriously threatened.

Mr. Speaker, there was ev«ry indication

that a moderation of price increases in this

country would be a painfully slow process.

Furthermore, the slowdown in the United
States economy was going to have a spill-

over eflFect here and there was significant

danger of a general decline in business and

public confidence in the economy with pro-

longed and devastating efiFect.

Facing up to these prospects, the govern-
ment of Ontario had been calling for some
time for national action in dealing with these

issues. At Premiers' conferences in 1974 and
1975, Ontario had pledged itself to fully co-

operate with the federal authorities in seek-

ing solutions to the inflationary pressures we
faced.

We called for federal leadership—all the

Premiers called for federal leadership. And
let's put the constitutional niceties in the con-

text in which they were raised. The Premiers
of the 10 provinces, to my recollection, indi-

cated to the government of Canada that na-

tional action was needed; that if national

action was to be taken there might well be
^ possibility of constitutional challenges.

The Premiers of the provinces indicated

firmly to the Prime Minster of Canada, both

in 1974 and in 1975, that they would not

raise the constitutional issue, nor did they
raise the constitutional issue. So let's put
that in context.

What tlie member for Wilson Heights de-

scribed as not quibbling about constitutional

niceties was, in fact, a commitment made by
the Premiers of the provinces of this country,

by the governments of the provinces of this

country.

[5:001

Mr. S. Smith: You had the other option.

Quebec took the other option for this.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Quebec certainly did.

Quebec more than any other province said,

"We will not raise the constitutional issue."

Mr. S. Smith: You had the other option.

That is not a constitutional matter and you
know it. You had two options and you know
it.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Oh, it isn't a consti-

tutional matter. That's fine.

Mr. S. Smith: You know it.

Mr. Bullbrook: Not to come to the Legis-

lature—

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The issue of not

quibbling about the constitution was raised

by the leader from Wilson Heights as a com-

plete red herring.

Mr. Roy: Did you say that or didn't you?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: That statement had

nothing to do with whether the agreement
would come to this Legislature or not. It was
whether the several provinces would raise the

constitutional issue. Get the facts straight.

Even if he doesn't interpret them correctly, I

say to my friend, the leader of the third party,

let him get his facts straight. It would be

helpful occasionally.

Mr. S. Smith: We always have our facts

straight.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: No, you don't. You
don't have them straight.

Mr. S. Smith: This is just pure hogwash
you are giving us. You know you had two

options. You know you didn't have to hand
them over.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. S. Smith: That is not a constitutional

quibble.
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Hon. Mr. McKeough: The provinces agreed
to put aside any constitutional quibbles that

they might have about the federal legislation.

That action then came last October and On-
tario immediately gave its unqualified support.
We placed and we continue to place the

highest priority on co-ordinated national

action to meet w^hat we saw as a national

problem. While we had our reservations about
some aspects of the federal programme, we
undertook to co-operate fully with the federal

government,

I was asked what those reservations were.
I've never made any secret of them. They
happen to be the same reservations which are

held by the former leader of the national Con-
servative Party and which happen to have
been expressed since by the former Minister

of Finance for Canada, Mr. Turner. We felt,

I felt, this side felt, Mr. Stanfield felt and
Mr. Turner has since said, that the program-
me should have started with a 60- or 90-day
freeze. We've made no secret of that fact as

was suggested by the member for Wilson

Heights.

Mr. S. Smith: That's your only difference

with it, is it? Is that your only difference?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The federal pro-
gramme consisted of a set of income guide-
lines, an administrative and monitoring struc-

ture and a plan to restrain government ex-

penditure. Price increases were to be limited
to a reflection of cost pass-through. Basic
standards were established for all wage and
salary increases which took into account target

cost-of-living and productivity performances.
In addition, the provinces were requested to

undertake individually programmes of rent
control consistent with national goals. Some
members were aware Ontario had previously
announced its intention to introduce rent re-

view and we instituted a programme of rent
control in full co-operation with the national

standards.

Mr. Shore: How is that working?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Finally, the federal

lecjislation provided for participation in the

p^ice and wage restraint programme by the

provincial public sector. The form of that

agreement is really the subject of our debate

today.

From the beginning the government has
been clear in its intentions to enter into an

agreement vdth the federal governxnent which
would bring the provincial public sector

under the programme of restraint adminis-
tered by the federal Anti-Inflation Board.
The restraint adopted by Ottawa was a plan

which required temporary sacrifice by all

Canadians. Equity demanded that employees
of the provincial public sector should be
asked to undertake the same sacrifices—no
more and no less than other elements of our

society were being asked to make. If we were
to set up a separate review and enforcement

body, public servants in Ontario would in-

evitably be subject to different decisions.

Such inequities would have led, I am con-

vinced, to a serious erosion of the national

effort and, consequently, a higher rate of in-

flation in this country.

Mr. Nixon: Or lower.

Mr. Bullbrook: That isn't the experience in

Quebec.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: As I've stated several

times before, we do not agree with the idea

that was put forward last fall, which has been
raised again recently, that the government
has a "special relationship

"

with some groups
in the province. In some form or another, the

government has a special relationship with

virtually every member of the Ontario work
force. We have undertaken to ensure equit-
able application of the anti-inflation guide-
lines without any sacrifice of our constitu-

tional responsibilities or jurisdiction.

Mr. Bullbrook: What about the Crown
Employees Collective Bargaining Act? That is

not a special relationship. That is a statute.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I say this to my
friend, I'm not a lawyer.

Mr. Bullbrook: Don't you understand? That
is a statute, not a special relationship at all.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: But the Crown Em-
ployees Collective Bargaining Act doesn't say
to me that I treat somebody on the line at

General Motors or at Dow Chemical differ-

ently than I treat somebody in the provincial

public sector.

Mr. Bullbrook: There is an Act, there is a

statute on the books.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member for Sarnia does not have the

floor.

Mr. Bullbrook: Yes, that is right, I don't.

I will have it tomorrow though.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: My friend is a law-

yer and if he wants to clothe special relation-

ships vdth his friends under sopie legal-

Mr. Bullbrook: Statutory relationships.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Statutory, my foot.

You wanted to cosy up to the teachers and
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you know diat is what you wanted to do, and

you call that special rdationships. Over here

we are proud to say we have tne same rela-

tionship with every meml:)er of the work force

in this province and we don't walk away from

that.

Mr. Bullbrook: You be here tomorrow and
I will tell you about special relationships.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: You go out and tell—

I say to my friend from Sarnia —

Mr. Bullbrook: Don't you know what the

Act says?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Sit down. Sit down!
Who has the floor, Mr. Speaker?

Mr. Bullbrook: You have to make me sit

down.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I say to my friend

from Sarnia —

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Will the hon. mem-
ber for Sarnia take his seat?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I say to my friend

from Samia, you go out and tell the people
at Dow, you tell the

people
at Polysar tnat

vou don't have any relationship with them—

just a special relationship with the employees
of the Lambton Board of Education. You tell

that to the people at Dow and Holmes

Foundry.

Mr. Bullbrook: You don't know what you
are talking about. Read your text.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Tell them that you
have a legal relationship-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: It may be helpful if

the Treasurer addresses his remarks through
the Chair.

Mr. Bullbrook: Stick with your text.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Yes, certainly. I was

being interrupted but I wasn't being thrown
off the point. Your special relationship is so

much nonsense and you know it.

Mr. S. Smith: I like your comment "Statu-

tory, my foot," because that is what you think

of the law.

Mr. Bullbrook: You should not ad lib.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Oh, yes I should, I

should.

Mr. Bullbrook: Stick with your text.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I say to my friend,

he shouldn't interject because he gets bested

every time when he is on the weak position

that he is on today and it will be weaker
tomorrow.

Mr. Bullbrook: You be here tomorrow.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: It will be weaker
tomorrow. You really should leave all the

speaking either to your leader or the member
for Wilson Heights, because they both do
much better than you, and that is saying

something, that really is.

Mr. Bullbrook: I can't deny that.

Mr. Cunningham: What is that- 9-to-O?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, we
opted for federal administration of the pro-

gramme, and as I recall it the majority of the

members of the Legislature last December
showed their confidence in the government in

that decision by voting on that occasion.

Mr. S. Smith: That's right.

Mr. Breithaupt: The NDP did.

Mr. S. Smith: The other lovers of big

government also joined with you.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I be-

lieve we have followed' the wisest course.

Certainly we have been spared the dis-

parities and the inequities which would in-

evitably have arisen. Ontario's teachers and

civil servants are being treated in the same

wav'' as those in our manufacturing plants,

in OUT mines, in our mills. Moreover, I think

we have saved ourselves from a massive

bureaucratic nightmare. At last count, the

AIB staffing is close to 900, but Ontario de-

cided to go it alone in administering the

regulations with respect to its public sector.

Mr. Roy: The court dbesn't think so.

Mr. Peterson: You can put them on con-

tract.

Mr. Shore: Rent review has 600.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I would think that

at least 300 positions in a provincial board

would have been required; 300 positions I

would guess at $10 million. That's peanuts
over there, but it means something to us on

this side of the House.

Mr. Breithaupt: Put them on contract.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Yes, "What's SIO

milHon? What's $10 million?" That's his line.

Mr. Shore: What is $15 miHion?
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Hon. Mr. McKeough: Some mention has

been madie—

Mr. Breithaupt: That's about five days' in-

terest on your diebt.

Mr. S. Smith: Yoiu- debt has been the

main reason for inflation.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. This is

a verv' important debate and those who have

spoken before, I have tried to give a good
hearing. I think you should pay the same

courtesy to the provincial Treasurer.

Mr. Reid: He is being provocative, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Breithaupt: He'll take three days by
the time he is finished.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Thank you, Mr.

Speaker.

An hon. member: Be courteous.

Mr. Shore: It cost $13 million for rent

control.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Some mention was
made that delay would have been avoided.

There is no question, there has been delay
in decisions by the AIB. We are told that the

backlog now, by and large, has been cleaned

up and that they expect to give either afiirma-

tive decisions or be in a position to require
more information, they would hope, within
the next month on a two- or three-week basis.

They have caught up, and the administration
of it, I think, is generally in hand.

As I say, there is no reason to think that

we wouldn't have encountered the same

delays, the same bureaucratic problems of

starting up a board and) an administration that

large, with, as I say, I s-uppose 300 people
and I wouldl guess something around the

neighbourhood of $10 milhon a year.

I tabled for the information of the mem-
bers a report prepared by my staff last month
which documented the first six months under
the anti-inflation programme. At that time I

indicated that we were encouraged by the

early signs. Whilb there is a way to go before
it becomes fully effective, I was confident

that we were going to be able to hck the

inflationary problem that has encompassed us.

Since that time the hopeful signs have
continu'ed. With the release—and mention has
been made of this today—of the consumer

price index for June, we have had seven
consecutive months in which the year-to-year
increase was less than 10 per cent. On the

wage side, I have said and I say again that

the news has not been so encouraging. Wage
settlements in the first quarter of this year
showed no significant mioderation in yearly

gains. This reflected in large measure I am
sure in the flow-through of a number of

particularly high settlements necessitated by
the elements of fair play in the AIB regula-
tions. I understand that more recently the

board has begun to apply more stringently
the arithmetic guidelines set forth and I

would expect therefore to see wage settle-

ment data reflecting the moderation.

The impact that excessive demands on the

Canadian economy are having on our com-

petitive position in international markets con-

tinues to be a matter of considerable concern.

I would hope to see a moderation in wage
demands follovdng in tandem with the slow-

ing of general price inflation, which would
not then imply any sacrifice of real income
from our work force, but wage increases in

the order of 13 to 14 per cent annually,
wdth inflation running at a six or eight per
cent annual rate, is simply not compatible
with the current productivity performance of

this country- and the goal of stabilizing our

prices.

iFinally, I want to reiterate the view that it

would be inconceivable now, as it was nine

months ago, to consider a separate board

dealing with the provincial public sector. We
undertook then to make this programme work
in Ontario with only a small dose of bureauc-

racy but with a large dose of effectiveness.

We were concerned that everyone in the

province be treated fairly and equitably, both

by the guidelines and in their administration

and enforcement. We were concerned that

this programme deal effectively with a prob-
lem of national magnitude and I believe that

the evidence shows that these things have
been accomplished with minimum cost to

Ontario and to its citizens.

Therefore we ask both parties for their

support. We think this fight against inflation

has to be won. I have listened—I will listen-

to hear what alternatives our friends in the

socialist party would put forward. As I have

indicated, two people have spoken and
neither one of them, in my view, has put
forward any kind of an alternative.

II just don't think they can go out—and I

say this in sincerity—as a responsible party,
which they like to think they are, and say to

the people of Ontario: "We are going to vote

against this bill. We don't want controls. We
don't want them retroactively. We are just

going to say to the people in the public
sector—teachers, the civil servants, all the

people who have been brought under the
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ambit—that they have some sort of special

place and we will forget about controls on
teachers."

We will continue, because the federal court

clearly has said, 7-2 I am told, that under the

Act of the federal government the workers of

General Motors and the Dows and the Holmes

Foundry and the chartered banks are under
control. How those members can sit there

and say as a responsible opposition—and I

like to think that in this Legislature we have

responsible opposition—that they are going to

vote against this bill and make friends with

their friends in CUPE and their friends in

the teachers' group by saying, "We are just

going to let you go free and we hope that

you will be moderate in your demands," I

don't know. If that's responsible opposition,
then I say to my leader let's go to the people
and ask them and let's do it soon.

Mr. Bounsall: Mr. Speaker, I say to the

Treasurer of Ontario that if he wishes to hear

part of our x>olicy as to what we would ex-

pect in the way of a replacement to what is

before us in this bill, he will have to exercise

some unusual patience and sit around the

House for a while, because it will come in

due course.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We've listened for the last

several months and haven't heard anything

yet.

[5:15]

Mr. Ferrier: Not in the last nine months.

Mr. Bounsall: There are so many interested

speakers in our party on this bill that we
have divided up the areas; and the Treasurer

may just have to be a little patient as to what
we would expect in terms of an anti-inflation

programme.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I was prepared to be

persuaded to vote against the bill.

Mr. Bounsall: You just might have to sit

here for a day-and-a-half and be a little

patient; we might be able to persuade you.

llnterjection.

Mr. Bounsall: Mr. Speaker, as I sat digest-

ing my Thanksgiving dinner Thanksgiving
last-

Hon. Mr. Davis: At least you had yours at

home; some of us were elsewhere.

Mr. Bounsall: Yes, I must admit I was
mildly shocked to—

Mr. Ferrier: Didn't Pierre put up a good
meal?

Mr. Bounsall: I was mildly shocked to hear

the Prime Minister of Canada come on the

television and indicate that in such a short

time, in less than 15 months, he had

changed his position. It went in 15 months
from a shrug about not being able to do any-
thing about inflation in this country, because
it was all imported anyway, to the fact tliat

with continued Liberal rule the country was
in an economic mess. I was rather surprised—

Hon. Mr. Davis: It was easier for some of

us to adjust to that.

Mr. Bounsall: —that they would admit it so

publicly that the Liberal economic policies

had made such a mess out of this country.
That was the surprise part. It was not so

much that he would flip-flop in a period of

15 months, because we're used to flip-flops in

this House from that party occurring a little

more often than that.

I was rather interested in what was going
to happen, because our party is not a party
that disbelieves, per se, in controls. In fact,

one might say of our party that we wouldn't

mind, in many instances, a little government
inspection and perhaps some interference

from time to time in the economic life of our

country in order that it work to the best

interests of the i)eople of the country of Can-

ada, or the Province of Ontario. I'm not at all

opposed, per se, to price and wage controls.

I was interested to see how it was going to

work, and sat down to avidly read the paper
over the next few days as to how it was

going to work.

iMy next-door neighbour bounded over to

my house the next day, a Mr. George
Horobin [See Hansard No. 97] and

said, "Hey, look, I bought some screws

and some sandpaper last weekend." He had

spent the whole Thanksgiving weekend doing
some home repairs and he ran out of both

items. He went down to the nearest Canadian

Tire store and' bought the equivalent two com-

modities. The sandpax)er, between Tuesday
and the previous Friday, had increased by 42

per cent; and the screws had increased by 54

per cent. And he said, "Look, what are you

going to do about it? We've now got a wage
and price control board in Canada, I drop it

in youT lap." In all good* sincerity I sat down
at my tape recorder and dictated a letter to

the Anti-Inflation Board.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Why didn't you lend him
some of your own sandpaper?
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Mr. Bounsall: I get about as much time to

do home repairs as you do. When did you
last do any sandpapering?

Mr. Foulds: Don't ask him about the other

commodity.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I said sandpaper.

Mr. Bounsall: So, I put it on tape. But

l)efore the tape got down to Toronto and that

letter typed, there was a pronouncement
from the Anti-Inflation Board which said:

"We're not going to deal with prices unless

there's a huge, general outcry from a par-
ticular area; and we're not going to deal with

the little stuff." So, I took that clipping over

to George Horobin, and I said "Look I've

got a letter readv to go, but why the heck

bother sending it?" That was the response of

the AIB and he agreed that I needn't bother

to keep my eye on prices from there on in.

But I kept my eye on the situation and I've

not seen any prices of small commodities

even attempted to be rolled back or even

looked at by this federal Anti-Inflation

Board.

Mr. Peterson: You can be critic in charge
of the number of screws.

Mr. Bounsall: The next week, maybe seven

or eight diays later, I dropped into—

Mr. Peterson: What did you do in the

meantime?

Mr Bounsall: ^my local gas station, which
does all my repairs. A person by the name
of Ron Carr, a good man, comes charging
out and he says: "What are you going to do
about this Anti-Inflation Btord and all these

price increases?" He had prepared, for the

next timei they came in, the increases in the

price of brake drums that had occurred over

the past two years. He said: "I've got the

steel prices." He had done some work. He
had comparable increases in steel prices. He
liad comparable increases in the price of

brake druim components. There was some-

thing like a 142 per cent anomaly between
the two. He said they had just gone up an-

other $23 for a standard set for—I forget what
it was now—a General Motors Chevrolet car

in the last two days. And he said: "Is this the

type of price control we are going to be

getting in Canada?"

By that time I was able to quote him what
had appeared in the paper about these small

component increases. He said: "What am I

supposed to do? I can t do anything else but

pass on this price increase to my customers,
but if they are feeling there's been some price

control in this country they sure aren't going
to be able to judge it from my bill, and I've

got no control over the price of brake drums."

I said that I would also try to keep my eye
on that situation. That might be even a

slightly bigger component than screws and

sandpaper and maybe the Anti-Inflation Board

might be interested in the price increases of

car compvonents and brake drum components.
I made the mistake of going to church the

Sunday following that. This is now 13 da\s

after tiie pronouncement.

Mr. Peterson: What did you do in the

meantime? Don't leave those days out.

Mr. Bounsall: WTiat did I find? I found

myself confronted with an electrical contrac-

tor who was just furious. He said: "Look,

ever\i:hing has gone up about 40 per cent."

Mr. Peterson: In church? Come on!

Mr. Bounsall: After the ser\ice, not in the

middle of it—we Anglicans do have a little

decorum—he confronted me with the price
increases.

Mr. Peterson: That is a relief.

Mr. Sweeney: Did }Ou increase your con-

tribution?

Hon. Mr. Davis: What did you say? I

didn't hear that.

Mr. Riddell: What is the price of those

screws today?

Mr. Bounsall: Even high churchmen, like

the member for Riverdale, have even more

deportment.

Mr. Renwick: And my friend, t!he govern-
ment House leader.

Hon. \fr. Davis: And the Treasurer,

Mr. Bounsall: In any event, the electrical

contractor grabbed me right after the serv-

ice, again in some agitation.

Mr. Sweeney: Where we?

Mr. Bounsall: He said: "Have you any idea

how the prices of electrical components have

gone up to since Thanksgiving? Because that

is such an indirect charge to persons and as

this is going to end up in my bill, is there

going to be any investigation of that?" I said:

"Well, I guess that is another thing I'm going
to keep my eye on." And I told him the story
of the brake drums. Before I got to my oar,

a plumbing contractor —

Mr. Peterson: Did you take long to tell

him?
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Mr. Bounsall: — had contacted me on the

same matter. As far as I can determine, there

has been no attempt whatsoever on the part
of the federal government with the pro-

gramme it has to do anything about this con-

trol of that kind of price incTease. When this

Legislature asks us to put a group of workers

under a wage and price control system that

works in that manner, then I tell vou give us

a system that has a decent workable com-

ponent of price control and we're not going
to be that complaining about putting workers

under wage controls.

Mr. Riddell: You never bought beef

cheaper than you are buying it today.

Mr. Bounsall: But they had better go hand-

in-hand and the price control had not only
better come first but be seen to come first.

That's the basis for our agreement. We're op-

posed to this particular federal Liberal gov-
ernment wage and price control system as we
have seen it operating and we're opposed to

the provincial government being any part of

it. We will not vote for any legislation that

opts Ontario more into a programme which
we feel is not working whatsoever. We will

oppose that and for those reasons, because we
ha\'e direct wage control under that pro-
gramme and, at best, indirect and usually no

price control at all. That is a system we do
not believe in. That is the type of control it

appears that the Tories and tne Liberals like

but it is not what the NDP likes and we will

oppose it right down the line.

I took a survey in the last questionnaire I

sent out to my riding last March in which I

asked: "What aspects of the federal price and

wage control programme do you like" I was

very careful to word the question so I wasn't

leading anybody—"(a) wage control only, (b)

price control only, (c) both, (d) neiiiier?"

Only one per cent, not surprisingly—one per
cent— wanted wage control

only,
25 per cent

wanted price control only—and usually they
didn't write any comments on the question-
naires they sent back—19 per cent didn't want
either—I would assume diose were, by and

large, the laissez-faire advocates who didn't

believe in any kind of government interven-

tion—but 55 per cent said they wanted both.

You should have seen what they did to that

questionnaire. They wrote all over every
conceivable free space on it. Some of them
sent me letters back in saying, "We want
both, not just wage control." That was the

tenor of their remarks, and they went on to

enumerate the areas of price control which

they wanted to see. They were saying, "Both,
but what's happening in the prices? These
were the ones most commonly mentioned—

and I checked my questionnaire sheet up-
stairs before this debate. They said, "What
about the price of land and housing? What's

being done about that? What about the mort-

gage rates and their increases? Is anything
being done to roll those back. What about

energy prices in all forms?" They heard ru-

mours of Hydro rate increases, and they had

just had gasoline rate increases and rumours
of more in the future. Many of them said

they wanted both and asked if there would
be increases in connection with the cost of

living in things like old age pensions. That's

the ty|De of comments I got back from those

who wanteil both.

The member for Windsor-Riverside (Mr.

Burr) sent out an identical question on his

questionnaire. He got a somewhat larger
number of replies, and if I recall the statis-

tics, they didn't vary any more than one or

two per cent in his replies from what my
figures are. There is a great feeling out there

of peoj)lc who do not want wage controls,

but an even greater feeling of those who
would accept those, as we would in this

party, provided there was some vahd price

control, and they could see and feel in these

major areas some price control in the

economy.

Just to leave that for a minute, I was quite
interested in the last couple of days in some
articles that appeared in the Globe and Mail.

On July 9 an article by Wayne Cheveldayoff—

Ms. Gigantes: CheveldayoflF.

Mr. Bounsall: Thank you. I was going to

say I hoped I wasn't mispronouncing it, but

I am glad to have a fellow colleague from a

riding which is more francophone than mine
to be able to correct my pronunciation.

Mr. Peterson: That is not a French name,

you turkey.

Mr. Bounsall: It's not? Well, it starts oflF

that way. I just don't know how to put the

Hungarian endings on the end properly.

Mr. Peterson: That is your whole problem

right there.

Mr. Bounsall: He is obviously a bilingual

person, the member for Windsor-Riverside

tells me. The article is labelled, "Unit labour

costs" and it is a survey of how much labour

costs went up in all of the western democra-

cies. And, lo and behold, in 1975—a year

during two-thirds of which we had no wage
restrictions in this country, and since Thanks-

giving the wage restrictions were too new to

really be efiFective—Canada shows to have the
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lowest wage increase in all of the western
countries that were surveyed'.

The smallest gain in unit labour costs was
9.5 per cent for Canada; the United States

was 11.1; Japan 16.9; France, 38.3; West
Germany, 13.7; Italy, 32.8; Sweden, 27.7;
and Britain, 21.8. So one kind of wonders
about the need for wage control when in

1975, in the year in which this programme
was initiated but did not really get rolling,

Canada had the lowest rate of the western
countries that were surveyed. And again, by
the same gentleman on July 13, in an article

on the business page entitled, "Economic

Report," talking about inflation:

[5:30]

"The recent downturn in the inflation rate

to just under nine per cent has resulted from

mainly a reduction in food' prices at the farm

gate," a commodity which is not under the

federal wage and price control programme,
"weakness in world prices for commodities,"
again something which is not being controlled

by the federal wage and price control board
"and the four per cent upward revaluation of

the Canadian dollar which reduced import
prices," again a matter not undter control of
the federal wage and price control board—
this is what has resulted in our lower in-

flation; not, therefore, any action by the
federal wage and price control board. It

makes you wonder why we have it, doesn't

it?

The industrial cojnmodity prices, however,
if you look at the industrial commodity prices,
have turned upward again and are showing
year-over-year gains of 30 and 40 per cent
in many cases. That's how eflFective the price
control component of the federal wage and
price programme is, in fact, on manufac-
turers' indtistrial prices in this country.

Mr. Renwick: That is where the inflation

starts.

Mr. Bounsall: Then it goes on and says:

Furthermore, there will be few further

declines in food prices. Energy prices will

continue to increase sharply and import
prices will rise as the Canadian dollar

drifts downward again from its now artifi-

cially high level of more than $1.03 US.

So the recent downturn in any inflationary

pressure has all come in areas in which the

wage and price control board has had no
effect. The one area which is completely iden-
tified as steadily increasing is the area in

which they do have some effect. That comes
as no surprise to me, because I have seen no
real attempt, directly or indirectly, to redbce

prices through that Anti-Inflation Board. I'm
not filled with confidence when, a couple of

months ago, it was stated, when the board
was queried as to what efforts it \yas jnaking
and what results could be pointed to in terms
of decreasing prices: "Certainly it's working;
we managed to have one particular hotel, in

Toronto I believe it was, delay a price in-

crease by one month." That really fills you
with confidence in terms of controlling prices

through what that board is doing.

Therefore, it should be clearly understand^
able why we have no interest in participating
in that kind of a wage and price control pro-

gramme. This government is to be con-

demned for the particular bill it has in front

of us, which places large groups of loyal,

hard-working public servants in triple

jeopardy.

I refer, of course, to all those groups of

public servants already under compulsory
arbitration by legislative action of this Legis-
lature. I refer to the 50,000-plus Crown em-

ployees in the Province of Ontario, including
the employees of boards and commissions,
who have to operate under the Crown Em-
ployees Collective Bargaining Act. I refer to

the hospital workers under the Hospital Dis-

putes Arbitration Act. I refer to the Ontario

Provincial Police and the municipal pyolice

under compulsory arbitration under the Po-

lice Act. And I refer to the firefighters who,
partially to avoid having compulsory arbitra-

tion placed on them legislatively by this

Legislature, some years ago stated they
would accept voluntary arbitration in each
and every case where they hadn't reached

agreement, and because that has become the

pattern, it is almost as if the legislation had
been written for them, placing them in just

as disadvantageous a ix)sition as the other

groups of workers I have mentioned.

First of all, the government takes away
their right to strike by making themi go to

compulsory arbitration. They take away their

right to strike without any counterbalancing

compensation. It's as if former Chief Justice

McRuer, in his compendium on civfl rights,
had not written that section dealing with

the right to strike, in which he said there

may be some groups of workers who shouldn't

have the right to strike, but when you pass
that legis'ktion taking that right away you
build in some really compensatory clauses

for them to make up for that denial of that

right. You t^e away that right to strike and

you don't give them any compensating coun-

terbalancing effects in legislation.

You take away the right to strike and give
no compensation for the loss of that right.
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You then say, "Okay, if you can't settle you've
got to go to compulsory arbitration." And
over the \ears, the decisions and comparisons
made by those arbitrators clearly caused the

workers involved, particularly hospital workers
and the employees of the Liquor Control

Board and the Liquor Licence Board, to fall

steadily behind, year by year, their com-

parable workers.

At one point just two years ago last May
the hospital workers in the Toronto area,

denied the right to strike, almost took an

illegal strike. Why? Because over the years
the compulsory arbitration had placed them
so far l^ehind that when, for example, you
compared a custodial worker in the hospitals
in Ontario with a custodial worker in our

school boards in Ontario the hospital worker
was 40 per cent behind.

That's what compulsory arbitration deci-

sions did to that group of workers. In order

to win some partial recovery—and by no

means was it full—they almost had to defy
the law of the Province of Ontario to so do.

And they are still not caught up. As well,

at this very moment Liquor Control Board

employees in Ontario and Liquor Licence
Board emplo)ees are $3,000 behind the com-

parable Brewer's Retail workers, who have

the right to strike.

If their latest arbitration award gets im-

plemented, if this bill passes, and the Ontario

government supports it before the AIB, the)-

might only be $2,000 behind the comparable
workers in the Brewers' Retail situation.

That's what compulsorv* arbitration does.

So \X)u take away the right to strike; you
send them to compulsory arbitration; that's

the kind of attitude which results. Now you
say, having received a settlement from an

arbitrator--certainK' not known over the years
to be a generous settlement—through this bill

you are now going to send them to the

federal Anti-Inflation Board, which knows

nothing about the working conditions and

jobs of hospital workers, liquor store em-

ployees, firefighters, municipal police, or the

comparability of those workers with other

people in the Ontario economy.
I don't know how the government can

treat people this way. If it didn't know the

persons involved, or didii't understand their

job it would be different, but these are the

government's own workers of which it is

rightfully proud. These are its own civil

servants it is treating this way, of which it

is rightfully very proud. Both the Premier
andi the Minister of Education rightfulty up-
hold the teachers in Ontario as they do the

whole svstem of education in Ontario. The

LCBO employees in many areas of the prov-
ince are—or were—the government's very
close friends. If it treats its friends this way,
thank heavens the government is not in a

position to deal with other groups any more
than it has,

Hon. Mr. Davis: I see. In other \\'ords the

opposition treats its friends differently from
the rest of the people. That doesn't surprise
me a bit.

Mr. Ferrier: You are treating some of youi
friends as enemies. Bill.

Mr. Boimsall: No, I am just glad that there

aren't any more of these very groups that the

government has created and of which it is so

rightfully proud.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I see, that was a slip.

That was a slip.

Mr. Bounsall: Because these are its friends

and this is how it chooses to treat the people,
its emplo>"ees, of which it is so rightfully

proud.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We try to treat every-

body equally.

Mr. Bounsall: Well, the government has

done a good job for its friends over the

years and made sure they have been behind.

Mr. Renwick: Hear, hear. You know that.

Mr. Bounsall: And what about those

teacher groups under Bill 100, which was so

very carefully set up and debated for months
in this Legislature and in committee, which
either went voluntarily to arbitration under

Bill 100 or which this Legislature forced to

compulsory arbitration?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Oh, yes, the teachers.

I>o you remember being in my office when

you were so sympathetic to those parents?

Mr. Ferrier: The AIB has more power than

this Legislature.

Mr. Bounsall: The government wants to

take that whole careful process to the AIB.

It was wur careful choice and you agonized

—maybe not the Premier but the minister

—over the choice of the arbitrary affair of

those settlements. They look at the whole

system. Theyf presumably are used to and
understand some part of education in Ontario.

They come down with an arbitration settle-

ment and the government says take it all to

the Anti-Inflation Board as if someone up
there knows anything about education in

Ontario. Is the Premier happy with that

situation? Well, we certainly wouldn't be.
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I just mi^t say that the Liberal leader

made some remarks—in fact, a rather direct

attack on the OSSTF and the Toronto

teachers^by mentioning that it was 39 per
cent which went to the Anti-Inflation Board.

As usual, maybe he shouldi remind himself

that the 39 per cent was the board's figure
which the arbitrator found to be an inflated

figure and not a true amount as it related to

the boaid's expenditures and cost of that

settlement. Also, the AIB allows for some

comparability. The Toronto teachers, who
were so directly affected by that two-year
level increase awarded by the arbitrator, now

happen to stand 45th amongst secondary
teacher groups in salaries and benefits in the

Province of Ontario, The government didn't

say that. That was said over here, but he

should understand a little bit more about

whom he's' attacking and what the facts are

before such a blatant attack occurs on a

group that stands 45th in the Province of

Ontario as it now^ turns out.

It is rather interesting ini terms of arbitrated

decisions. The Liquor Control Board em-

ployees have gone through this whole pro-
cess. They've got an arbitrated settlement

and they are hoping, as this perhaps is being
sent to the Anti-Inflation Board, that they

might get the support of the chairman of the

Liquor Control Board of Ontario or the

lawyers that work on their behalf,

A letter of June 30, 1976 from the lawyers
actims; on behalf of the board to the arbitra-

tor from Dispute Settlement Services Ltd.

made it very clear. They acknowledged
first the' receipt of the letter purporting to

g've effect to the agreement pursuant to

section 12 of CECBA. The letter said:

We would ask your board to consider

'ts! position on the grounds that the agree-
ment submitted by you for execution is

void ab initio under the governing law,

namely, the anti-inflation legislation and

regulations pa5;scd thereunder since th-^

compnsat.'on provided is in exce s of the
maximum allowable under the findings of

the Anti-Inflation Board in its letter of

April 23, 1976. As a result, the boards
;have no legal right to enter into the form
of agreement submitted.

The Liquor Control Board through its

lawyers, is saying "We're not going to enter

hito that agreement which you as the arbitra-

tor sent in. Would we go before the Anti-

Inflation Board on your behalf? Not at all."

Contract that attitude on behalf of th^

lawyers that work for the Liquor Control
Board in Ontario wdth what happened in

Manitoba. J. Frank Syms, chairman of the

Manitoba Liquor Control Commission, sent

a telegram to Jean-Luc Pepin protesting

against the Anti-Inflation Board's rollback of

a wage settlement with commission em-

ployees.

The AIB ruling rolled back the salary
increases to 12 per cent from 23 per cent.

Mr. Syms said:

We are hereby appealing to your well

Iknown sense of fairness for personal inter-

vention and review of the reported AIB
recommendations whose implementation
would result in a grossl)' unfair effect on

all personnel within our agreements. The
rollback would mean liquor store clerks

would be paid $1,500 less per year than

their counterparts in Saskatchewan.

Does the Liquor Control Board of Ontario

send off a telegram in that regard or does it

support the wage increase offered? No. the

chairman refuses to go with them and the

board is refusing to implement the report.

There is the contrast in chairmen when
it can be shown, even with the full report

completely implemented, they are $2,000 be-

hind the comparable brewery store workers

in the Province of Ontario. That's the kind of

thing about the government's treatment of its

employees which we find highly distasteful.

Mr. Riddell: What time?

[5:45]

Mr. Bounsall: In mid-June — just very

shortly. In mid-June I asked the Chairman
of Management Board of Cabinet (Mr. Auld),

as the first of the settlements involving the

different groups within the Ontario public
service emplo)iees' union came forward, if he

was going to go before the Anti-Inflation

Board— if, in fact, that Anti-Inflation Board

still existed at that point—to argue on be-

half of the increase granted by the arbitrator

to a group of workers who had demonstra-

tively fallen behind the private sector in the

last three or four years.

The answer at that time was ver\- typical
of the member for Leeds. They weren't

too sure what he said, but it wasn't much of

anvthing—it may have been yes, it may have

been no. I don't think he even clearlv sa'd

he was going to consider it.

I checked with representatives of the On-
tario public service employees' union regard^

ing a form that one must fill out. You check
off a box, yes or no, as to whether vou are

going to appear on their behalf. And the

Chairman of Management Board of Cabinet,
the piember for Leeds, had signed it and
checked off the "no" box. Now, that is
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really supportive of an arbitrated decision

involviii'g public servants in the Province of

Ontario — in sharp contrast to what takes

place in other provinces. This government
should not be at all proud of that kind of

performance by its ministers of the Crown
who have to deal with our very loyal and

hard-working Crown employees' in this prov-
ince.

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, I would say
that thL^e may be some tendency, in looking
at this bill, to perhaps amend the bill to

make the bill not retroacti\e, but to start it

perhaps on the date that this bill is passed.
Because there is a concept in here as to

how \ou can make it retroactive, when that

whole retroactive period was rulcxl to be

unconstitutional by the actions in M-hich the

government treated that whole period. So,

I think there is a fair argument to be made
on constitutional grounds as to it not being
made retroacti\'e. But that would, in my
opinion, given undue credence to the bill

o\er what it should have in terms of our

strict opposition to the bill.

There are pcrst)ns who would argue that

a pro\incial board in Ontario should deal

with its ouTi ci\il servants, but in teims of

what we see in the Liquor Control Board

and the Chairman of Managem?nt Board,
this would net be a better board for pro-
vincial employees. I wx)uld ccrtainK- hesitnte

in setting up of a board reporting, as it must,
either through that very well known eco-

nomic guru, the member for Leeds, or

more likely through that soul of svTnpathy
and understanding, the "Duke of Chatham."
I certainly find that no palatable or acceptable
alternative to sending wage settlements to the

federal Anti-Inflation Board, which controls

wages and doesn't even support price con-

trols. I will not \'ote for any bill that treats

persons in the Province of Ontario, no matter
who they are or how big or how small the

group, in the manner we have seen people
treated under that boai^.

Mr. Roy: I am rather enjoying this debate.

I ha\'e sat here and listened to all the

speeches—all the participation by the various

members on all sides.

I must say to }Ou, Mr. Speaker, it is un-
fortunate that we can't have more debates
like this and that we are caught up in other

activities. As you know, most of us, including
the Premier (Mr. Davis), the Leader of the

Opposition (Mr. Lewis), and my own leader,
were on holidavs. Since there is nothing else

to do anj-Avay, we might as well spend it

in this place. It gives the whole chamber a

certain aura of participation in which—

Mr. Breithaupt: It is almost a debate.

Mr. Roy: Yes, it is almost a debate. I

must say that the member for Chatham-Kent

(Mr. McKeough) would be more interesting if

he just stayed away from his notes. He starts

to banter for four or five minutes and then

gets his nose into his notes and then does

not participate in the debate. I appreciate,
Mr. Speaker, that it makes your job some-
what difficult l>ecau.se there are exchanges

going back and forth, but I must tell you, I

think it's enjoyable and I appreciate ha\ing
some 10 minutes to participate in the debate
and state our p>osition very clearl}-, and pos-

sibly be somewhat repetitious of members
who have gone ahead of me.

I must say that I have learned certain

things. For instance, the member for York
Mills (B. Stephenson), who participated some-
what earher, mentioned the fact that there

was some attempt apparently by the govern-
ment to get some feel as to where things
were going last fall, and whether they should

bring in legislation in this House.

Mr. Lewis: She used some unfortunate

words.

Mr. Roy: Yes, she did, and of course I

don't intend to rej>eat it, basically because
I don't think I could say it right, and because
the member for Wilson Heights (Mr. Singer)
has said it often enough, so I shall not repeat
it. But I do want to say this, having looked
at the whole approach of the government and
at the legal advice given bv the Attorney
General (Mr, McMurtry), he sfiould get a slap
on the wrist for having given bad advice, not

onlv on this but also in the hospital situation,

and he didn't do too well on hockey violence

either, actually.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: He is just starting on that but

the jury has other ideas. I say he runs into

trouble when he faces juries and judges, and
that's not saying very much for the chief

law officer for the Crown.

Mr. Nixon: It is just for the press gallery
that he is able.

Mr. Roy: Yes, that's right. I intend to talk

about that if I get an opportunity later on.

But I was wondering, Mr. Speaker, if the

Premier reprimanded the Attorney General
for the bad advice he received on it, and

maybe he reprimanded him for his perform-
ance up at the Supreme Court of Canada,
because I heard from some of my colleagues—
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Hon. Mr. McMurtry: On a point of privi-

lege, Mr. Speaker, I think that in fairness to

the Attorney General it should be pointed
out again to the House that in the Supreme
Court, on the first question that I argued on
behalf of this province, the score was seven
to two, and I think the justice critic of the

Liberal Party, my friend, the hon. member
for Ottawa East, should stick to his facts

when he is talking about my performance.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, I find this extremely
enjoyable, because I would give more of the

credit for that to J. J. Robinette than to Roy
McMurtry. With great respect, on the argu-
ment where the Attorney General had to

carry the burden the result was 9-0. It is

seldom that we can get the Supreme Court
of Canada 9-0.

Mr. Shore: Roy, don't worry about it. You
can't win them all.

Mr. Roy: So I thought he would be repri-
manded for sure by the Premier, then I heard
the Treasurer and the member for York Mills

talk about what had gone on, and I sym-
pathize with you, because what happened
is this, the government, the Treasurer, took
a position and said, "This is what we are go-

ing to do, and now, Roy, you go out and

justify it legally.

Mr. Nixon: That's what happened.

Mr. Roy: That's what happened and surely
he should admit that. I have more sympathy
if he will admit that, rather than giving him
legal advice ahead of time that he should

operate in that fashion. That's exactly what
the Minister of Labour said. The member for

York Mills mentioned that they felt the

current, where they were going in all of this.

Hon. B. Stephenson: No, I didn't say that.

You have marvellous pipe dreams.

Mr. Roy: Surreptitiously.

Hon. Mr. Davis: What is it again?

Mr. Roy: Surreptitiously, that's the word.
It's sort of a group intercommunication.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: And I can't even give the French
translation. I can't say this in French at all,

but the fact remains, Mr. Speaker, that I

think that's exactly what happened. They
took that position and the Treasurer said,
"Let's not quibble with the constitution and

things like this. We are taking that position
and. Attorney General, chief law officer of

the Crown, you justify that." In the light of

that, I just wonder why he went up there

and pleaded that case himself. He must really
be aJFter headlines. It is only a propensity for

headlines I think that drove him to that.

Mr. Peterson: It's restraint. He is the

cheapest lawyer in town.

Mr. Roy: And if he has learned nothing
else as Attorney General he should have
learned that he should accept legal advice

from this side.

Mr. Foulds: Does Eddie Sargent accept

legal advice from that side?

Mr. Roy: In fairness I must say this again,

Mr. Speaker; the member for Samia (Mr.

Bullbrook) did not get his due credit on

this. He's the one who first raised that prob-
lem. He raised it; and then the member for

Riverdale (Mr. Renwick), and I don't want
to take anything away, sort of looked at the

situation and' it was sort of a trigger mecha-
nism in the member for Riverdale's head. He
said he raised it. The member for Samia
raised it.

Mr. Lewis: Jim Renwick mentioned it as

Trudeau was speaking.

Mr. Roy: He didn't get his full credit. I

want to underline that and get that on the

record. It was the member for Samia who
first brought this issue to light, and he should

get full marks for this.

Mr. Foulds: And today you are repudiating
him with your vote to support the govern-
ment.

Mr. Roy: We told you—you know how we

pleaded with you last fall—we said bring it

before the House. You wouldn't listen to us.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: You wanted the board

for your teachers, and they spumed you.

Mr. Roy: We wanted you to bring this

before the House, you wouldn't listen to us.

Mr. Nixon: Our teachers?

Mr. Roy: How often did we tell you to

bring this before the House?

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The member
for Ottawa East only.

Mr. Ruston: The Attorney General better

resign, he had better resign.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Hell hath no fury

like a spurned Liberal leader.
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Mr. Lewis: They spumed you from great

heights.

Mr. Peterson: Very little accuracy and not

very much results.

Mr. Roy: At the rate I'm going, the only

issue I'll be able to deal with is the Attorney

General, and I've only got a few minutes.

We told you. Didn't we tell you? There's

no politics in "I told you so".

Mr. Nixon: We told you.

Mr. Roy: If there was politics in "I told

you so", Robert Stanfield probably would

have been in power. We would have been

in power right here.

Mr. Nixon: And will be yet.

Mr. Roy: But let me say it again, we told

the Attorney General that he was wrong.
He didn't want to listen to us so he went, as

they call it in law, on a frolic of his own. He
went up there and argued the case. But I

think when I lost a certain amount of respect

for him was when he did not admit that he
had made a mistake. The first opportunity
was when I saw on television the Premier

and the Attorney General saying: "The feds

are in this with us too."

Mr. Nixon: They both looked rather pallid

on that show.

Mr. Roy: On the bulletin lx)ard at the press

gallery they quoted the last line of the de-

cision, and I just want to read it to you, Mr.

Speaker, I think it's worth it. They said: "In

my opinion, the agreement made between the

govemment of Canada and the government
of Ontario, pursuant to section 43, does not

have the effect claimed for it by the Attorney
General of Canada and the Attorney General

of Ontario."

Mr. Breithaupt: Which was underlined.

Mr. Roy: They underlined the whole para-

graph; and the Attorney General of Canada
had two lines.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I didn't even have that at

the press conference.

Mr. Roy: It was up there in the press gal-

lery on the bulletin board. The Attorney
General should have admitted his mistake,
because the Supreme Court when it began
the decision, said very clearly that the gov-
ernment of Canada had legislative authority.
Let me read the first part of the decision,

where it says: "No question arises as to the

propriety of the execution and binding effect

of the agreement so far as the government
of Canada is concerned."

They had legislative authority, Ontario did

not; that's why it was 9-0 against the At-

torney General. Why didn't he admit his

mistake?

I could see his problem in admitting a

mistake on hockey violence, on pornography,
and maybe he didn't take quite the right ap-

proach on hospitals; but on this, nine-zip; he

should have admitted his mistake. He really

should have admitted his mistake.

So I want to say, Mr. Speaker, in closing,

because I want my colleagues to participate—

Hon. Mr. Taylor: Take your time, you are

going great—disaster.

Mr. Roy: —I want to say this: We are

taking it this time. The alternatives are very

simple; an election, economic chaos across

the whole province dmring the election

period-

Mr. Warner: You are doing fine.

Mr. Roy: You fellows are the same. I had
a whole bunch of pages here about what I

was going to say about the NDP; should I do

it after supper?

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, I am being pre-

vailed upon. Can I adjourned the debate, Mr.

Speaker?

Mr. Eakins: On a point of order, we have

got to take him and feed him

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. It being 6

o'clock I do now leave the chair and we
will resume at 8 o'clock.

The House recessed at 6 p.m.
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The House resumed at 8 p.m.

ANTI-INFLATION AGREEMENT ACT

( continued )

Mr. Speaker: When we rose at 6 o'dock the

hon. member for Ottawa Eort had lt!he floor.

Mr. Peterson: He lost his notes, Mr.

Speaker. He had a carefully written speech.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, before the dirmer

hour it was with a certain amount of trepida-

tion that I said to you that I would con-

tinue at 8 o'clock, because my experience in

this House tells me that one never knows what
soi^t of treatment one will g^t at 8 o'dock-

in view of 'the two-hour gap between 6 and 8.

I've seen times, Mr. Speaker, when there was

a sort <rf Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde transforma-

tion in the members on the dther side. I don't

know What you give them, Mr. Speaker,

during 6 to 8 in that Conserva'tive caucus,

Mr. Lawlor: The same thing happens to

you, Fi'arikenstein.

Mr. Roy: Anyway, one is either faced with

that situ'altion or an empty chamber. This

evening we have sort of a proper balance.

I feel somewhat secure and confident, know-

ing that my colleagues are here in full force.

Mr. Bain: It's the ones behind you you
have to Worry about.

Mr. Roy: Of course, I did not know that

the member for Hamilton Mountain (Hon.

J. R. Smith) would grace us With his presence.
He is just back from Ms honeymoon-

Mr. Riddell: And with a smile on his face.

Mr. Roy: With a smile on his face and no
worse for wear; it seems to have done him
some good. I take it that she is well? I trust

he had a nice honeymoon—

Hon. J. R. Smith: Merci.

Mr. Roy : —and that stability Avill prevail as

he continues on and the world unfolds in his

ministry.

'Mr. Speaker: Meanwhile, back to the prin-

ciple of the bill.

Wednesday, July 14, 1976

Mr. Roy: Yes, Mr. Speaker. I wanted to set

the record straight and say that when the

programme was announced by ithe Prime

Minister of the country in Odtober, 1975, it

was without any hesita'tion th'at our party

supported the programme. But we said at that

time, Mr. Spe^^er, that the coritrbls for the

public sector should be applied by a pro-
vincfal board, and for Various reasons.

The fir^ reason was that we in this party
are concerned about provincial rights. We are

ndt prep^ared to ablandon out rights jusit by
signing a contract. We were concerned as

well that the guidelines to he followed by
the federal government and Jean-Luc Pepin
involved sudh. things as historical and geo-

graphical relationships. Who heSt could (apply

these guidelines but the gbveriiment, the

jurisdiction which has handled 'this problem
since Confederation. It seems to me 'a ridicu-

lous situation Where we had to force the

teachers back to work but did ndt tell them
at what \evd\. It was illogical. It Was not a

proper way to proceed.

Then we felt as well that the backlog at

the fedei^l level would be somdthing that

would make it unworkable. Although the

Treasurer (Mr. McKeough) would say that

the backlog is not bad, I unders'tand it's stii

four or five months. So we felt justified in

proposing this board. We propose two things,

Mr. Speaker. First of all, we priypose a prb-

vincial board and then, at the very l^ast, if

the government was going to enter into an

agreement with the federal government, this

agreement be subjedt to legislative coitsent or

legislative approval. There should be some

legislative authbrity to enter 'this agreement.

We asked for this. We i^leaded with ihe

government for ithis. We were fully exacting
to get the help of the NDP for this. That

seemed to make sense; they are for pr^oVincial

rights, they are for protedting the public

sedtor; or so they say. I ask '^em why didn't

they support u's then? Was it wrong?

'Mr. Peterson: No.

Mr. Roy: The member for Riverdale (Mr.
Renwick) says to us it was bad. They didn't

Want to test this, they were ag'ainst 'the whole

programme, they didn't want anythin'g to do
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widi it. I ask my colleagues now was it

wrong to support us then? They say yes
it was.

I look at Hansard. I like to look back at

Hansiard.

Mr. Gaunt: A book of truWi.

Mr. Roy: I look at the dosing speaker for

the NDP, the member for Wentwoi^th (Mr.
Deans ) .

An hon. member: The mayor of Hamilton.

Mrs. Campbell: His Worship.

Mr. Roy: His worship, I Idok at what he
had to say then as he dosed oflF the debate
on the Throne Speech back on Dec. 18, 1975.

I am quoWn'g from Hansard page 1976, where
he said:

So it is for that reason that we can't support the
Liberal amendment. It is not because the Liberal
amendment in itself is wrong.

That's what he said then.

It is not because what they are asking for is wrong.

He repeats hipiself; he says it is not wrong.
It is not because of that at all.

He wan^ts to make very clear it is not be-

cause of that. He says there is further work
to do in itihe House. He goes on to say:
It is because we have to understand that this

Legislature has a lot of work yet to be done.

That is what he s'aid. Now it's political ex-

pediency.

Mr. Mackenzie: Tell us about political ex-

pediency.

Mr. Roy: It's not high principle; it wasn't

high principle. They s>aid at the time it was
not wrong; they wanted to avoid an election.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Mr. Roy : And they tell us about prindple.

Mr. Bain: Let's pull the plug then;
come on.

Mr. Roy : So here we are, Mr. Speaker. We
laid out our position and they refused to

support us. And here We have 'tbe mess. They
coritributed to this.

An hon. member: We were serious.

Mr. Roy: They supported 'the government
back in December. They contrt%utdd to this.

And now that we have this mess, what do we
do? Do we Support these incompetent bunglers
on the other side?

Mr. Roy: It is what they are.

Mr. Bain: You do it every day.

Mr. Roy: Here is our choice: To support
the arrogant bunglers on that side or to cause

absolute economic dhaos in Ontario for the

next 'two months in an election. That's the

choice. That's the role the NDP has accepted.

Now we know what they would do in gov-
ernment.

Iriterjedions.

Mr. Roy: I look at other NDP governments
in power in Saskatdhewan and in Manitoba.

They are part of the plan. How come they

signed up for the anti-inflation agreement?

Mr. Mackenzie: Tdl us about your pro-

gramme.

Mr. Roy: Why don't you do it?

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Roy: I say our choice is a limited one

in the sense that we have to accept our re-

sponsibility. As much as we hate to support

them-

Mr. Davidson: Oh, baloney.

Mr. Roy: -for the good of the province

we have no choice.

Hon. Mr. Henderson: Be honest.

Mr. Roy: I>o you think it is easy to support

the members opposite?

Interjections.

Mr. S. Smith: They are only human, after

all.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Let's get back

to an orderly debate on the prindple of the

bill.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, it is not easy for

my colleagues and l to support these bunglers,

ni tel you. It's not dasy at all. But we feel

that in tihe best interests of the province,

father than creating economic chaos, we have

no choice. The economic welfare of the

province takes precedence over political ex-

pediency.

Mr. Makarchuk: The welfare of the party.

Mr. Bain: Of course, you do. Mr. Peterson: Give them hell.
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Mr. Roy: In dosing, Mr. Speaker, I'd just

like to say that time is on our side. The
arrogance and the bungling, as I said before,

are on that side-

Mr. Peterson: Do you have 'the French
for it?

Mr. Roy: I don't have the French transla-

tion-I vMi I had. But I ju^ Want to ^ay,
Mr. Speaker, that they haven't learned any-

thing since 1975; they're tfhe Same.

Hon. Mr. Henderson: Don't you wish you
were over here?

Mr. Roy: As far as the NDP is concerned,
I think time 'will catch up to ihem as well.

Mr. Speaker, I think time is on our side, and
our resixjusMe position here—

Mr. Makarchuk: That is a'bout the only

thing you h'ave going for you.

Mr. Warner: Suspended animation.

Mr. Roy: Our responsible position here will

be vindicated and we will be perceived as

the altemaltive in this province.

Mr. Lawlor: Mr. Speaker, as they say in

French: Did you ever see such a silk purse
made out of such a sow's ear? That's the

greatest apologia and piece of breast-beating
I've ever seen. The)i are making a virtue of

their invidious necessities.

Mr. Conway: Is that Joe Borowski French?

An hon. member: Speak English.

Mr. Lawlor: Iiustead of hiding his head in

shame, with a piece of Gallic bravado he
tries to turn it to an advantage. It is quite
incredible.

Interjections.

Mr. Lawlor: I'm incensed, Mr. Speaker,
because my opening lines tonight were stolen

by the memiber for Wilson Heights (Mr.

Singer). He did take the trouble to read

page 65 of the Chief Justice's judgement.
And he did make mention of the special

pleading, the really Uriah Heepish gestila-
tions made by the chief law officers of this

province, grovelling before the Supreme Court
of this country-

Mr. S. Smith: "Gestilations"—is that a new
word?

Mr. Lawlor: —with respect to their own
purblind blunders. It's actually so good that

it should be mentioned again.

Mr. Breithaupt: Seven to two.

Mr. Lawlor: They were pleading away that

they had a common law power. It is some-

thing they took out of the air from, oh prob-

ably the 13th century, I suspect it was a

little before, knowing the Conservative Party
over there.

Mr. Roy: It was the 16th century.

Mr. Breithaupt: After Marcus Aurelius.

Mr. Lawlor: No, this was common law.

This was way back when Parliament was a

spark in your father's eye and' before that

time; or it was at the time of pithecanthropes
inerectus, he was flat on the ground when he

first thought of it. He had a common law

power and a capacity to enter into an agree-
ment where there were no statutory restric-

tions. Did the chief justice ever give him the

back of his hand on that one! He slapped
him down very beautifully indeed. He says:

Rather, what is an issue isi the right of

the Crown, although duly protected by an

order in council, to bind its subjects in

the province to laws not enacted by the

Legislature nor made applicable to such

subjects by adoption under authorizing

legislation. There is no principle in this

country, as there is not in Great Britain,

that the Crown may legislate h\' procla-
mation [edict—I'm adding that] or order

in council to bind citizens where it so acts

without the support of a statute of the

Legislature.

[8:15]

That's not the end of it; the pleadings go
on for several pages as to the really rather

shallow presentation to bolster and support
what I am sure he came to recognize as

very inadequate grounds indeed. He must

have come before that court v^th very con-

siderable trepidation, knowing on second

hindsight the really weak points in his total

position. It says, also at 67:

The Attorney General of Ontario also

relied on the judgement of the High Court

of Australia in New South Wales v. Bar-

dolph (1934). In so far as it affirms the

capacity of the Crown to contract or the

binding effect of a contract entered into

on behalf of the Crown by a government
official on the authority of a responsible
iminister charged with supervision of the

governmental function out of which the

alleged contract arose . . .

In other words, the government was saying
this is like a case being put out to tender,
this relationship. They invite various tenders,
the federal government appears on the door-
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step, and like any other pediestrian contract

we sign' the thing on the dotted' line, we
enter into an agreement, and the contractual

power reposed in the government is the

binding force behind the massive and the

rather terrifying consequences of anti-inflation

legislation.

We can't treat things of this moment in so

pedestrian a fashion. It goes on to say:

/It is one thing for the Crown in right
of a province to contract for itself; it is a

completely different thing for it to contract

(for the application to its inhabitants, and
to labour organizations in the province . . .

This government is just going to contract for

everybody, without any mandate, right out

of the blue. Marvellous, the usurpation of

authority. Quite marvellous, the assertion of

arrogance in the particular context, particu-

larly as they have been warned repeatedly by
xarious members of this House as to what

they felt, partially through legal training but

by a certain instinct in the political realm,
and as to what democracy is all about, and
that they simply didn't have the authority to

do the things that they pretendied to be able
to do. So we have our come-uppance in

mid-summer, a mid-suimmer's nightmare. We
are here tonight in any event, and it's no
dream.

This government purports to bind all

"labour organizations and the inhabitants of
this province to laws to govern their opera-
tions and relations without statutory authority.
This would be," Mr. Justice Laskin says, "in

effect, to legislate in the guise of a contract."

What does it come down to? I take the
Laskin judgement and the judgement of the
seven good men of the Supreme Court to

stpell the end of arrogance, the end of a quasi
sort of dictatorial overweeningness on the part
of the government, which I have experienced
in this House for 10 years, which grows by
natural accretion in a party too long in

power, for a period of 33 years—an almost
natural development in a mentality and in a

way of treating people and in a way of look-

ing at the province and thinking things were
your special preserve, and that you may
ignore or override, or discountenance the
basic premises upon which this society is

founded. That has been going on, and now
you have your come-uppance, and the come-
uppance is delivered to you with a coup
de grace in the particular context of the

legislation in question.

Let me put it this way, even if, appallingly,
it should be that should you in the future
remain the government of this province, or

even be able to assert a new suzerainty—God

forbid—if that were the case, then perhaps
this judgement will have left an indelible

mark upon the mentaHty of the Tories in

Ontario that they must give cognizance to and
even reverence for the forms that are set up
for humian liberties and for the basic rights
established by a strong constitution. I say
that has gone by the wayside; there has been
a shrinking and a diminution of that for too

long a time now, and it comes home to roost

on this particular occasion.

Mr. Speaker, when I read the judgement
of Mr. Justice Bora Laskin, I was filled with

nostalgia. It reminded pie of the days, back
almost 30 years ago. when I sat in his class,

as did some others among us, to listen to him
lecture on constitutional law, long before he
dreamed he would become tiie Oiief Justice
of this country. As you read the judgement
you hear echoing through those words his

voice; his particular acuteness, the citing of

cases, the particular acerbity in the man, as

distinguishing cases; a little put off by this,

a little irritated by that. And nere he is come
to the climacteric of his hfe, this was his

big judgement, this would sweep aside a lot

of dross.

Remarkably, he pulled with him, in this

particular context, six other judges of like

persuasion. Absolutely fabulous, so far as I

am concerned as the student of Laskin, and

in the area of constitutional matters. I had

never thought it would come to pass. My
par::icular feeling was that this legislation, on

its first head, not on the head of your
blunders but on the head of the ability of a

federal government to pass legislation of an

anti-inflationary kind, or economic legisla-

tion generally which would have searching
and deep rooted effects upon the population
at large, was something that we very well

may not do with a neanderthal court

working over the constitution. The previous

judgements down through the years, and par-

ticularly with the Privy Coimcil, would in-

dicate to you that there stood a hell of a

good chance of not being able to promote

that, to get legislation of any kind tihrough
at all.

One remembers you had to pass a con-

stitutional amendment to get old age {>ensions

through. You had, in 1930 or so, 1937, to

pass a constitutional amendment because the

Supreme Court of this country at that time,

and the Privy Council in Great Britain, ruled

out unemployment insurance as a valid eco-

nomic instnunent in the contemporary world.

Imagine it. All of Bennett's new deal legis-

lation—and some of it was pretty good stuff,

borrowed from the United States and Roose-

velt. Pretty well all of it, statute after statute.
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wiped out. Why? Because of some purblind
and very archaic doctrines that were opera-
tive.

The Lasldn judgement and the judgement
of the seven in this particular case starts a

new era in our history, at least it does that.

Let me say in preface, before I launch

into it and' praise it a Kttl© bit, that the judges
of the Supresme Court in no way were adjudi-

cating over the merits or demerits, the effec-

tiveness or ineffectiveness, the justice or in-

justice, in political terms and consequences,
of the legislation. That's not their job; that's

a politician's job. They simply were dealing
with the formalities of the thing; whether it

could be classified and what doctrines oper-
ated in this context to either validate or in-

validate it.

That must be clearly understood. If you
make that distinction, then a lot of things
flow. You can, on one side, say—and I'll say

this, I don't care— I
say

I am gratified with
the jud»gement being harxiied down on the

first hand, while I take the very gravest ex-

ception to the very legislation that was vali-

dated.

The legislation itself is wretched; corrupt
almost, inequitable in the extreme. It's a
shame that it had to come in under that par-
ticular auspices and in this particular way.
But what would have happened if the

Supreme Court of this country had done
what it was very well

anticipated they might
do, namely say that no federal government
had, now or at any time in the future, dis-

pository powers over the whole sea of eco-
nomic circumstances as they may arise? They
could have done that, and I feared that they
might.

Mr. S. Smith: That is what the member
for Riverdale (Mr. Renwick) wanted.

Mr. Lawlor: They didn't do so, they
showed enlightenment. And why did they
not do so? Because Bora Laskin sat as the
chief judge of that court and gave it direc-

tion, gave it orientation and brought it into

at least the beginning of the 2/oSi century.
That was a remarkable thing aU by itself in

the course of the judgement and something of
which we should be cognizant.

I take a few moments just to mention that.

Some of the background of Canadian consti-
tutional kw is the most ludicrous, the most
laughable thing. Take the emergency doc-
trine which is central to this whole argument
and at issue before us today. May I pause
for a moment before going into it?

Mr. Speaker, it is regrettable. I know that
I have supposedly a very limited time and I

am not going to observe my time with any
great discreetness. My point is that this is

the first opportunity we have had in this

House to deal with matters which are prob-
ably as catastrophic as we are likely to deal

with and we are all told that it being mid-
summer we should kind of hold ourselves in

some kind of balance. I just donTt propose to

do that.

The matter is too important and I have a

few things I want to say. May I just say, too,

that many things that I might have said in

terms of the analysis of the legislation as

extant will not and cannot be said because
of time foreshortening. Again I find that re-

grettable, whatever anybody else might feel

here about that particular analysis. You are

saved, )-ou may bow your heads but stick to

the main issue.

The emergency power emerged in 1882
under the Queen versus Russell. It was a case

having to do with animals and the inocula-

tion of diseased animals in this country. It

was held on that particular occasion that the

federal government under POGG, the peace,
order and good government clau)se of the

constitution of this country, could legislate;
that it was a matter of sufficient importance
to take it out of local jtuisddction and out of

the heads of section 92 of the British North
An>erica Act as matters being of local or con-

fined importance and raising it to the national

level.

There wasn't any question at that time in

our history of anything called an emergency
document. There was no emergency involved

in that particular context and that doctrine

has remained to haunt and enlighten us down
from 1882. Subsequent decisions which the

chief justice traces go oflF in two strands, one

of them following through basically with

respect to that doctrine that there is a very

great power in the residuary clause of the

POGG. No one denies that if an item or a

matter, for instance problems of insurance in

some instances, does not fall either within

the designated or enumeratedi heads of either

section 91, federal powers, or section 92, the

15 heads of power under the provincial legis-

lation; you cant fit them in because the

Fathers of Confederation never heard about

them, so then the POGG clause may become

operative simply without an emergency aspect
connected with it.

With the Snider case—this is some years
later, in 1907 or so—this doctrine became very

emergent. With the Snider decision it was

reinterpreted that there must be a national

emergency, a matter of great importance for

us. I should foreshorten my historical account,
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but what happened is that it came through
to Lord Haldiane in the form of saying that

only in the instance of war, virtually, only if

there was a war, couldi there be an emergency
in this country. As a result, that incredible

concept pervaded our constitutional law down
until recently, almost to this decision; the

emergency power has been so very narrowly
construed.

Mr. Justice Laskin broadens it out in this

particular case; he brings it down and finds

the synthesis with the National Products

Marketing Act case and the Canada Tem^

perance Federation case of 1946. These are

cases which are synthetic. They bring two

doctrines, on the one hand of national dimen-
sions or national concern, matters like that,

in conjunction with allying them to a doctrine

with respect to emergency.
This is not L'oskin's great judgement and it

is a shame. Why? Because he deals with the

four aspects arising out of the emergency
power only and domes down and changes
the woi'd. This is terribly important. He calls

it the crisis power—not emergency but the
crisis power. He comes to itjhe conclusion that

the particular legislation in question falls

within the crisis power and that It isn't for

him to quesition why if the legisk'tors, if the
federal Parliament, believe that it is so.

It is very much opposed to that of Mr.

Justice Bedtz who does question whether it

is so, and questions it severely. But my feeling
albout Mr. Jus'tice Beetz is thiat he is a throw-

back, 'that Mr. Justice Lym'an Poore EhiflF is

heard speaking ventriloqu'istly in this particu-
lar contex't.

[8:30]

IMr. Lewis: Tf you hadn^t been elected, you
Wouldn^ have had the pleasure of Patrick
Lawlor.

Mr. Lawlor: I want t» say I am not going
to speak much longer. I was going to quote at
some length and possibly analyse page 43 of

the judgement—it was supeit; 'the Oariadi^n

Temperance Federation case where aspect
dodti^ine, trenching, the whble picture cohies
into play and is all being brought together
and 'then it fall's into place further on.

As I say, Mr. Justice Lasldn failed be-

cause, and he says ^o in his judgement, he
didn't directly deal with what is reaUy the

pivotal issue, that which waits to be con-
sidered in a final forum by the Supreme
Court of this couritry, as to whether the
na'tionial dimension or doctrine has weight,
force and validity. I thirik it hto to have; I

think it should.

To those who are for provincial rights, for

provincial rights so stringendy and strongly
that they will not give any cognizance to

such a doctrine, I say that doctrine as inter-

preted by the courts and as elucidated thus

far in no way endangers or calls into ques-
tion what are simj^listically provincial rights

and the heads of power under that thing.
I say further that when Mr. Justice Laskin
is arguing on the emergency power solely,

that second head, he is adroitly and surrep-

titiously—that's the word that has been used

today, surreptitiously—

Mr. Breithaupt: That's the word for the

day.

Mr. Lawlor: —bringing in the other doc-

trine at all times because he is broadening
out the concept of what an emergency might
be and it has become so broad as to en-

compass purposes of national importance.

There is another misunderstanding that I

th'ink should be very much clarified, and it is

this: that we in the New Democratic Party
are not opposed to controls. Thiat's obvious.

We are socialists. We beheve in controls. We
bdlieve in controls that are equitable. We be-

lieve that only by balanced controls and an

equitable operation within the contemporary
economy, and a Willingness to take those bulls

by the horns and to bring them inlto being
and 'to work across the board with respect to

this particular matter, and in some depth, will

we reaeh a just socie'ty.

We do not think, however, that these

matters th^t we have before us do this at all.

There are far too many exemptions. I am a

professional man. It is a joke among us. We
will not be afflicted in dilis particular way.
Then there is the whole arda in the industrial

and every other sector with respedt to in-

creased productivity. All the openings that

that gives undeririine the scheme icompletdy.

The Treasurer of this province (Mr. Mc-
Keough) asked how we would alter this

thing in any Way. Well, the first thing we
would do, and it should have been done—
and I hate to repeat things that are old hat
but this is the case—that Stufi^ should all have
been frozen at the very initia'tion of the

scheme; nor is it too late nOw. Why doesn't

the government argue for a general freezing
across the 'bOard of prices? If we 'have got
Wages frozen in efi^ect, why nOt prices across

the beard? Why not adjust? Why not roll

them back to Oct. 14? Moke provisions. The
government can set up formulas. It could
set up formulas that would be equitable to

tho'se Who would be hit with 'the cost of

living index, or added cos'ts with respect to
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inventory—a whole host of things. There is

no reason that this can't be done.

Then we would have some sense that there

was direction and purpose and meaning and
a sense of trying to be fair on the part of

you guys, and on the part 6f your aUies up
in Ottau^a at the present time. This govern-
ment has just thrown in its hat with them—
those whom this government usually inveighs

against and I suppose ideologicailly hates on

every other bloody occasion. In this particular

context it throws in its hat because of ex-

pediency in the particular contexit of minority

government, and that's the end of the matter

so far as that's concerned.

If one reads Mr. Justice Beetz' decision, he

gives lists of exclusions. He says the exclu-

sions are so honeycombed and s-o tear the

legislation into bits that the legislation can-

not be considered as emergency legislation.
If it were emergency, one couldn't do this

kind of thing with it, Mr. Justice Beetz says,
and therefore he comes to the conclusion it

simply can't be considered as such. The 500
in the plant, etc.; the 200 in the constniction

union; the role of the professional worker; the

business of energy, housing, food, whole hosts

of things, all are exempt and all kept out of

the overall o\ erseership of the plan.

The plan then becomes a simple instru-

ment with which to attack the workers of

Canada. It zeroes in on the one area. It con-

centrates all its powers on a single point,
and they're feeling it and they're resenting
it. That doesn't do very much either for you
or for the government upstairs.

May I just say in closing that in general
the government blunders. The one sure hand
has either paralysis or palsy. This becomes
more obvious every day in almost every-

thing you do. The one thing you could claim

with comp)etence in the past, you can no

longer claim that now, and that means that

you'd better get out and let some other

people at least take a crack at it.

iMr. Speaker: The hon. member for

Kitchener-Wihnot.

Mr. Sweeney: Mr. Speaker, it has become

fairly obvious from the comments that we've
heard thus far that the issues at stake here

are certainly twofold: The whole morality, if

you will, of the anti-inflation programme;
and secondly, perhaps even more important,
the morality, the validity, the mechanics
that have been used by this government to

deal with its own employees. I'd like to

spend just a couple of minutes dealing with
those.

We have in our society today many socio-

economic problems which are serilous; surely
there is unemployment and surely a most

unfair and disproportionate sharing of the

wealth of our community. We have also

people who are unable to provide adequate
accommodation for their families; and we
have inflation.

I mention those simply to point out that

there are several socio-economic problems
that we're facing, but inflation is surely the

worst of all. It is the most insidious because

it affects everyone. It is no respecter of per-

son; it is no respecter, truly, of level of in-

come; it is no respecter of whether a group
of people have the ability to fight for them-

selves or do not have the ability to defend

themselves. It strikes at everyone. That's what
makes it so insidious, and that's why some-

thing must be done about it.

We'\'e gone around this assembly poining

fingers. We've said the government is res-

TX)nsi]>le for its huge deficits. We have said

that lousiness is re-^ponsible for its prices and

its profits. We have said that labour is

responsible for excessively high wages. Yet

we seem to have forgotten that surely each

and e\'ery one of us is as responsible as

any of those groups; each and every one of

us, in our inherent selfishness, in our desire

to get something for me; each and every
one of us trying to get a larger share of the

pie than what perhaps we may deserve.

It has been proven time and time again, as

several speakers have pointed out, inflation is

nothing new, it's been with human society

across the whole world for centuries, because

the basic human traits that bring it on, greed
and selfishness are still wdth us and are

going to continue with us.

The federal government of this country
confided in its people and explained to its

people; many economists, many philosoph^s,

many students of the constitution spoke to

the people of this country. We were warned

what was going to happen. We were told

what was going to happen. We were advised

and we were asked to discipline ourselves,

but we couldn't do it. So reluctantly—and I

underline that word, reluctantly—the federal

government of this country brought in an

anti-inflation programme.

Maybe they waited too long. Maybe they
were naive in assuming that we would look

after ourselves and discipline ourselves. But

nevertheless it had to come. It may not be

a perfect instrument, but as has also been

pointed out, no one has yet come up v^dth

a better one. So we are faced with it.

But in the process of doing that, Mr.

Speaker, the federal government gave to the
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provincial governments of this country the

option to look after its own public employees.

They did not take it upon themselves to

flaunt their responsibility. They did not take

it upon themselves to flaimt the area of

authority of the various provincial govern-
ments with respect to their own public em-

ployees. They gave them that option, and at

that point in time we in this party argued

strongly for the government of Ontario to

pick up that responsibility, to pick up that

modicum of authority, to pick up that area

that it must answer for.

I must totally disagree with the comments
of the Treasurer of the province (Mr. Mc-

Keough) this afternoon that there is no special

relationship between the government of this

province and the public employees of this

province. There is a special relationship. That

does not mean that you give them anythin or

they want. That does not mean that you treat

the private employees of this province un-

justly and unfairly in comparison. That is not

the point.

But there is a special relationship be-

cause the public employees of this province

have, as their employer, the government ot

this province, the executive branch of this

province, the administrative councils of this

province. They are their emploj'crs. They
have no other employer they can turn to. It's

not like an industrial situation, or a commer-
cial situation, where they have some recourse

to someone else. They have recourse to their

employer, and in that case that employer is

the government of this province.

Surely that government has a responsibility
to know what is best for its own employees in

consultation with them? Surely the govern-
ment of this province is best aware of the

priorities of this government? That is the

whole point of responsible government, and
that is why we argued so strongly in Decem-
ber for a provincial board to look after the

public employees of this province, not be-

cause we wanted to do a disservice to the

private employees, but because of that special

relationship which I have attempted to

describe.

Alas, it is now too late to do that. What
was possible in December, 1975, is no longer
possible in July, 1976. There is too mn-^h
water under the bridge. It is not possible. But
some things are possible still. I would appeal
to the minister and the Premier of this prov-
ince (Mr. Davis), through you, Mr. Speaker, to

reconsider the options, the opportunity that is

presented to them at this point in time when
this entire agreement which they signed in

January, when this legislation is here, when
we can take a new look at it, the opportunity
to bring the public employees ot this province
into their confidence, the opportunity to hear

their views.

To the minister and to the Premier, through

you, Mr. Speaker, I would urge that we pro-
vide some time. I don't know how long it

would take. Maybe it would take only a week
of holding this thing up; turning it all over

to a standing committee if you will, or what-
ever mechanism the government chooses

which is proper and which will do the job,

but give the public employees of this prov-

ince, the chance to sit down with their em-

ployer, with the government of this prov-

ince, and express their views. At least let

them be heard. The federal government is

doing that very thing now, albeit, as I've

stated clearly, I think it's late, but better

late than never. They are now bringing the

people in who are concerned, who are affect-

ed by this legislation, and they are listening

to them. They are hearing them. They are

giving them the opportunity to express their

views.

The Premier stated yesterday that the peo-

ple of this province did have a chance to do
that. That is just not so. No one in this prov-
ince had a chance to sit down and express his

or her views. It was rammed down all of our

throats, including the members of this Legis-

lature. We had no voice in it whatsoever.

Mr. Drea: Vote against it.

Mr. Leluk: Vote against it.

Mr. Sweeney: That was the i)oint. Here we
have an opportunity, an opportunity for the

minister and the Premier to act like states-

men-

Mr. Riddell: Have you got another job

lined' up?

Mr. Sweeney: —instead of politicians. Not

because of any pressure from this side of the

House-

Mr. Warner: Call an election.

Mr. Sweeney: —but simply because it's the

right thing to do. It's the right way to treat

those people who look to you and who sup-

port your lead. The possibility is there.

Mr. Leluk: Vote against it.

[8:451

Mr. Sweeney: Mr. Speaker, the possil:)ility

also exists to amend the agreement itself at
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this time. Subsection 3 of section 2 of this

agreement which was signed in January
clearly says that schedule B attached can be

amended by this provincial government. They
would only have to add that schedule A,
which includes the various groups of people
referred to, can also be amended so that

from time to time, as I understand is done in

the Province of Manitoba, when a decision

is made in Ottawa which is patently unfair—

and there have been such decisions made for

people in this province— it can be reviewed

by this government, this provincial govern-
ment. Those possibilities exist.

Mr. Speaker, it has been shown time and
time again that one of the major causes of

inflation is over-expenditure bv all levels of

government. But there is not an<ither juris-

diction in this country that has over-expended
itself in its budget more than this one and
therefore it has an area of responsibility-

Mr. Haggerty : Five years in a row.

Mr. Sweeney: —for the inflation that exists

in this province, and surely it cannot lay fhat

responsibility on the bade of its own em-

ployees. The very least that this government
can do is to step beside them land pick up a

share of that load and walk beside »them with

it. I urge the govern/nent; it has the oppor-
tunity. Take it.

Mr. Breaugh: I want to make some com-
ments on this bill before us, on the very
principle tihat is in front of the House, which
I think has to be described essentially as one
that attempts to deal with a very difficult

matter in a very simplified fashion. It attempts
to imxxjSe on the people of Canada—and a
littie more specifically on the woi'king people
df Canada—a system of wage control.

There are those who spoke in this House
this aftemioon who said that we las a party
are prepared to s/tand here for the big unions.

And I Want to ^y that we dont need to. They
are perfectly competent, perfeody capable,
have all of the resources and the expertise,
have all of the staflF time that they need to

fight their own 'battle. They are fitting that

battle and they are doing a magnificent job
of it. And they are not just doing It on the

streets; they are doing it with their rank and
file membership where it counts.

You may recall in the early part of this

kind of legislation, when it was first an-

nounced, the leadership of ibose unions said

the very basic things, that it wlas a system of

wage contrPl and nobody, but nobody, can

say that something that has been in operation
for eight months and has rolled 'back some-

thing like 6,000 wage setdements and held

up two price increases is anything but a wage
control system. They said that initially.

An hon. member: Wage and wage control.

Mr. Breaugh: And people said, "All right,

that's what the leadership think but they don't

speak for the rank and file." I was 'there one
rather cold winter day when tbat argument
Was put to rest on Parliament Hill, when the

rank and file showed up. Then they said,

"That's okay federally and with the large
trade union movement but it doesn't apply

provincially and with other tirade union move-
ments." And I was out on the front lawn on
a nice spring day When that one was put to

rest. So those people can defend themselves.

And those people are defending themselves.

And they will give this kind 6f legislation the

kind of respect that it is due Which is next to

nil.

I'nfortunately, there is, though, a sector

remaining—and a large one—of people who
are not in the organized trade union move-
merjit, workers in smaller industries, workers

who don't have the benefit of that kind of

education, who don't have the expertise, who
don't have the staff time to explain the in-

tricacies of an anti-wage legislation ithat can

take some'thing like a three per cent across

the boiard s-alary increase to a Ceneral Motors

line worker and turn that irito some'thing in

excess of the wage guidelines by ttieans of

folding in other bene'fits that were negotiated.
There is a group of people Whidh is specifical-

ly exempted from tlie legislation, su'pposedly

all those people in smaller plants.

On first appearances you Would tend to

think that unorganized workers then were not

suibject to this kind of control. But if you
examine a federal government that Is com-

mitted to this programme and a provinicial

government that is falling all over ftself to

get involved in it, and major and powerful
influeiKJes in the private sedtor tihat is bpeHat-

ing within this programme, it's ludicrous to

say that unorganized workers are not in this

programme as well. They are very powerfully

so.

One of the critical things that happened,

though, is the spinoff of 'the labour cutback,

bedause particularly in the public service

sedtor and particularly in the lower economic

levd, jobs are being cut back. Those people
who are in the poorest position to defend

themselves 'are caught in the squeeze between

the private sector and the lower economic

levels of the public sector.
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Job opportunities are gone; they are just
not there any more. I recall the Treasurer

saying in his budlget speech they intended to

lay (3f about 3,000 civil servants. Not too

many of them were people earning $20,000
or $30,000 a year. A lot of them were people
at this low economic level andi those people
run back into the private sector because they
seek employment and knock other people off.

There's an unfortunate whirlpool in that

operation there. In the public sector and in

the private sector even temporary work situa-

tions are drying up.

In the unorganized portion of the work
force there iS' a tremendous amount of un-

employment and, worse yet and kind of in

concert with this legislation, there are in-

creasing restrictions on unemployment insur-

ance benefits. There are cutbacks in terms of

retraining. The person who is in that situa-

tion, the unorganized worker, the j>ersoni who
has a temporary job, the person who is in the

poorest position to defend himself, is caught
rather hopelessly in this kind of thing. These
are the kinds of people who don't read the

Globe and Mail for its cost-price index. They
read the cash register at the supermarket and

they see that iJiat's going up unceasingly.

They read the gas pump and the^^ see that

that's going up. They get their insurance rate

bill and they siee that that's gone up. They
get their municipal' taxes and those too are

on the rise. They find in every indicator they
have about cost of living, it's continuing to

go up.

It gives them little consolation to read the

Globe and Mail and see that things might be

stabilizing a bit. On Friday when they go to

shop it will be continuing cm the rise. They
know that and they know their job oppor-
tunities are being cut back and they know
that th-e kind of retraining and assistance that

they need is being more and more curtailed.

That's what they are into. That's the imfor-
tunate and unholy circumstance upon which

they find themselves. Those agencies that

they turn to for help, those federal, those

provincial, those municipal and those private

agencies designed to help those people out
of that kind of situation are also being faced
with the same kind of restraint programme.
The very people who are hurt the most, the

very people who need those services are

having them cut off.

il think, too, we should speak very briefly
about tihe process that's under way. Quite

frankly, I think it was simply a government
in trouble looking for something to attack
aiKl what better to attack than some un-
identifiable and very complicatedi thing called

inflation. Find some victims; try on the

workers for size, the traditional victims of

any kind of government programme. With-
draw all their support, put t^em in a posi-
tion where you divert public attention from
what is actually wrong with the nation and
attack somebody. It doesn't miatter who, but

traditionally the worker is the target and
that's the one you hit. Hit those with the

most to lose and those people who have little

ability to retaliate or to fight back or to fight
for themselves, hit them the hardest.

In Ontario, not only did we ignore the

unorganized worker but we conducted a

rather frantic campaign to victimize a socio-

economic group. We saw in this Legislature,

throughout the spring session, time and time

again, ministers of the Crown attacking these

people, withdrawing support systems that

they desperately needed, and they knew,

withdrawing systems that never hurt some-

body who doesn't need them but hurt those

who need them the most in a crucial way.
That's where the attack began; and the

attack, unfortunately, was carried on by min-

isters of the Crown very publicly and very

happily preaching a restraint system to go

along with an anti-inflation programme.
Let me point out a couple of weaknesses

in that, though it might seean to be a tradi-

tionally pyopular route to go when a govern-
ment is in trouble. The government is beg-

ging for a form of class warfare, one that

has been used traditionally and one that has

been used with some success, but it hasn't

been handled very well here. I think appeal-

ing to the baser instincts of people, saying in

effect that in a time of difficulty some have
to get trampled and some will survive is not

going to wash any more, not in this era.

I think, too, one thing that is happening
\ ery clearly ar^ which the government didn't

anticipate is the unity of working j>eople.
Those who are organized^ with a strong trade

union movement are speaking for those who
are not as fortimate, those who are not

organized. Each and every time Fve heard a

major trade union leader speak on the matter

he has said forthrightly and iu' the first in-

stance that he not only speaks for the people
in his union but for workers, period, organ-
ized and unorganized.

Interjections.

Mr. Breaugh: You are going to find,

whether you ever open your eyes and see it

—take it easy, Landslide, you will get your
chance later. You are going to find an in-

creasing public awareness of what the gov-
ernment has done, you are going to find



JULY 14, 1976 3985

unusual things like auto workers going and

talking to unorganized workers and explain-

ing a programme to them, something that

govern;ment has not had to face before.

Usually and traditionally you simply attack

them and they respond in kind. This time you
have got a massive education programme
among the rank and file, and among their

neighbours, that's working.

You are also going to find that there is an

awareness of the results of the Anti-dnflation

Board programme and its corresponding pro-
vincial legislation that is really, I think,

unique. I think it is unique for the oaxiinary

working person to understand a piece of

legislation so well and so thoroughly as they
do now. You are also going to find that the

kind of gay abandon that you showed in

jumping into bed with this federal pro-

gramme, is beginning to wear and tear on

people. They want to know why you did

that outside this Legislature. They want to

know why you had to go to court. They
want to know how come the Province of

Ontario did an illegal thing.

Interjections.

Mr. Breaugh: They are listening now. You
are going to find something new and you
are going to find them on a basis that you
have never seen them before; and I think you
are going to see them starting now, you have
seen some results of it alreaoy. It's a massive

rejection process, and you have seen that re-

jection process at work in the courts of this

land, and you have seen that rejection pro-
cess at work on the streets of our cities. You
have seen the programme and the policies,
and indeed the government that instituted

this kind of nonsensical approach to a very
difficult problem, heaved out, and that's go-

ing to happen sooner or later, and with a
little co-operation from the cookie monsters it

will happen much sooner than later, and
that's an undeniable thing that is bound to

come.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: You better take a

poll pretty soon and find out what people
are thinking.

Mr. Breaugh: You are going to find work-

ing people, those who are organized, and you
are going to find those who are unorganized
understanding and reaping the benefits of

that kind of work, and the next time you go
to the polls, whether you are provincial Tories
or whether you are federal Liberals, you are

going to experience that rejection process,
and good luck to you because you will need
it. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: You are completely
out of touch.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member
for Renfrew North.

Mr. Conway: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Renfrew county was right, and it is in that

capacity, as the representative for Renfrew

North, that it gives me a great deal of

pleasure on their behalf to come before this

assembly tonight land to say for them that the

action which they undertook against the

Province of Ontario some months ago has,

in fact, vindicated a position widely held,
not only by Division 25 of the OSSTF in

Renfrew county, but certainly by very many
individuals, not only in this assembly but

throughout Ontario.

Mr. BounsaU: Let them see your leader's

remarks.

Interjections.

Mr. Foulds: Get yoiu: colleagues to stop

heckling you, Sean.

Mr. Ferrier: You are going to vote with us

then, eh?

Mr. Conway: It is with a very personal
sense of commitment that I speak on behalf

of those teachers tonight, because it has been

my singular pleasure to have worked with

them over the past niunber of months on an

issue with whidh I felt a great deal of per-
sonal communion. Because from the very

beginning, as did the hon, members for

Samia (Mr. BuHbrook) and Riverdale (Mr.

Renwick) and other such distinguished mem-
bers of the bar whom we have before us here

in this assembly, I did believe that the Ren-
frew county case was, in fact, a solid one.

[9:001

We come tod^y to speak albout the im-

pending legislative sanction that this govern-
ment needs to do wli^t I finrily believe is

necessary. I say that wiithout equivocation and
without any concern as to wh^t that miglit

mean in any—

Mr. Ferrier: Now you are going against

your Renfrew teachers.

Mr. Conway: —future electoral division in

w'hieh one of the candidates will be a teach-

ing member of Divd^on 25 of OSSTF.

Mr. Lewis: An ex<cellent fellow.

Mr. Conway: And I say, Mr. Speaker, that

I make th'at decision without reservation. I

supix)rt wliat it is that this government has

had to do. I do that with the customary re-
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ludtance and after 'hearing all itfie good reason-

ing which has been supplied by the very dis-

tinguished and eloquent predecessors in this

ddbate, from all side's.

But I can say that I support and still do

support the Renfrew county te'achers in the

basic position which they have taken, and that

is that the government of Ontario acted with
haste and without proper legislative sanction.

I understand the position which they have

taken, having spent a number of hours this

afternoon with people 'of Division 25 of the

OSSTF, and they will understand the p<ysition

which I must take as a member, one of 125
held responsible for the government of On-
tario.

While I know there are hbn. members in

this assembly who fed very genuinely that

there should be a diflFerent approach, it is my
firm and unequivocal belief that we do have
a (Situation of national concern. It is further

my belidf, Whidh I hold rightly or wrongly,
that What Bill 127, inti^oduced in this assembly
yesterday, intends to do is sometlung which,
however imperfect, however unfair, is some-

thing whidh nonetheless I unders'tand to be
corredt and pi^er. And I will arid I dan
ddfend that.

Mr. Warner: Here comes roug'h justice

again.

'Mr. Conway: While it m'ay very well be

rough justide, it is something which I con-
sider to be pi^adtical and, however imperfect,

ndcessJary. I*m a polMcfan and, Mr. Spdaker,
however unfoi'tunate thkt mky be, I come to

this deibate activated by a xioliticiai concern.
With this very serious question l3iiat afFects the

mondtary arid fiscal and social and economic
olimbte of this country and the province, I

rdally wi^ there were an ea^y answer.

I sympathize with the emdtions expressed
very eloquendy by such membens as those
whb spoke representing Weritwbrth and Osba-
wa, because I recognise the ariinialted spirit of
their thoughts which they have put forward
so very wel here today. But I canndt bring
myself to believe that a more immedfete and
effddtive alternative, a measure more widely
aocei^table, could be found, and found in a
siiitable parfiameritary way. It is with that

fedling idf great concern that I Will vdte with
my i^ai^ty, as I always do, in supj^rt of a

government I have ndt always agreed With in

pririciple. Because the politics of anti-infla-

tion-

Mr. Lawlor: You've been voting With them
quite a bit recently.

Mr. Conway: —is a very iserious mlatter.

An hon. member: Habit forming.

Mr. Conway: I think there can be no

grdater tragedy than for a member of any

party—much less in this time of a royal tour,

or with a party that claims to be Her Majes-
ty's loyal opposition—that they Would come to

this kind of serious dehberation and cultivate

the impression that if only given the oppor-
tunity, they and only they can make the sun
rise in the sorith and sdt in the north, and can
deliver the kind of economic or political

answer to this very serious concern.

'Mr. Lawlor: Because the Olympics are on,

do you w'ant us to jump through hoops?

Mr. Reed: Just listen quietly and you will

learn.

'Mr. Davidson: We're learning, we're learn-

ing.

IMr. Conway: But it might be the exclusive

preserve of any one of us, in any one party,
to approach this kind of a deliberation, with

all the seriousness of it, and tell, not our

fdllows in this assembly, but more imiwrtant
those electors throughout Ontario whb, as we
all understand, will not focus their attention

as sharply and as deliberately as we must in

this three-day debate.

For any of us to go forward from this

ddbate and to tell 'the people of Ontario that

if we had had the opportunity we could have
dealt with the imm^iacy of the anti-inflation

crisis, bought to bdar as a result of Monday
morning's decision, and that we and only we
could have Solved the problem and proposed
the effedtive alternatives — Mr. Si)e!aker, I

havent heard that eflFedtive altem'altive and
I knbw I am not going to heiar it because

none exists; nbne diat can be immediately

put into place that is going to settle and is

gding to wash iwith those teadhers with whom
I spoke in my riding this afternoon, who said

to me, "you know, we fought a good battle

and I am h^ppy th^ we Won, but I don't

know Whether I want the rdtrriactivity. I don't

know whether I want to see this province go
into an election damplaign."

You see, Mr. Si)eaker, that is whkt it is

going to be—^an election campaign on wage
and price controls; or Wage controls, as has

been meritioned by my predecessor from
OshaWa.

An hon. member: Just give it a try.

Mr. Makarchuk: You just cannot trust the

people to decide.

Mr. Conway: The people of Renfrew coun-

ty, and I firmly believe the people of
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Ontario, are not as simplistic a-: to approach
a very complex issue of this kind with that

kind of simplistic approach-

Mr. Warner: Let's find out.

Mr. Bain: Quit talking down to the elec-

torate.

Mr. Raid: He's talking down to you so you
can understand him.

Mr. Bain: He talks down to everybody, in-

cluding you.

An Hon. member: Another voice from the

Liberal-Labour.

Mr. Conway: None of us will serve the

public good in a way that I think we must
if we go forward and encourage the kind of

simplistic politics for anti-inflation that it

has been my singular piisfortune to have
heard from some members of this assembly
this afternoon.

So while I will probably disagree with

some people in the Renfrew county division

of the OSSTF, whose position on this I can

fully appreciate, I will tomorrow vote in a

way that, as I have said, will probably be

contradictory to their best interests as they
would see it. But I d^o so unequivocably; I do
so unashamedly, because it is my one man's

opinion that this is the only practical way to

solve a very serious economic and, indeed, a

very immediate political crisis.

Mr. Peterson: Mr. Speaker, I just want to

say how happy I am to participate in this

debate and that I think it is one of the

more enjoyable and one of the most worth-
while debates that I have heard in this House
in my brief stay here. I plan to be here

much longer, mind you— I would just like the

member to know—but I think it is very worth-
while and well attended, and I am singularly

impressed with the quality of the speakers
and the commitment on all sides of this

House.

I must confess that the best parts of my
speech have already been said several times
b\' various other speakers, so I am going to

leave you, Mr. Speaker, with the dregs and

just some of those parts that weren't men-
tioned.

There is no question that our party is

committed very strongly to supporting the

federal programme of anti-inflation controls.

We feel that it's a necessity. We understand
and we have read and we have studied the

judgement of the Supreme Court, and wc
subscribe to it.

I must say it has been very interesting
to me, particularly as one who has gone to

law school, to sit and listen to some of the

front-bench lawyers in the various parties

discussing this judgement—and indeed hold-

ing themselves up as a higher authority. My
friend the member for Riverdale (Mr. Ren-

wick) was discussing and based his arguments
today on a dissenting opinion and I think

that's-

InterjecUon.

Mr. Peterson: —pretty typical of that party.

He does associate with the losers in most

Interjection.

Mr. Peterson: And then I couldn't under-

stand his friend, the member for Lakeshore

(Mr. Lawlor) who said that Mr. Justice

Beetz's decision was a throwback, and I think

by implication that of his friend from River-

dale also. Now, would that be a fair para-

phrase of what he said?

Mr. Lewis: No, actually he said his de-

cision was enlightened; the justice was a

throwback.

Mr. Peterson: That may be just synony-
mous in that particular case. It may have

been his friend's speech that was a throw-

back. But I must say to the member in all

fairness the only thing that frightens me
more than having—

Mr. Lawlor: Let's hear what you have to

say.

Mr. Peterson: —our Attorney General (Mr.

McMurtry) plead on behalf of this Drovince

is to have one of our friends from the NDP
plead for this province. We have seen the

quality of that legal debate today and indeed

the quality of legal opinions they have ex-

pressed in this House in the last little while,

and I tell you, Mr. Speaker, I am appalled. I

say to you, wdth a great sense of pride in my
own party and my ovvoi colleagues here—the
member for Wilson Heights (Mr. Singer) and
the member from Ottawa—where are you
from?—and the member for Sarnia (Mr. Bull-

brook)—

Mr. Foulds: You don't even know where

they are from!

Mr. Peterson: —have talked about this

issue and predicted what would happen; and

indeed it has happened, and I say with a

great deal of pride that our party has had a

consistent, strong view on this particular



3988 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

Mr. Lawlor: It hasn't been very evident.

Mr. Peterson: And I say to you again, I

think back to the Throne speech of last De-
cember when my leader at the time, the

member for Brant-Orford-Haldimand-Nor-

folk, and the various other places in between,
spoke so strongly and so eloquently on this

issue. Everything he said then was right; it

has been proved to be right and they should
have followed our advice.

Mr. Foulds: And today you are repudiating
it. Don't you wish you were the leader today?

IMr. Peterson: This party across from us,

'those -worthy members opposite, h'ave painted
themselves as the party of competence and
expertise. They run around the province say-

ing that they are the only people that can

manage, the only people that understand the

issues and tlie only people that have the ex-

pei^tise 'and I can tell you, Mr. Speiaker, ft's

wrong. The courts know it's wrong. The peo-
ple know it's wrong. Everybody in this House
knows it's wrong and—

Mr. Warner: They are incompetent, like

you.

Mr. Peterson: —I have to say with great
respect to my friends to the right, who are

very much to the left, that they are incompe-
tent, judging by some of their legal opinions
today, to do that kind of management work
as well.

I have read many many opinions of the

Supreme Court of 'this province, and usually,

you know, the judges have the common de-

cency to defer to a counsel and say that was
a good point or discuss it in fairness and to

give it the benefit of the doubt, particularly
when one such as the Attorney General of a

province would deign to appear in the Su-

preme Court of Canada. It's very interesting
to read his submissions and the way they
were dealt with by the Supreme Court with

respect to Ontario's involvement, They were
all dismissed summarily. They v^ere all dis-

missed quickly and not one of them was
treated as having the least bit of relevance.
What bothers me is that this kind of opinion
was not known by the government before-
hand and that they would go and frankly
emlbarrass our province with this pobr leg^l

argument and the poor quality of representa-
tion.

An hon. member: He should resign.

Mr. Peterson: Listen to this. The points
that he made-he talked about two or three

of the authorities that he cited in his argu-
ment.

Mr. Ruston: The Attorney General has got
to resign.

Mr. Peterson: He cited a case called "Ref-
erence re troops in Cape Breton." There was

nothing in "Reference re troops in Cape
Breton" that even suggests any power in the

provincial Crown, let alone the minister, to

agree to the adoption of laws binding on the
inhabitants of the province.

Mr. Breithaupt: That's what you get from

reading the head notes.

Mr. Peterson: Nor was there any assistance

to be derived from the Attorney General of

Canada versus Higby.

Mr. Hodgson: Keep on, David. You will be
the next leader.

Mr. Peterson: Then he quoted a case called

New South Wales versus Bardolph. As

you know he had to dig so he went to an
Australian court to try to find a precedent
for his particular form of illegal behaviour.

The chief justice said it deals with an issue

which is not germane to the present case

and he dismissed all of these authorities

and said they were irrelevant. What he said

really is the Attorney General is a cnimmy
lawyer.

Mr. Foulds: That man is the chief Liw
officer of the province. That doesn't make
him a lawyer of any repute.

[9:15]

Mr. Peterson: I am appalled, and I can say
to you very honestly, Mr. Speaker, that I am
embarrassed, particularly in the wake of the

humiliation at the hands of the court with

respect to the closing of the hospitals. I say
this reveals to me a trend that I find mo>t

disturbing. I can say very sincerely if this

issue we're discussing tod'ay was not so

much in the public interest that we cannot
afford to see this bill defeated', then this gov-
ernment would have to be defeated for gross

incompetence, for arrogance and for extraor-

dinarily bad judgement and a series of bad
judgements.

As I said to you, Mr. Speaker, and I believe
it very strongly, if we don't support this bill

today, we will have litigation, court cases,

bitterness, unhappiness—

Mr. Bain: Do two wrongs make a right?

Mr. Peterson: —and uncertainty in this

province that no one, not even our friends
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to the right, can live with. And I say to you
not to support this bill at this time, given the

circumstances—and we all admit it's wrong,
that we should never be here now, th^at this

should have been hammered out last fall—

Mr. Foulds: You all admit it's wrong and

you're voting for it. It's incredible.

Mr. Peterson: Listen, and you'll learn

something. I'm tired of you armchair lawyers
over there.

Interjections.

Mr. Peterson: I say it would have abso-

lutely untold consequences for this province
and for this country if we do not support it.

I think at this time the responsibility we have
is higher than the interest we have in kicking
the government out, which Lord knows they
deserve.

Mr. Foulds: Principle if necessary, but not

necessarily principle.

Mr. Peterson: I just want to talk about

two or three other things that bother me.
I go back to last fall. The Treasurer (Mr.

McKeough) stood up today in his usual bluff

and blustery way. It was very difficult for me
to distinguish between the grunts and the

groans and the yelling, but I understood his

point to be that an anti-inflation board in the

Province of Ontario would cost in the order

of $10 million. That is roughly the federal

budget. I believe it's more in the order of

$11 million to $12 million.

Mr. Breithaupt: That's how the Treasurer

does his arithmetic.

Mr. Peterson: In the Province of Quebec,
it's done for the price of $1.5 million. I sub-

mit if there were economies it really wouldn't
have been an extravagance, it -would not have
been wasteful. Given the tie-ups and all of

the reasons already discussed by my friends,

my colleagues and people in the other party,
it wouldn''t have been a bad decision at the

time. In fact, it Would have been a good one
and it would have been the correct one.

I'm sorry that the Treasurer doesn't see it

that way. I'm appalled to sit in this House

today and listen to the Treasurer say that

the finance ministers across this country

agreed not to quibble about the constitution.

It seems to me that those 11 gentlemen, of

whom he is one, have an o-bligaltion to obey
the constitution of this country just as much
as you or I or any other citizen does. Just
because they don^t quibble doesn't mean the

Renfrew county teachers won''t quibble or

s'ome other responsible, respectable group.

They have no right to rft in 'the back trobms in

Ottaw-a and diddle around w^th preconceived
ideias about what our constitution allows or

won't allow. They have to bring it to the

House; they have to discuss it. I Was appalled
to hear that kind of arrogance. I wish he was
here to start yelling at me because I'd yell

harder back at him tonight.

Mr. Foulds : And that would prove a lot.

Mr. Peterson: That kind of armg'ance, that

kind of BoUingjibrook Tory whb ^till believes

in privilege, who still beheves when he s'teals

the finest of cigars he can sit around and
smoke them and decide on the desitiny of

this douritry and this province without regard
for the law of the land and the British Noi'th

America Act, I say is indica'tive of a kind of

attitude that we've had enough of.

Mr. Warner: But you'll support it.

Mr. Peterson: Mr. Speaker, I think I've

drawn my remarks to a close. I jus't wanted
to di'scuss those tw*o or three things that

boithered me very substantially on 'this issue.

I think a lot of the other points of view have

been expressed very well and very articul'ately

this evening. I do reiterate, in dosing, that

I think it would be most irresploii^ible at this

time, not to support the programme, given 'the

circumstances, given the fact we're nine

months irtto the programme, given the fact it

is operating, given the fact there is a body of

expertise that has developed around this

board, given the faCt that I think, and my
friends to the right will disagree wi'th me,
some people are developing some confidence

at least in a sys'tem. Granted it's not perfect
and granted there are inequities, but g'iven the

circumstances it's the kind of programme th'at

deserves national support and Onltaribs sup-

port as the paramount province. I would

urge all members to consider the matter in

that light.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for

Scarborough Centre (Mr. Drea) was the neJCt

one on my list.

An hon. member: Scratch him. He's gone
home for lunch.

Mr. Lewis: He was in 'the House a few
moments ago.

'Mr. Grossman : It will be IWorth waiting for.

Mrs. Campbell: Is the Speaker finding it

hard to recognize that there is no one on his

fe^t?
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Mr. Deputy Speaker: The next one on my
list is the hon. memTber for Peterborough.

iMr. Roy: Can\ you get your act together
over there?

'Ms. Sandeman: Mr. Speaker, in discussing
this bil this afternoon and this evening we
seem to he lahouring under slome kind of

sham, some kind df prdtence that we are, in

fact, deahng ^v'ith 'an anti-infl'aition programme,
with a blill which has sometMng to do with

dealing w'ith the problem's of inflation and
because the bill deals with this problem we
should all give to it automatic suijpoi^t. I sup-

pose, ithe argument Would go th'at inflation is

harmful toth to individuals and to the econ-

omy as a whole and therefore we wfll, as the

Tories are given to say, fight this battle to-

gether. But we're not fighting inflation in this

bill. We're dealing with a prbvincial bill

which has a symbiotic rela'tionship with a

federal bill which, in effect, dbes only one

thing and that lis to Control wages.
Other 'speakers have spoken at some length

on the inequities inherent in this bill and on
its inadequacy as a weapon in tlie fight against
infl'ation. I'd like to speak just very briefly

about some of the major omissions in the

armoury, some of the weapons that should
have been there in the fight, and which aren't,

if we're to pretend that this is an anti-inflation

programme as embraced by the federal and
provincial Liberals and by the provincial Con-
servaitives.

Oleariy, if we look at the nbrmal expend-
itures of a normal household in Ortt^ario, there
are three major expenses: Housing, energy
and food. The Treasurer knows this. He
knows it very well. He knows the effect that

the increasing rate of inflation has had in

these areas. He commented to us, on Oct. 30,

1975, When he spoke on Ontario s anti-infla-

tion progi^amme, that our consumers have
been hit with one price increase after another
in ardas such as food, housing and fuel. He
commented at the Same time, too, that the
rate of unemployment here certainly has risen

to unacceptable levels, and that is something
else we seem to be ignoring tod'ay. But to

keep to the housing, energy and fobd which
have risen "to unacceptable levels we have to

remember that on an average-

Mr. Roy: You missed your turn, Frank.

Ms. Sandeman: —these expenses form over
50 per cent of the consumer price index and
for poorer people, people on fixed incomes
or minimum wage, they form a considerable

higher percentage than that. But where is the
overall economic planning to deal with the

problems of these components of inflation?

We certainly don't find it in the federal bill,

nor is it peripherally dealt with in today's bill.

Energy prices are up about 19 to 20 per cent

over last year and it looks likely diat this

rate of inflation will get worse when we see

what Ontario Hydro has in store for us.

Mr. Foulds: Order, please.

Ms. Sandeman: The federal government's
statement-

Mr. Roy: That's too bad, Frank. That is

too bad.

Ms. Sandeman: —which accompanied the

announcement of the federal attack on in-

flation, a programme of national action-

Mr. Roy: Try to control yourself, Frank.

Ms. Sandeman: —that's a euphemism if

ever I heard one for a programme of national

inaction—the federal statement, Mr. Mac-
donald's statement, says that the most im-

portant single policy available to promote
more effective use and production of energy
is the fact that consumers must recognize that

there will be higher prices for energy. That is

taken as something that is accepted by the

federal government which is mounting an

attack on inflation. The provincial govern-
ment, too, recognizes the dangers inherent

in higher prices of all sorts of energy, the

dangers inherent in allowing energy sources

to increase in price, the dangers to economic

development, to the increasing unemployment
level, to the increased cost to individuals. So

what do we see in this province as an attack

on inflationary pressures of rising energy

prices? We see a royal commission under \Ir.

IsbiSter, the only result of which seems to be

a total whitewash of the oil companies, and,

of course, we see a continuation of rising

endrgy do^ts in this province and a complete
sellout of our energy resources. We must

have a comprehensive policy on all aspects
of production, distribution and use of energy
sources. Until we do, we cannot continue

to pretend that we are dealing with the in-

flation as we see it at the moment.

Secondly, in reference to housing, which
is another highly inflationary component in

the present economic picture, we see house

prices continuing to rise at over 15 per cent

a year. The federal government, again, recog-
nizes the problem in its attack on inflation and

talks df What lit calls tfhe need for Structural

policies in a comprehensive anti-inflation pro-

gramme. One of the structural policies would
deal with the future supply of housing within

the programme to fight inflation.
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They talk about one of the sources of the

high price of housing being the increase in

the price of land, which I guess we had all

noticed. The fundamental answer to this

problem, they tell us, is to increase the

supply of serviced land for housing, and Mr.

Macdonald went on to say that any attempt
to control the price directly would be incom-

patible with this objective.

So we see the same kind of ooi)-out on
land prices as we go on energy prices. On
energy prices, the single most pressing prob-
lem, he said, was to explain to consumers that

there would be higher prices; on land prices,

any attempt to control the price directly
Would be incompatible with the objective of

geiDting serviced land on the markdt. It seems
to me to be some kind of non-«equitur.

Another important component of rising
house prices, of course, is the already high,

frighteningly high, rate of mortgages. What
happened, I wonder, to that pre-election
promise to reduce, by some kind of tax re-

lief, the effective mortgage rate down to 10

per cent? That would be a structural poHcy
in the federal mood. Where is the action—
the federal or provincial action on land

prices? Where is the action on mortgage
rates?

Again, I would have to say that this so-

called anti-inflation programme does not

really address itself to the problems of ever-

increasing shelter costs and ever-increasing

energy costs. What we in this party continue
to look for is not an anti-inflation programme
which seems to control only the wages of the

worker, but a comprehensive programme to

fight inflation on all economic fronts. We are

still waiting for federal action in the energy
field and in the housing field. We are wait-

ing for provincial action in the housing field

and in the energy field. And I guess I would
have to say in conclusion, Mr. Speaker, that

Bill 127 was not what we were waiting for.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, first of all I would
like to direct some remarks to my friend and

colleague, somebody I respect very mudi—
the Attorney General of diis province (Mr.
McMurtry).

Mr. Peterson: Who is that again?

Mr. Good: You've got one there some-
where.

Mr. Peterson: Are you the one who gives
him legal advice, Frank?

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, I am going to try
to improve your public image tonight. You
make great marks in the newspapers about

being a tough guy. If you really want to

lose the image tonight, let them go at me
because I'll tell you, II can handle mem as I

have demonstrated many times before.

Mr. Foulds: Speak to the principle of the

biU.

Mr. Drea: If you want your image in there,

you can do an address tonight just as you
did this afternoon.

Mr. Lewis: 'If you were Frank Drea, Mr.

Speaker, this 'is your test.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, I want to talk just
for a moment, because the reputation of my
friend and colleague, the Attorney General
has been mentioned.

'Mr. Peterson: If he needs your help, things
must be really grim, Frank; I'll tell you that.

Mr. Drea: Both inside the House and out-

side there has been the sanctimonious com-
ment by somebody I listened to for an hour

today on my car radio, aibout how he wasn't

exactly the kind of person he would hire to

defend a trafiic ticket.

Mr. Cunningham: You were driving
around?

Mr. Peterson: At 15 cents a mile it is not

that unpleasant.

[9:30]

Mr. Drea: Well, I hope so; but I really
think the reputation of the Attorney General

is some^vhat at stake in this.

I want to say to you, Mr. Speaker, the

Attorney General of this province, in my ex-

perience, has not only been a noteworthy trial

lawyer in this province but a man of sub-

stance in the community. I will tell you,
Mr. Speaker, that in my opinion he is the

finest Attorney General in the history of this

province^and I've been around Attorney
Generals for 20 years.

Interjections.

Mr. Sweeney: Doesn't say much for the

ones that went before.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber for Scarborough Centre has the floor;

give him the courtesy of listening to him.

Mrs. Campbell: Why?

Mr. Drea: I think that is of some signifi-

cance, Mr, Speaker, because an innuendo was
made before the House that iE this—

Mr. Lewis: What innuendo?

Mr. Drea: What innuendo? All right, a

member said it.
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Mr. Nixon: You said it, buddy.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, an innuendo was
made in the House.

Mr. Lewis: The member for London Centre

(Mr. Peterson) called him a crummy lawyer.
That is not an innuendo, it is entirely explicit.

Mr. Drea: Well, I say to my friend from
the neighbouring riding in Scarborough West,
that I will get to him in a few moments
about his little sanctimonious performance
today. I will get to him next.

Mr. Nixon: Look out.

Mr. Lewis: I have not spoken yet.

Mr. Breithaupt: It is clearly all your fault.

Mr. Drea: No, the one that I had to listen

to on the radio—like the lawyer. And since

the memiber wasi answering the telephone, he

knows what I am talking about.

Mr. Lewis: I defended Arthur Maloney
today.

Mr. Drea: There were a few other things
—we'll get to that, I'll deal with this first.

Mr. Speaker: That is not the principle of

this bill.

Mr. Peterson: He wouldn't know the prin-

ciple of the bill.

Interjections.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, I think it is highly

significant-

Mr. Lewis: Time.

Mr. Drea: —that the Supreme Court of

Canada, when they decided on this issue—

and perhaps we should break it down into

issues. First, the Supreme Court of Canada
decided that the anti-inflation legislation was
constitutional.

An hon. member: Here we go.

Mr. Roy: Oh very good, we are getting
the legal aspects of the decision here.

Mr. Drea: Secondly, the Supreme Court of

Canada decided—and I shaM come in my
third part to the quality of the Supreme Court
of Canada,

Mr. Roy: I can't wait for that.

Interjections.

Mr. Drea: The Supreme Court of Canada
decided that Ontorio had acted beyond its

means in the method by which it entered into

the anti-inflation agreement.

Mr. Riddell: What have you been doing,
shadow boxing?

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, ever since Monday
the onus of the decision has been placed

upon the shoulders of the Attorney General

of this province, because it was his ministr}-^

Mr. Roy: That's unfair; that's not fair.

Mr. Drea: —which entered into this agree-
ment. It has been suggested that it was the

fault of the ministry that the government
received, at the very least, questionable legal

advice. I would suggest to you, Mr. Speaker,
that exactly the opposite is true.

Mr. Roy: Those nine judges were mis-

guided.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, the agreement be-

tween Ontario and the federal* government
was not a unilaterajl agreement. The agree-

ment was based upon consultation and legal

opinion in Ottawa.

Mr. Roy: Here we go, pass the buck.

Mr. Drea: Look, if I was getting as much

money out of the federal government being
a law^'er for them part-time, I wouldn't open

my mouth. That legal opinion was based as

much upon—

Mr. Roy: Point of privilege.

Mr. Speaker: The member for Ottawa East

does not have the floor.

Mr. Roy: Point of privilege.

Mr. Speaker: A point of privilege.

Mr. Roy: Yes, a point of privilege.

Mr. Lewis: How much money are you

getting?

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, it has been sug-

gested that I am getting some money from

the federal government. I want to make it

very clear that its the other way around;

I'm the one who keeps giving them money,
I don't get any money.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, I suggest you
consult the public accounts books in Ottawa,

they might give a different impression. Mr.

Speaker, the advice that was given to this

province was on behalf of the federal gov-
ernment. They were consulted and they felt

it was constitutional. The Ministry of the

Attorney General in this province felt the
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particular method by which we approached
this issue was constitutional.

I'm not going to quarrel at this time, and
I'm not going to quarrel at all, really, with

the fact that the Supreme Court of Canada,
whether it was 9-0 or 7-2, or 5-4, or 25-1;

l>ecause indeed, Mr. Speaker, like you, I

respect the courts. I find that they have

found, and they have disagreed with very
eminent solicitors; it's not the first time nor

is it the last.

Mr. Roy: Frank, I think you should ap-
peal it.

Mr. Drea: But I want to say to you, Mr.

Speaker, to have this House entertain a

canard for tw*o or three days that the Attorney
General of this province is somehow lacking
in legal experience is something that is not

only disgr^aceful, it's despicable.

Interjections.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, I Want to make

my remarks in three forms tonig'ht. Firs-t of

all I want to talk about the merits of the

anti-inflation pibgramme in Canada; second-

ly, I want to talk about the merits of the

anti-inflation programme in Ontario; and

thirdly, I want to make some suggestions
about the Supreme Court.

Mr. Breithaupt: Try to do the third one
first.

Mr. Drea: Well, for somebody who doesn't

even tell his leader yesterday that we are

meeting at 2 o'clock, let alone 10 o'clock, I

don't think you have the right to open your
mouth today.

Interjections.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, there is no doubt
that the fight against inflation in this country
was not only necessary, but needed. I don't
think there is anybody in this House—at least

I Would certainly hope not—who really didn't

understand what has gone on in the last two
or three or four years, that people's incomes-

Mr. Reid: Four years of deficits.

Mr. Drea: —people who believe in the

doctrines of Canadian society, the middle

class, who had saved their money, who had
worked hard, who had done everything they
were supposed to do—were being eroded
week by week by something over wliich
neither they, nt>r indeed their municipal gov-
ernment, nor indeed their provincial govern-
ment, nor indeed the federal government
really had any control over in terms of a free

economy.

Mr. Reid: Oh, come off it.

Mr. Drea: Well, my friend, if you are

going to suggest to me that a g'overnment had

any control over it you should talk to your
brother, because he sat there and passed those

deficits in Ottawa which have us bankrupted

today.

Interjections.

Mr. Conway: Time.

'Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, there was an

overriding concern in this country th'at we
were eroding the very ground that was the

foundation, in the middle and older ages of

the people wlio had built riot only this prt)v-

ince but this country.

It's all very well to sit back in July, 1976,
and look at the current measuremerits, tlie

calming down, it's b^ing a little bit easier.

Mr. Speaker, I ask you to remember a year

ago or two years ago; I ask you to remem'ber
when the price of meat was sky high; I ask

you to remember when the price of bread was

going up; I ask you to remember when the

price of apartments was going up; and they
are going up on the very pebple wlio are the

found'ation of our society.

There comes a point when a government
has to say that despite our reluctance to in-

terfere in the free marketjylace that there is

an emergency and we have to dt) certain

things. It would be very easy for me tonight
to introduce par'tisan poh'tics in here.

Interjections.

Mr. Drea: It would be very easy. I could

say to you that the Progressive Oonlservative

Party in the election of 1974 campaigned for

wage and price controls. I won^t, I won't. You
see, Mr. Speaker, I am not like them. I don't

insult the teachers of Ontario wifh a
s'illy little

document from a dollar-a-m'inute man. I don't

do that.

Interjections.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, I suggest to you
that it really was an emergency. It had to

be dealt with. I think I am big enough

politically that, despite the fact that I suppose
I could have said I told you so and I am sure

that as a representative of a pbhtical party,
in other than your chair, you could have said

something too, but nonetheless, it was done.

And when it was done, it had to be done
equally.

Mr. Lewis: And quickly.

Mr. Drea: And quickly, thats rigfht.
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Mr. Lewis: It would be well if it were
done quickly.

Mr. Drea: Well, if the Leader of the Op-
position wants to say that it shouldn't be
done equally. I would be—

Mr. Lewis: You believe in injustices uni-

versally applied?

Mr. Drea: That's right.

Mr. Lewis: I rest my case.

Mr. Drea: Well, it's all very well for the—

Mr. Lewis: Did Hansard get that ex-

change? I will read it tomorrow.

Mr. Drea: That's very nice. Yes, there was
an injustice alpplied. For the man who
worlcdd in the steel plant, his wages weren't

catching up with the price of steel, they
weren't catching up with the price of gro-

ceries, and I didn't notice the jnember's
party doing anything about it. I also didn't

notice his party trying to do anything about
the fact that the old age pensioner was being
put on cans of dog food or what have you
l:ecause he couldn't even afford tunafish any
more. I didn't notice that a year ago.

I saw the member up again giving his

sanctimonious speeches. He was going to do
this. He was going to do that.

Mr. Breithaupt: That's your concern.

Mr. Drea: The member's party had the

opportunity in 1973 when it was the minority
government. It could have made everything
twig and it didn't do one single thing about
it. So I suggest to the piember that he just
let me finish what I have to say tonight.

Mr. Speaker, there is no doubt that there
was an emergency:

Mr. Roy: Don't get political; you become
incoherent.

Mr. Drea: There was no doubt whatsover.
And while the member opposite and I may
quibble about the methods that were taken
to meet the emergency, I suggest that really
in ncbody's mind Was there any doubt that
there was an emergency. Therefore this

province acted upon the best legal advice
that the Attorney General of the time could

ol)tain, not only from this province but from
Ottawa, and we did it.

I find it very interesting that the very
people now who say, "Oh yes, we'll go along
with it," back in December sang another
tune.

Mr. Breithaupt: We did not.

Mr. Drea: You did not? Oh, listen. I sat

here today between 3:30 and 4 o'clock and
I listened to the member for Hamilton West
or whatever his title is and I heard him tell

the whole story.

Mr. Breithaupt: We supported the Anti-

Inflation Board.

Mr. Drea: Oh, you supported the Anti-

Inflation Board back there. You wanted a

provincial board on the grounds it might be

cheaper. You wanted this, you wanted that.

I will tell you, you changed your minds as

jnuch in December as you did in March
when you got to be famous about it and as

much as you're going to do in the next two

days to try to become popular.

Mr. Peterson: Oh, I'm devastated.

Mr. Drea: Oh, I'm sure you are. The only
reason you are devastated is because you
can't think quickly enough-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Will the member for

Scarborough Centre address his remarks

through the Chair and be less provocative?

Mr. Reid: You don't deserve that, Mr.

Speaker.

Interjections.

Mr. Drea: Oh, I'm coming to the Leader
of the Opposition. I'm just working on them.

Mr. Lewis: I'm waiting breathlessly.

Mr. Drea: Oh, I'm sure you are.

Mr. Roy: You are making it difficult for us,

Frank.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, there was really

no doubt that this was done with the best

of intentions by this government. It was
done in an emergency situation. I find it very
humorous today that the leader of the third

party said, "I believe in provincial rights,"

and I think that's very interesting, over the

years certainly.

This party believes in provincial rights.

There is no party that has fought harder in

this country for provincial rights, but I

suggest to you, Mr. Speaker, there have been
two occasions in the last number of years
when this party has been willing to sacrifice

,the ideological goal of provincial rights for

a national emergency.

The first one was the War Measures Act.

The second one was this.
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(Mr. Peterson: Which war was that again?

Mr. Lewis: You're dam right they were

sacrificed. People hke Arthur Wishart were

very worried about that.

Mr. Drea: Well, I suggest to you that even

despite hindsight, if I had the opportunity,
I would have gone just as much along With

the War Measures Act today as back then.

An hon. member: You go further.

Mr. Lewis: I believe that.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: That's not a part of

this Bill 127.

Mr. Drea: I'm pointing out, Mr. Speaker,
that twice we have sacrificed provincial rights
on the basis of an emergency. The first was
the War Measures Act and the second was
this.

Mrs. Campbell: You s'acrificed the Legisla-
ture.

Mr. Roy: What did Ontario sacrifice in the

War Measures Act in 1970?

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, I want to come to

the second part of what I want to say to-

night.

An hon. member: Third.

Mr. Drea: Oh, the third. You're going to

have to wait.

Mr. Peterson: What was the first again?

Mr. Drea: About nine minutes. We have a

time limit tonight. About nine minutes.

Mr. Breithaupt: Nine to nothing, that is the

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, I want to talk

about the imp'a<Jt of the Supreme Court de-

cision and the alternatives the province had

after Thanksgiving Day, after tlie speech of

the Prime Minister of this country-

Mr. Good: Tell us about the Supreme
Coinrt.

[9:45]

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, I would suggest

to you that when the Prime Minister of this

country obtains television time and when he

goes on and talks, whether we like the

Prime Minister or not, we must respect the

oflRce.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: We are for that, Frank.

Mr. Drea: When he goes on and talks

about the emerging problems of inflation

and the things that he considers have to be
done-

Mr. Roy: That pnakes it an emergency, eh?

Mr. Drea: —and quite frankly he offers

probably no solutions excepit short-term, an

experimental thing; it will go on. I suggest
to you, Mr. Speaker, the obligation is upon
the province not to stand up and to say that

we want to take this through our Legislature;

that we want to take this through this or

that or the other thing.

Mr. Roy: Did Joe Clark get equal time?

Mr. Drea: I suggest to you one of the

things that the Treasurer of this province (Mr.

Mckeough) said in this House; if we were

talking about World War II, did we talk

about conscription or a war effort among 10

provinces or did we talk about one more

effort and and one conscription?

Interjections.

Mr. Drea: I suggest to you, Mr. Speaker,

that the war against inflation, While it may
not be as glamorous, it may not be as

exciting, and the declarations may not be

as great, it is—

Mr. Conway: But you are though.

Mr. Drea: —just as exacting a toll and a

sacrifice upon people of this country as is

a war. Because you see, Mr. Speaker, there

is-

Mr. Peterson: Are you advocating another

world war, Frank? Is that your point?

Mr. Drea: No, it is not. No, the mepiber

can't understand that because he is so dedi-

cated to a phoney equality that he doesn't

even know.

Mr. Lewis: Oh, come on.

Mr. Renwick: Utter nonsense.

Mr. Peterson: All Tories.

Mr. Drea: It's an exacting toll because

those who profit by inflation-a great number

of people do; probably about 40 per cent of

the people profit by inflation, probably about

40 per cent of the people don't profit and

another 20 per cent-Okay, even the econo-

mists really don't know. Certainly infl'ati'on has

been with the western world for almost 50

years to produce some very horrendous results

in some places; it has been livable with in
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Qitliers. But cert!ainly, when there is a natibnal

effort declared there is an obligation upon the

provinces to make a fundamental choice;
either they can sabotage that national eflFort

by delaying and refusing to go in, or they
can co-y>pei^ate and according to thdir best

advice they can enter into the agreement.

I suggest to you, Mr. Speaker, rather than
the procedures by which this province went
into the national anti-inflation programme
being a matter of incompetency, they were a

matter of provincial self-sacrifice on behalf
of a national cause. It is all very weU, as I

said before, to say that it really wasn't an

emergency. How many, Mr. Speaker—and I

ask you to look into your own soul—how
many were there last Oct. 13 on Thanks-

giving Day who saw that television address

who weren't moved by it and didn't feel that

there was a time come for a national pur-

pose? I suggest to you that is why this

province entered into that particular type
of agreement.

1 Want to say to you, Mr. Speaker, that

this pi^ovince entered into 'that Agreement very

honbur^ably 'and very equitably. It was to per-
tain to all.

Mr. Roy: But it Was agiains* the law.

Mrs. Campbell: Tt Was illegal.

Mr. Drea: When I come to 'the itMrd p^rt-
I am rdally very sorry about the fact that cer-

tain pdople up in 'the gallery today were
discriminiatdd aga'in'st. I feel very badly

against that. I don't think th'at anybbdy in

this House, other than a dollar-ia-minute man
fmm Hamilton Wei^t, ever thought about that

one. But 1 Want to say to you the iritent was
there, Mr. S^^aker; the intent Was 'there fbr

national purpose.

Mr. Conway: Ddlar-'a-minute Fi^ank.

Mr. Drea: I Want to come to the third

part.

Interjection.

Mr. Drea : I Want to come to the ix>irit now
that the <x)urts have decided "as besit as they
will that the legislation by this province is

invalid.

Mrs. Campbell: They didn^t. There was no
leg*islation.

Mr. Drea: You have two dichotomies in-

volved. Fir^t of all you have the issue of

retr^oactivity. I regard r^ti^dactivity as 'the

most serious issue in this particular case
since everybody really knew under that the

ground rules they were going through that

retroadtivity in this case really is a confirma-

tion. I am not playing on words. I really
think it is a donfirmatibn. The sedond thing
is 'th'at everybody in this province is treated

equally.

Tnterjedtion.

Mr. Drea: When I get to th^t i>oint, Mr.

Speaker, I waiit to apologize to the people
in the gallery over my head.

Tnterjedtion.

Mr. Drea: I 'think they were abused most

unfairiy today by somebody who wanted to

achieve his own political end.

Mr. Breithaupt: Poppycock,

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, I have been here

when the teachers of Ontario—whdther it was
the OSSTF or Whether it was the elementary
school teachers or the sepai^ate school teachers

or What have you—may ndt have always

agreed with me or this government. Cei'tairily

they didn't always agree with the Leader of

the Opposition (Mr. Lewis); they booed him
some nights. But never, Mr. Spdaker, did

honourable pebple in this House call them

delspicable or their remarks despicable, never.

Mr. Speaker, I want to draw 'to your atten-

tion—^nd I would certainly hope there would
be some apoilogies tomorrow on behalf of the

Liberal Party; may^be tliedr House leader

could make them, he is very good at mouthing
off.

Tnterjedtion.

Mr. Drea: Maybe page H-1545-3, the

despic£^ble remark, dould be removed.

Mr. Lewis: The House leader of the

Liberal Party mouths off?

Mr. Drea: He is always saying something;
but he was also the man who 'apparently
didn't tell anybody Ithat we weren't medting at

10 o'dlodk this morning.

Mr. Roy: That's terrible, Fi^nk. I think

you should take it to cabinet.

Mr. Drea: And, Mr. Speaker, could we go
to 1550-2? T think there's the word despicable
in both those remarks. I would suggest to

you, Mr. Spdaker, 'that while those words re-

fer to pdople who are ndt members, and I

supi^ose in the ordinary term they are out-

side 'the rules of respect in this HTouse, that

certainly they were directed at people in

the gallery who are our guests. 1 Would cer-
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tainly hope that somebody draw's i't 'to your
attention tomorrow-

Mr. Breithaupt: Why don^t you sitick to

the bill and riot to a press release.

'Mr. Drea: —and I would certainly hope
that those remarks would be withdrawn.

The rem'arks may have been internperate.

Perhaps they may have been !a little bit too

much, pei^h^ps they may have been a little

bit too little, I don't know; but certainly
When you are going to t^e on pebj^le in

this province who have acted honourably and
we'll, and then suggest that th^ir remarks are

despiicable, really—

Mr. Coi>way: Who wrote it? Who wrote

tha't, Idi Amin?

Mr. Drea: Look, I didn't write his speech;

you dected him. You did it on TV, buddy,
you can^t even get away from it.

Mr. Breithaupt: And we ^re glad we did.

Interjections.

Mr. Lewis: A point of privilege.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: A i)6int of privilege,
the hon. member for Scarborough West.

iMr. Lewis: Just as a member who wishes

to understand some of the terminology, cbuld

the member for Scarborough Cenitre exp^lain,

(a) the meaning of "dollar-a-minute man";
and (b)-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: That's not a pcAnt of

privilege.

Mr. Lewis: —and (b), the meaning of

"bunny". 'Is that not what you called the

member for Renfrew North? Oh "funny"; ah.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. meniber
for Scait)orough Ceu'tre has the floor.

Mr. Drea: Certainly, Mr. Speaker, since

you have ruled against dollar-a-minute man,
I certainly wouldn't want to explain it. I

think it's a common term in OHIP that when
you go to a psychiatrist it is usually 15 min-
utes for $15. I think if you divide one by
one-

Mr. Peterson: They must charge you more
than that.

Mr. Drea: You knew that before I did it.

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for

Scarborou^ Centre may continue, hopefully

uninterrupted.

Mr. Lewis: Three times a wee'k and in

about four yeaiis you should make it.

IMr. Drea: Well, I think you and I agreed
one time we should punch somebody's ticket

—well we won't go into that.

Mr. Peterson: On a point df order, what's

the joke about punching somebody's ticket?

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, I want to come
to the third part of my remarks, which I

believe—

Irtterjections.

Mr. Drea: Well in view of the fact, my
friend, that I bailed you out when you made
some intemperate remarks before a committee
and kept you from godng someWhere else, I

don''t thinic those remarks are very adequate

tonight. Maybe I could revive those remarks

and we will see where you go. I don''t want
to dday things too much longer, I want to

come to the third part.

Interjeetions.

Mr. Drea: I want to deal with the impact
of the new role of the Supreme Court of

Ontario upbn the social and economic con-

ditions in this country.

'Mr. Roy: It's the Supreme Court of

Canada.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, beforehand I want
to read to you about 12 lines, and I agree
with you they are 12 lines, because some of

the yo-yos over there will object; just 12

lines. I want to read it out of the Globe

and Mail of yesterday, Tuesday, July 13. It

is their lead editorial:

On the Grounds of Emergency

The judges of the Supreme Court of Can-

ada live in Canada. It cannot have escaped
their ndtice that if thdir judgement directed

them to find the Anti-Inflation Act invalid

because it had ridt been passed to deal with

a national emergency, then they would un-

ques'tionably plunge the country into a na-

tional emergency. The place Would have
been in chaos, with unions rushing to

claim wage increa'ses that the legislation

had denied them, and companies rushing
to raise prices to heights where 'the legis'la-

tion had said they could not go.

It would have been an impractical situa-

tion if the court had overturned 'the Anti-

Inflation Act.

I really believe 'I have read 'that in context.

I'm not taking it out of context, one sentence
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or ano'ther. I really think tli'at the Globe and
Mail of Tuesday has focused in on a neW
and sign'ificant provincial problem. It may
very well be that the Supreme Court o!f Can-
ada is a natiorial body but nonetheless 'it has

great imp'act u'pon this province.

I realize it is very fashionable by those

who are legalists and wlio are the lawyers
to say th'at the Supreme Court is absolute. I

can redall nolt more than five or six years ag'o,

when the Supreme Court of Canada in this

country, in a very decided judgement, ruled

in favour of a dompany that fired somebody
because he cohabited w'ith 'a naWve in the

north. That na'tive in the north happened to

be an Eskimo who Was a stewardess on an

airplane and the man was employed at that

time upon the DEW Hue in Canada. With all

the solemnity 'and all the pomp that is asso-

ciated With the ^oui^ts, they brought down
that decision. I'm 'sure, knowing very well

a great number bf people's opinions on this

matter, at that time it was suggested that

perhaps the Supreme Court needed an Over-

haul and that perhaps it should be dragged
into the 20th century.

Mr. Roy: They gOt bad legal advice.

Mr. Drea: I am suggesting now that I

really think the time has come. There really
isn't any room in this counitry for a group,
no matter how sacfosandt, no matter how
tradition-minded, to be able to sit in judge-
ment upon what goes on in the provinces or

in the country wi^thout any responlslbility to

the pebiplle.

Mr. Roy: OTi, here we go!

Mr. Drea: I suggesit to you, Mr. Speaker,
that the time has come in a participatory

democracy that lias been the example for the

worfd for more than a century, perfiaps to

make the coui'ts more responsible to the

people. Perh'aps the time has come that

responsibility means election.

Mr. Breithaupt: No, judges arenit elected,

they are defeated.

Mr. Drea: I know that to lawyers election

of a judge is horrendous. But, Mr. Speaker,
after all you are elddted and you don't regard
it as horrendous. You don't regard having
to go out to the people and justify what you
have done as exactly the end of the world,
nor does anybody in this Houlse.

IMr. Sweeney: The Supreme Court isn't

elected anyway.

Mr. Drea: I suggest to you, Mr. Speaker,
that the time has come when a ^body of

people, a body of faceless people-

Mr. Breithaupt: This is disastrous.

Mr. Warner: What do you mean by face-

less?

IMr. Lewis: They may be throwbacks, but

they are not faceless.

Mr. Drea: —a body of people Who are ap-

pointed and who have no responsibility to the

public whatsoever-

Mr. Sweeney: This is treasonous.

Interjections.

Mr. Lawlor: I'm sure they would appreci-

ate that.

Mr. Drea: Who said it's treasonous? Really!

Mr. Sweeney: This country is ruled by
the rule of law.

Mr. Drea: If the member for Kitchener-

Wilmot ( Mr. Sweeney ) would exerdise some
self-control sometimes, he wouldn't say things

like that. What really makes a court that is

going to make substantial social and economic

impadt upbn all the citizens of Canada so

sancrosanct that it doesn't have to answer to

them?

[10:001

(Mr. Martel: He's in contempt.

Mr. Drea: No, I'm not. I'm being very
careful.

Hon. 'Mr. Handleman: When you do it you
call it reform.

Mr. Drea: I am being very careful. I sug-

gest that. I'm not suggesting it's going to

come in a day, a week or a year; neither did

the people who waiited medicare in this

couritry or public schools or a grdat number
of s'ocial reforms. It didn^t come in a week,
a month or a year. It was an idea. I suggest
that when nine people, 6f wl^m two apptar-

en'dy didn^t even know inflation was an

emergency, x>erhaps, Mr. Speaker, With the

dedpeSt respect for your office and for the

Court—because I know full well what they're

going to do tomorrow-JI think, on beha!lf of

the ordinary i>eople in this country that the

time bas come to take a very new look at an
institution which is developing into an equal
pai'tner with 'rtie Legisla'ture in developing
the social and the economic impacts upon
this country.
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Mr. Speaker, in summary, having said

that-

Mr. Lewis: What about the radio pro-

gramme?

Mr. Drea : The radio progi'amme? All right,

ok^ay. 1 had to listen to you for an hour. Mr.

Speaker, let me explain it.

Mr. Lewis: Why didn't you turn off your
radio?

Mr. Drea: I couldn't because 'that lawyer
came on. 1 had never listened to a radio

programme before and you were so sancti-

monious I couldn't turn mine off.

Mr. Lewis: He was a Tory lawyer. That
was Bill MacDon^id from King.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, 1 think there's an

allergy between the radio programme I list-

ened to today, in all fairness, and what I

am saying tonight.

Mr. Lewis: An allergy?

Mr. Drea: Yes. As a matter of fact, the

Leader of the Opxx)sition was talking about
the very privileged yet very delicate position
of the Ombudsman in this province because

he was appointed. He was to rule upon gov-
ernmenlt "and uix)n certain social impacts.

(Mr. Haggerty: It's you against him now,
Frank.

Mr. Drea: Mr.
Speaker,

I've been talking

about the s^xrial and economic impact of the

Supreme Court of Canada. I think the analogy
is comparaible.

Mr. Lewis: That's right and the Ombuds-
man is tied directly to that.

Mr. Drea: Yes. I think you will agree with
me. There is an analogy there.

Mr. Lewis: Did you look at the budget
he's asking for?

Mr. Drea: No, but the whdle aspect of it

—I've listened to it.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to rise on
a point of order.

Mr. Speaker: A point of order.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, with great respect,
and I say this in all seriousness, I think the
comments of the member border very much
on being contemptuous of the Supreme Court
of Canada. 1 say this with resi>ect. I think,
that being the case, the member should be
resitrained from making that kind of comment.

That court, Mr. Speaker, is not elected as he
has suggested. Secondly, the decisions of the

Supreme Court of Canada are final and I

respectfuly suggesit to you, Mr. Speaker, that

when a member refers or nlake's some allega-

tions, as he has, it borders on bding con-

temptuous of 'that court.

'Mr. Peterson : What does the Attorney Gen-
eral think? What is his legal oi^inion on that?

'Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, in defence of mv-
self-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I'm sorry I

haven't had the advantage of hearing the

remarks but if we could get on with the

de'bate and keep things a little more temperate
I think this Legislature would be much better

served. Thank you very much.

Mr. Lewis: Back to the Ombudsman.

Mr. Riddell: I've never heard a more con-

voluted argument in my whole life.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, all I want to say
to you is that I have been very careful. You
weren't in here. I have been very careful not

to make any allegations.

Mr. Conway: You haven't said anything.

Mr. Drea: I am putting out the thrust of

an idea. I suggest to you that somebody who
is a solicitor and who hkes the present system
all too well has no right to criticize me for

putting out the thrust of an idea. I would

certainly hope that the House would uphold
me. I have made no allegations about the

courts.

Mr. Conway: You haven't had an idea since

day one,

Mr. Drea: I have talked about the germ of

an idea, Mr. Speaker. If you want to rule me
out of ordier now, I suggest to you we were

talking about an idea.

Mr. Peterson: A very creative thinker, too.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We are dis-

cussing a bill and we should keep our re-

marks to that. Thanik you very much.

Mr. Conway: It is not a germ; it's a disease.

Mr. Lewis: That is what you meant about

allergies.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, I was discussing
the fact that there was an analog)' bet^\'een

the remarks made by the Leader of the Op-

position today, which I had the opportunity
to hear on radio, about the question of the
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Ombudsman. I wondered how you were go-
ing to get here at two o'clock because you

kept rambling on but, nonetheless^

Mr. Angus: What happened to the Om-
budsman?

Mr. Drea: I think the remarks made by the

Leader of the Opposition are somewhat in

support of the position that I have discussed.

Interjection.

Mr. Drea: No, not that one. But there is a

point whereby government and the impact of

government upon social and the economic

well-being of the citizens has to be safe-

guarded and has to be watched. It is very
easy to set up the safeguard and the watch
in theory and on paper, but then you get into

the difficulty of when you come to the day-
to-^day mechanism. I think he knows what I

am talking about.

Mr. Lawlor: That is not the same-

Mr. Drea: It is very difficult, because every
situation is somewhat difficult.

Mr. Lawlor: That is not sanctioning it, it

is almost sensible.

Mr. Conway: You are impossible.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

xMr. Drea: I suggest to you, Mr. Speaker,
that in the political arena in this country with
this decision, an<i I am certainly prepared to

regard it as a lan<3imark or a hallmark de-
cision by the Supreme Court, we have entered
into a new era in political administration in
this country.

Mr. Martel: lb your usual arrogant fashion.

Mr. Roy: Are vou suggesting you don't
have to follow the law?

Mr. Drea: I suggest to you the province
went into the agreement with the federal

government with the most honourable and
most dedicated intent.

Mr. Sweeney: The road to hell is paved
with good intentions.

Mr. Drea: That we have been found wrong,
I suggest to you, is not a mark against the

Attorney General nor the Ministry of the

Attorney General.

Mr. Roy: Then who was it a mark against?
You don't think the government should^ follow
that?

Mr. Eakins: How about the Treasurer?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Fewer inter-

ruptions would lead to a better debate.

Mr. Drea: I suggest to you the remedies

that we have-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber for Scarborough Centre has the floor.

Mr. Lewis: Despite everything that has

been said about the Attorney General tonight,
Mr. Speaker, I still have confidence in him.

Mr. Drea: Yes, well that's two of us.

Mr. Speaker: Will the hon. member for

Scarborough Centre please continue the re-

marks on this bill? Thank you.

Mr. Roy: Do you think the government
should follow along?

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, the remedy for

the inadequacies that the courts haNc found

is in this bill.

Mr. Bain: Make Roy McMurtry a judge.

Mr. Lewis: They are going to appoint him

to replace Chief Justice Laskin.

Mr. Drea: You know, I could say some-

thing but I am not going to border cm the

allegations they would like me to.

Mr. Roy: Go ahead.

Mr. Drea: That the remedies put forward

are more than adequate. They are not an in-

equity nor an injustice upon anybody because

everybody has been working under the

ground rules, regardless of the fact that for

the last three or four days, ever since the

decision has come out, some people may or

may not have had some false hope. But,

finally, I suggest to you-

Mr. Martel: Good.

Mr. Drea: —where the very issue of pro-

vincial rights has been determinied by some-

thing beyiond our control, by an interpreta-

tion of a document that we did have some

control on, which is the British North America

Act-

Mr. Roy: No, no, they just said you bad to

follow the law.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Drea : —by the fact that determinations

upon 'the very social and economic fibre of

this province have been made by someone

beyond our control I would certainly and
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hopefully siiggest to the Attorney General and
to the Premier-

Mr. Lewis: You think the Attorney General
falls short? Do you think the Attorney Gen-
eral failed us?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

member for Scarborough Centre should just

continue his remarks.

Mr. Drea: I would certainly hope that

when the time comes for repatriation of the

constitution, which I think should be very

shortly, hopefully, the time has come to really

put the judiciary into a position where its

social and economic impact upon this country
will be recognized along with the impact of

the legislative process in this countr>'. After

all, we have watched a country to the south

of us where, through a couple of court deci-

sions, their very social fabric has been

destroyed and there is precious little that their

Legislatures can do about it. Thank you, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for St.

George.

Mrs. Campbell: Mr. Speaker, I hope that

I could get back to the principles of the bill

and to the discussions which we have had in

a very serious vein to this day. But I feel it

incumbent upon me at this time to extend to

the Attorney General of this province my
sincerest sympathy that he had to sit through
tlie discussions which we have had as to the

Supreme Court of Canada. I notice that he's

slumped deep in his chair, I presume to avoid
the slings and arrows of the outrageous back
bench of the party.

'Mr. Riddell: Stick around and learn some-

thing, Frank.

Mrs. Campbell: Mr. Speaker, never has
been more clearly demonstrated—

Mr. Lewis: You can speak again in com-
mittee, Frank.

'Mrs. Campbell: —the need for a Supreme
Court of Canada which is not thrown into

the political ring, but which is able to ad-

judicate dispassionately on the matters which
come before it, particularly as they relate to

the constitutionality of governments, be they
federal or provincial, in this land.

fVVe have seen really two elements of a

debate here. One is the fact that, for What-
ever re^asbn, the government took the wrong
road last fall. There is no doubt-there can
be no doubt in the minds even of the govern-
ment members—that those speakers from tliis

Liberal caucus who pleaded with the govern-
ment to follow cons'titutional patterns were

right and they have been upheld.

I trust sincerely that the government has

learned from this and that tomorrow we w'ill

know that they have learned, because we will

be dealing with the matter of the Ombuds-
man before this House dissolves. May I say,

Mr. Speaker, that if they have not learned

by now and if they try to make a decision

about the Ombudsman in tlie absence of this

sitting, then there is no hope for them and
I for one will not align mysdf to support
them for whatever reason. Let them sTiow us

they have learned their lesson.

As to the matters df the bill itself, it was

interesting that the member for Scarborough
Centre (Mr. Drea) made so eloquent a plea
alx>ut the recognition of all in this House
o\er 'the last three or four years of the

emergency created by inflation in this coun-

trv. But I listened this afternoon to the

Treasurer and that isn't what he said and
he wasn't a member of the Supreme Court.

He sard 'he found out about the need last fall.

That's what he said, and he found about it

because the Liberals had been pointing out

their deep concern for months lasJt year. And
he found out about it when he found that

the confidence of the eledtorate 'in 'this prov-
ince has been rather severely shaken. Then
he began to realize w'hat was happening by
way of inflation and that he would have to do

something about it.

Mr. Grossman: We owe it all to the

Liberals.

[10:15]

Mrs. Campbell: In the fall there is no

doubt 'that if this province, this government,
chose to act con^ttitutiorially and not arrogant-

ly and not ignoring the rights of the people

through the legislative assembly, they might
have some tough problems, because cer-

tainly we felt that at that point, as has been
said before, we should have a provincial

bdard. But, nevertlieless, I don't think there

is any doubt at all within the final analysis

there would have been in place appropriate

legislation to control this issue. The member
for Scai^borough Centre said that the court

found the legislation to be at fault. What the

court found was the government needed

legislation. So I think we can dismiss some of

the arguments that were made by that

member.

I do believe that there is a difference in the

atmosphere today. When we disclosed the

matter, and tried to get llie government to
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enter into a debate, when we brought our

want of confidlenioe motion, it was unfortunate

that we were entering into the Chiristmos

season. The Leader of the Opposition (Mr.

Lewis) wished everybody a Merry Christmas

and supported the govem'ment.

Mr. Warner: And you said Happy Easter.

Mrs. Campbell: I suppose, asi we approach
Labour Day, we have a different kind of wish

for the people of the province. But I could

only assume that that is why there is a dliffer-

ence in the philosophical approach at this

time.

Mr. Grossman: It's the Jewish New Year.

Mrs. Campbell: Oh, dear, I should have

thought of that, I apologize. I didn't think

of that.

Mr. Lewis: At least now I understand it

too. My cultural roots come to fruition.

Mrs. Campbell: I don't think the AIB is

perfect by any means. I have now had some

very serious calls from those who are protest-
ing, and I think justifiably, the increase in

insurance premiums. I don't think it's perfect,
and I am not totally satisfied with it. But I

have to say that as I see it, tihere is no other
route that you can go if you aone going to be

responsible to all of the people of this prov-
ince.

I regret very much the fact that we have

placed the teachers and the civil service in

the position in which they find themselves
because we did not believe that was the way
to go. But I cannot understand how anyone
who is responsible at all in this House at
this time could not understand what would
happen if we defeated' this government on
this particular bill and, goodness knows, I am
sorely tempted, as I have been' in the past.
But what happens if we defeat them on this

bill? Utter chaos. There is nothing in its

place, nothing at all. People wiU be having a
mish-mash of decisions which I cannot Re-
lieve is in the best interests of all of the

people of this province.

Mr. Martel: They will get their pay.

Mrs. Campbell: Yes, they will get their

pay. I understand that. Bait I do believe that
the same principles at this point in time must

prevail for all people. 1 would trust that in

the not-too-distant future we will see some

very important amendments to this legislation
which couJd give us even a greater sense of

satisfaction than I personally have with it at

this point.

Mr. Lewis: You don't really believe that

do you? Do you really believe that?

Mrs. Campbell: I do believe that.

Mr. Lewis: That they will amend the bill?

Mrs. Campbell: Perhaps I am an optimist
but I believe that that is the greater pos-

sibility at this point.

Mr. Lewis: Okay.

Mrs. Campbell: Mr. Speaker, I have said,

I think, suflBcient to indicate my position. I

am really truly horrified at some of the things
I've heard this evening and I trust that as

we proceed with this debate, we may return

to the quality of debate which did prevail
earU^ today. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Ms. Bryden: Mr. Speaker, I have a sense

that history is being made here tonight.

Mr. Peterson: It is every minnte.

Ms. Bryden: This debate and the fact that

we are here in a special session marks the

restoration of the rights of the Legislature
to debate matters of law. It also marks the

beginning of the end for a government whose
hallmark has been a contempt for the parlia-

mentary processes-

Mr. Conway: Hear that, Darcy?

Ms. Bryden: —and which has been caught
out not onee but twice in the last few months

by the courts.

Mr. Speaker, we are opposing this bill on

two main grounds. First, it is a bill which
asks us to rubber stamp an illegal exercise

of executive power. Unlike the present gov-
ernment which has little resp>ect for the Legis-

lature, we do not regard the Legislature as a

rubber stamp.
We repeatedly asked the government to

give the Legislature the opportunity to debate
Ontario's anti-inflation programme during the

fall session but were denied that right. Then,
48 hours before the Legislature met in special
session in January, the government opted into

the federal anti-inflation programme for its

public sector employees without consulting
the people's representatives in the Legislature
on that decision. Had the Legislature been

consulted, it is quite conceivable that the

decision would have been radically different;

or there might have been a different go\ ern-

ment.

There might have been a better answer to

inflation. At any rate, that is the second
reason we oppose this bill. We are being
asked to approve an anti-inflation programme
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which is iniquitous, unfair and a fraud. The

governmient knows it is a fraud. It is not an

effective attack on inflation.

On the part of the Trudeau government, it

is a cynical attempt to provide a diversionary
smokescreen to deflect attention from its mis-

management of the economiy and its fiscal

irresponsibility.

On the part of the Davis government, it is

a sneaky way of getting off the hook when
faced with the legitimate demands of the

public sector employees in trying to close the

gap between their wages and those of similar

workers in the private sector-

Mr. Conway: Darcy, are you going to take

that seriously?

Ms. Bryden: —between skilled professionals
in the public services-

Mr. Martel: Are vou going to j-ell
at her,

Darcy?

Ms. Bryden: —and doctors, lawyers and
business executives in the private sector. The
real reason for the province's haste to adopt
this iniquitous programme, Mr. Speaker, is

that it saw a slight move toward redistribution

of income and it threw up the barricade.

E\ en back in December, we could see that

the federal anti-inflation programme was not

wage and price control but just wage control.

In the first 5% months of the AIB operation
in Ontario, according to statistics prepared by
the provincial Treasurer's department, 105
out of 121 contracts in Ontario were rolled

back by 21 to 23 per cent. The price roll-

backs were so negligible as not to require a
table in the report, and there is no-

Mr. Martel: Friends of the Treasurer (Mr.

McKeough).

Ms. Bryden: —identification as to what
exactly happened in Ontario. There is a

mention' of an excess $6,000 that Canada
Starch gathered in and which it was giving
back in some price adjustment. But that is the
sort of laughable, small rollback that occurred
in the price sector. There are so many ex-

clusions in the price area that under no cir-

cumstances can we really say that we have

price controls. Excluded are energy, interest

rates, land, farm products, OHIP premiums-

Mr. Martel: Hydro.

Ms. Bryden: —Hydro and other government
fees. By August, 1976, 65 per cent of the
Canadian people, according to the Gallup
p>oll, thought the controls were unfair. They
could see what was happening; they could

see that price controls were mainly the filling

out of forms^a rather costly charade.

So when the Ontario government brought
this iniquitous and capricious and unfair

programme in for its public sector employees

by an illegal order in council, it was joining
with the federal government in a gigantic
sham—a phoney war on inflation. The real

losers were the people who needed a real

curb on inflation and on price increases—

those on fixed incomes and the unorganized
workers.

Mr. Good: Funny thing, but it is working.

Ms. Bryden: Any drop in the rate of in-

flation registered so far is mainly due to food

price drops, which are not subject to controls

arid to other circumstances beyond the control

of the AIB or the government.

Predictions are that when the recent and

anticipated energy price increases work their

way through die economy, the rate of

inflation will start up again.

Mr. Speaker, our friends on the left say it

would be irresponsible not to rubber stamp
the government's illegal action. What would

happen? Nothing drastic. The private sector

would not be affected at all. Some public
sector employees, who have been cut back

below negotiated or arbitrated settlements,

would get raises. But one could argue that in

ma.ny cases they need those raises just to

catch up, for justice, so that they do not

subsidize the taxpayers. Since most public
service emplovees are funded by the pro-
vincial government to some greater or lesser

degree, the provincial government still has

the means to limit future demands of these

emplo)Tees. But, of course, they don't want

to have to take that responsibility. They want

to pass the buck to Ottawa. If we don't

rubber stamp this government's phoney in-

flation programme, Mr. Speaker, it should

make them hurry^ up to bring in a proper
anti-inflation programme.

The provincial Treasurer asked for con-

structive suggestions of what could be done.

I have a few ideas, but I won't take the time

to spell them out in detail. We have dis-

cussed many of them on other occasions, and

he won't like them.

Mr. Speaker: I understand the hon. mem-
ber has a few more remarks to make.

Ms. Bryden: About five minutes, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Well, perhaps yxxu would like

to adjourn the debate for this evening and^
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Mr. Breithaupt: We are certainly prepared
to agree to allow the hon. member to finish

her remarks.

Mr. Speaker: Do we have the permission of

the House to have the hon. member complete
her remarks? I understand they are very brief.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: No.

Mr. Speaker: Is it agreed?

Mr. Martel: If the Treasurer tries it, it will

be the last time he will geit an agreement
from us.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber for Beaches-Woodbine Will continue.

Mr. Martel: You will never get an agree-
ment-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Lewis: You had a no from the

Treasurer.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I did not have

Ms. Bryden: I will just put forth my few

suggested areas where the provincial Treas-

urer has room for actions which might aflFect

the inflation'ary situation. But he Won't like

my suggestions, because they don't 'fit in WMi
his antiquated private enterprise philosophy.

Mr. Conway: Let's make him Q.C.

[10:30]

Ms. Bryden: A true anti-inflation pro-

gramme requires economic plaiming to in-

crease our productivity, our effidency, our

job 'supply, to use our excess capacities, to

allocate our resources efficiently. The day of

laissez faire is past. Private enterprise has

failed to solve either our unemployment situ'a-

tion or our inflationary situation, but the

provincial Treasurer's childlike faith in the

private-enterprise system prevents him from

engaging in any government leadership of the

economy. As a result, we have 2-38,000 un-

employed in June of this year, a rate of un-

employment of '6.3 per cent which would
have been considered a disaster two years
ago.

One of the areas in which he might take

action is in energy prices, one oif ithe biggest
elements in our cost of living. A four to five

per cent increase in gasoline is scheduled for

August. He could freeze oil and gasoline

prices until the dil Companies prove that they
need any extra profits. I think it would take

them quite a long time to do 'th^at because

their profits have been astronomical. He could

urge Hydro to smooth out the proposed
increases.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: We asked 'the mem-
ber for York South (Mr. MacDonald) to do

that.

Ms. Bryden: I understand that is predicted
to go down, after the 32 per cent increase

next year, to 15 and then eight. That could

be smoothed out and perhaps the inflationary

situation would ndt be as great.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Why didn't your
seatm^ate recommend that?

Ms. Bryden: He has already issued a press

release to that efiFect.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Beaches-

Woodbine only, please. Thank you.

Ms. Bryden: The second area is housing

prices. Obviously this is a large inflationary

element. The government has the means to

check soaring housing prices. We have gone
into many ways. They could bring down
interest rates. They could bring d:>wn lot

prices. They could take the capital gain out

of land. It is predicted there's $20,000 profit

being made on lots in Toronto these days.

They could take auto insurance rates down
—we have told them many times how—by a

public insurance programme. The Treasurer

could reduce his own charges on the people
of this province. A 45 per cent increase in

OHIP premiums is very inflationary because

it hits the average wage earner and it gen-
erates demands for wage inceases to off^set it.

If medicare was financed by ability to pay
taxes, it would not be as inflationary. It could

cut into profits.

And finally, profits. The supermarket in-

dustry is reported to be charging four to

five per cent extra because of the way they

concentrate and integrate the industry, and

ring the cash register and the profit goes on

at every stage. The auto industry is making
an exorbitant return on investment. The re-

sources industries are paying very little taxes.

If all o^f these were properly taxed and price

rollbacks provided in areas where they are

taking excess profits, there would be a real

cut in the cost of living and a real cut in

the taxes that the ordinary individual is

paying.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I just want to

point out that the Globe and Mail the other

day had a study of who is gaining from the

present inflationary situation. It showed that



JULY 14, 1976 4005

from 1970 to 1975, while gross national in-

come went up 25.6 per cent, corporation pro-
fits, after taxes, had gone up 54.8 per cent
and personal disposable income only 42.2 per
cent.

Mr. Haggerty moved the adjournment of

the debate.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Spe'aker, I under-

stand that the debate on Bill 127 will resume
tomorrow at 10 o'clock.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry moved the adjourn-
ment of the House.

Motion agreed to.

The House adjourned at 10:35 p.m.
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The House met at 10 a.m.

Prayers.

Mr. Speaker: Orders of the day.

Clerk of the House: The 10th order, resum-

ing the ad]Oiurned debate on the motion for

second readiing of Bill 127, An Act to ratify
the entering into of an Agreen>ent under the

Anti-Inflation Act (Canada).

ANTI-INFLATION AGREEMENT ACT
(concluded)

Mr. Haggerty: I ris3 to enter the debate on

second reading of Bill 127, An Act to ratify
the entering into of an Agreement under the

Anti-Inilation Act (Canada). The bill before

the Legislature would not be necessar)- at this

time if the Conserxative government had
listened instead of having a Treasurer (Mr.

McKeough) who is so arrogant that he is

always right and never wron'g. No doubt the

Premier (Mr. Davis) is obviously embarrassed

by having to face the court decisions that

have reversed cabinet decisions or orders in

council on two occasions—one on the closing
of a number of hospitals, nine I believe—the

latest having been slapped down by the

Supreme Court of Canada.

The Ontario government was wrong to

impose federal wage and price controls pro-

vinicially without the consent of the Legisla-
ture. Nine Supreme Court judges unanimously
ruled against the provincial government. But
the most important matter is that the court

upheld the federal gOAernment's anti-inflation

programme on income guidelines and price

guidelines for the next three years.

Both opposition leaders questioned the gov-
ernment's motives last fall. The then leader

of the Liberal Part)', Robert Nixon, directed

a question on Oct. 30, 1975. He asked why
the government is not prepared to do in the

Province of Ontario, beyx)nd' the marginal

qualifications the Treasurer stated, what has

been done in the Province of British Columbia
in order to protect wage earners from exces-

sive price increases. Most important, he ad-

vised the government tfhat it was their respon-

sibility to bring forth legislation by iiDtro-

Thursday, July 15, 1976

duction of an Act to be debated and voted

on by the Legislature which is totally respon^-
sible for administering the province's affairs

by an Act of this Parliamtnt.

Also he said that we as Liberals support
the measures of the federal government to

control inflation and he tried to encourage the

Conservative government to move in this

direction of provincial responsibility similarly

to British Columbia and Quebec.

The Liberal leader ^-esterdiay expressed the

views that as provincial Liberals we are

deepk' concerned' about the human social

Sroblems
that are created by the high in-

ation that has been present, and more so

in the last five years. He said we are con-

cerned about the people who are on fixed

incomes, the pensioners, the disabled, the un-

employed,
those who do not belong to unions,

ana those whose incomes have been seriously

affected and who have less buying power.

I'm deeply conoemed about the position

taken by the NDP. It is a charade and shov^^

shallowness in opposing the anti-inflation pro-

gramme which we in Canadia have already

benefited by, perhaps not in too large a

degree as yet, but noticeably in the consumer

price index of just recently. If this continues,

the controls will be removed that much
sooner. In the United States the consumer

price index has steadily increased almost to

a point where the government vdll be looking

for new measures to control inflation.

The NDP have shown an about-face in

coming to grips with the problem of the anti-

inflation programme. The leader of the NDP
in his Throne speech of Nov. 3, 1975, is

worth quoting. He said:

There isn't a political party in this House that

doesn't want to face inflation frontally. I'm perfectly

willing to admit that even our sister New Democratic

provinces in western Canada are at sixes and sevens

about the extent to which they should encourage the

guidelines or respond to the guidelines. It's entirely

possible that British Ck>lumbia, Saskatchewan and

Manitoba, while expressing more profound reserva-

tions than Ontario will ever express, will not resist

the federal application of the federal law in a frontal

fashion because they understand the political realities

as well. I concede that. The political reality that

everyone in this country wants some response to the

question of inflation.

The then Liberal leader at that time intro-

duced an amendment that this House regrets
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the failure of the government to accept its

responsibilities to provide for the direct ad-

ministration of the federal wage and price

controls, which was not supported by the

NDP, but backed the government.
It's interesting to continoie with the quotes

from Hansard. The House leader of the NDP
spoke on Dec, 18, 1975. Vm sure the mem-
ber for Ottawa East (Mr. Roy) touched on it

yesterday but it is worthwhile repeating. The
member for Wentworth (Mr. Deans) goes on
to say:
I want to say I think that the people of Ontario
are being better served now by this Legislature
than they have been in modem history—and I think

there's a lot yet to be done. I think the Legislature
deserves the opportunity to do the kinds of things
that will benefit so many people right across the

province.

What we have been able to do, over the last five

or six weeks, is only an indication of what can be
done by people who are committed, who understand
the problems and who are not a&aid to take posi-
tions and to fight for what they believe is right.
This isn't the time for jwsturing. This isn't a time
for petty political games. This isn't the time for one-

upmanship. [I don't know what that means but it's

there.] This is a time for common sense.
We are dealing with a Legislature that not only

can but does produce legislation that is worthwhile.
We like to think that we can participate in that. We
like to think that over the course of the next few
months we will be able to take part in the electoral

process of the Province of Ontario, but only after

every smgle avenue has been exhausted in terms of

trying to find the solution to the many problems
that confront the people that I represent—that con-
front the people that most members here represent.

So, it is for that reason that we cannot support
the Liberal amendment. It is not because the
Liberal amendment in itself is wrong. It is not
because what they are asking for is wrong. It is

not because of that at all. It is because we have to
understand that this Legislature has a lot of work
yet to be done.

Lisitening to the debates yesterday, and par-
ticularly to the NDP, I would suggest that

that is political posturing, w'hich -they are

continuing With at the present time. There
is no doubt about it—union leaders are op-

posed to the wage and price controls. I can

readily see why. In their position as the

bargaining leader's or representing people at

the bargaining table, if you are going to have
controls set at eight per cent, 12 per cent,
or 14 per cerit, well then, who needs a union?
I would be concerned about my job too.

I am not quite satisfied about the Treas-
urer's statement where he said that if there
are large profits to be made, then we will ap-
ply a surtax on to that. Well, that's not fair

taxation either, because what he is saying is

let the indus'tries or the businesses go out and
gouge the consumer, and we wiill put another
tax on; they Won't fdather their nests agiain.
Of course, we know what is happening in

Ontario—the leadership of the present Treas-

urer has brought many of the problems of

inflation to the people of the province of

On'tario.

There are a number of inequities in the

measures to control inflation. I would like to

qudte some of the comments that I made
some two yeiars ago concerning the matter of

inflation, when I was critical of the profit that

the oil companies were making in Canada and

peAaps throughout the United States. I said

it was manufactured by a consortium of oil

companies, the multinational corporations. I

Was quoting from a Royal Bank of Canada

Newsletter. Too often I don't agree With the

Prime Minister of Canada, but in tihis par-

ticular insitance vVhere he has brought in con-

trols to fight inflation, I have to agree with

him.

I want to quote what I said then concern-

ing the vice-president of the Royal Bank of

Canada. He said:

Applying to business this principle of the

basic need to survive, the deputy chair-

man and the executive vice-president of

this bank said to the Canada-United King-

dom Chamber of Commerce in London in

May, "Profit is an essential condition for

the survival and growth of an enterprise.

Profit is also, of course, the required incen-

tive and reward to the providers of capital.

Profit is also the most effective measure of

an enterprise operation." Then he went on

to speak of the second obligation: *Tf cor-

porations are not seen to act, as they do

ndt in fact act, in a socially responsible

manner, then long-term survival can be

threatened."

I think the Prime Minister of Canada has

made a similar statement to that, that there

are difficulties in Canada in the economic

fidd, and if we perhaps dont' mend our Ways
our country is heading into difficulty.

Then the bank vice-president goes on to

say in anotlier paragraph:

We are fast reaching the pyoint where

the social and political climate almost every-
where in the world will make it increasingly

necessary for businesses to justify their ex-

istence on grounds other than purely eco-

nomic success expressed in terms of profit.

I think that's a comment that needs quite a

bit of discussion. I think what he is indicating
there is that where you have companies or

corporations that are making a large profit,

they must justify that profit.

There are a number of inequities in the

anti-inflation programme, and you can go
back and relate to the oil industry and to oil
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prices in Canada, where the companies have

been given certain tax concessions over the

years but they have ako reaped a huge profit.

You can relate it today to the problem that

while the profit is just as great now, perhaps

higher than it was two or three vears ago,
the indusitry is not putting it bacK into ex-

ploration.

We should learn our example from the

United States. They pulled the same situnt or

the same trick before the government of the

United States took action some 10 years ago.
We seem to follow in that sequence, that they
are going to reap a huge profit here in Canada
at the exf>ense of the consumers. When I

look at the profits that the consortium of oil

companies is making today, I would suggest
that the government should move in a

direction to see that they can justify their

profits.

[10:15]

I'm not against the corporation making a

reasonable profit but it would seem that tfiey
can go out and gouge the public and I can
sense this with the oil industry. I think gov-
ernment rmist move in some direction, per-

haps with stronger terms, to see that they can

justify their profits.

For this reason, Mr. Speaker, I support the

bill before us todaa" with the retroactive legis-
lation. Without it, there would be chaos; a
breakdown in our society; confrontation on
the streets; a disaster; a loss of integrity; and

respect
for authority will be lost in Canada

ana in Ontario.

Mr. Shore: Mr. Speaker, I rise to discuss

this subject and put forward a few comments
to the House. I speak with some reservation

because there is not a clear black and white
situation in this matter. On the one hand, I

have reservations, personally, on the whole

concept of any t>pe of control. I really do.

On the other hand, I think I do not want to

spend a great deal of time discussing history
at this time. Many of the members from all

parties have discussed that and I think we
would be best served and better served if we
just used history, particularl')- recent history,
as a lesson and guideline for the future.

I believe it would be interesting, before I

get into some of my specific comments, to say
I hope that the government has learned a

good lesson through this process. Probably
more important even than wage and price
controls is the concept of bringing back con-

fidence in this Legislature. I truly believe that

if that is failing, any benefits which may
accrue from wage and price controls are

secondary to what the purpose of this Legis-
lature is.

I would also like to say that the hon.

Attorney General (Mr. McMurtry) has been

criticized substantially for getting wrong and
bad legal advice, both from his advisers and,

sometimes, even from himself. I'm sorry to

see the Treasurer (Mr. McKeough) leave be-

cause I wish to reconfirm what 1 believe—that

the legal advice the Attorney General re-

ceived was not from any lawyers but prob-

ably from the Treasurer of Ontario.

Mr. Ruston: Probably right there, too.

Mr. Shore: Maybe there is even some argu-
ment that the Treasurer is more capable of

giving legal advice than financial advice; I

don't know.

Mr. Ruston: The way his deficits are, he

should start giving legal advice.

Mr. Shore: At any rate, one gets what one

pays for, as the old saying goes.

Mr. Sweeney: They didn't get much.

Mr. Shore: Quite seriously, I believe we
should be moving forward from today, recog-

nizing the things we should have learned,

not only the economic lessons but the political
lessons and I have confidence that maybe we
will. I think the future really is the test and
I am going to be listening witih great pride
and great interest to what the leader of the

official opposition is going to have to say on
this subject, if he is going to show up to

sj>eak. I was also hoping that I could listen

with great interest to what the 15 to 18

teachers in the NDP party may have to say
on this subject but apparently in drawing the

lots they lost them all, assuming their names
went into the ring.

At any rate, it will be nice to hear the side

effects of their talking.

Mr. Renwick: Are you speaking for the

Chamber of Commerce?

Mr. Shore: I'm speaking, as you are, for

the people of Ontario. The only difference is

I have not got the wisdom that you have to

know what's going to happen in the future.

You're much greater than I am, Jimmy, and
I respect that.

Mr. Ruston: I think I would differ with

that.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Would the hon.

member—please!
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Mr. Shore: I don't wish, Mr. Speaker, today
—sorry.

Mr. Speaker: May I just point out that you
do not refer to a member by his name? If

you could stick to the principle of the bill,

I think the proceedings would go along
much more smoothly. Thank you very much.

Mr. Shore: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, I

appreciate those comments. The hon. mem-
ber for Riverdale (Mr. Renwick) represents
so many people that he can't keep the

figure in mind.

An hon. member: He doesn't give me any-
thing.

Mr. Shore: However, I think the issue is

not whether the case was won 7 to 2 or 9
to or anything like that. The issue should

be, have we learned anything by it; can we
do anything about it?

Mr. Renwick: That's a good question to

put to your party.

Mr. Shore: Did I wake you up a little

bit there?

Mr. MoflFatt: There's nothing like a ludi-

crous statement to wake us up.

Mr. Shore: Right. I believe that, equally
as much as it is important to reconfirm
what has been done to date for the benefit

of Ontario and the benefit of Canada, I think
it is also important that we do something—
not just the Province of Ontario but this

Legislature and this government, do some-

thing to try to plan intelligently the move
toward when there will be no controls, be-
cause I am convinced totally that controls,
albeit as necessary as they may have been
and albeit maybe a freeze of some kind
would have been better, in the long run for

the people of this province and the people
of this country, controls of any kind are not
the answer. Solving problems is the an-
swer.

I would suggest if the Treasurer really
wants to use his talents, and the ministry
and the government, and I believe they
should and would, then their thrust should
be in that direction. It reminds me of when
I asked the question back in October,

Nove^Tiber and December: "What are we go-
ing to do about it? Do we know what we are

getting into?" and the answer of the Treas-
urer was: "I will not buy a pig in a poke."
Well, to this day he may have bought a

pig in a poke. That was the time to negoti-
ate. It is not too late, but that was the time

to negotiate what he truly believed was the

right way for Canada to go. I have confi-

dence that the government of Canada, or if

not them then certainly the government of

Ontario, had enough thrust and enough guts
and enough power that they could have put
before the government of Canada some of the

direction that this machinery should take.

You don't put your thrust in after you hr.ve

signed the piece of paper, you do it before

you have signed it. Your negotiating powers
have ceased to a great extent.

At the same time we are there and I think

it is the right decision, but let's not quit.

This is the time for the Treasurer and all his

colleagues and all his resoiurce people and all

the resources of this Legislature to try to

convince and work with the government of

Canada to come up with a plan to show the

long-run effect for these people are not good
and therefore to come up with a plan to

show for the labour people, for the working

people, for the industry, that it is not the

best avenue, and let's try to correct it.

Just putting it on and forgetting about it

is not the answer, because we are going to

wake up the same as on rent controls on

Aug. 1. 1977, and what have we got?-$13
million for rent controls. The Minister of

Consumer and Commercial Relations (Mr.

Handleman) is proud to state that we saved

$2 million. I don't even know where he got

that figure, but what I do know is that we
will have spent $13 million.

T would like to continue. To me, the issue

is the future. I believe ther^; are two lines of

thinking. If labour, government and every-

body else is unhappy, some pebple will then

l^hlnk that something is Working. I believe that

the Way we really know w'hether something is

working and productive is when people are

satisfied with it. I would like to Wake up, I

would like Ontario to Wake up, I would hke

Can'ada to wake up. Where is bur backbone,

in my c^piriion? Why were we successful over

many years with individual initiative and h'ard

wofk and saci^ifices? Why were we proud to

s'ay we did it on our own? Why were w3
proud to s-av that we helped those who need-

ed help? Whv were we proud to say that we
turned a profit? In the eyes of many people

today—the sodahst peiople over ihere I can

understand, but in many other people's eyes

—you have to go in the bathr'dom to use the

word "proifit." Why?

Mr. Germa : That's a dirtty
word.

Mi. Shore: I ask you Why? Why should

we be afraid to take a risk and be successful?

Why s'hould we noit have the fruits of that
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risk? There is some'thing wrong. We have

controls in now, Mr. Speaker, and we have

seven per cent unemployment, we have double

digit inflation. The contrbls are not going to

solve the problem. Let's get away from that

area. Why have we the deficits that we have?
I say to you, Mr. Speaker, let's get back to

what we really believe in. Let's get back to

where we discourage work—or not discourage

work, rather. Excuse me; I knew you would
find that hilarious.

Mr. Eakins: You were speaking to the

boys over there.

Mr. Shore: Let's get back to w'here we
encourage work, not discourage it. Let's get
back to where we encourage investment in

talents and resources. Let's get back to

where we encourage profit, not discourage it.

Let's get back to where we encourage effi-

ciency and not inefficiency.

Mr. Cerma: Who wrote that?

Mr. Shore: We can do that. I say to you,
Mr. Speaker, that if we don't then we will

have a serious problem. One doesn't have to

be brilliant to recognize many industries are

in trouble; and I am not talking just thous-

ands and thousands. I was at a rent review

hearing the other day as a spectator—and I

would be glad to go for any other reason, too,

incidentally; I am not going to stand here

and be ashamed to be an owner, never. I

was there as a spectator and do you know
what I saw, Mr. Speaker? I saw a man who
belongs to a labour union, God bless him,
and who owns 10 rental units. I sat there and
I couldn't believe What I was seeing in On-
tario. This man had saved up $15,000 or

$20,000 and invested it in housing and was

begging for the rent that he was asking for

the units. I say to you, Mr. Speaker, there's

something wrong.

I was at a meeting last week in London,
Ontario, with some owners, some landlords,

some investors—85 to 100 people. They
weren't the Cadillac-size developers. Of the

100 people who were there, 75 of them were

people who either own a duplex or a 10-, 20-

or 50-unit building. They were people who
had worked and saved. They were there be-

cause they had legitimate complaints. When
are we going to wake up? I tell you, Mr.

Speaker, you don't have to be a genius, you
don't have to be tiie Treasurer of Ontario,

you don't have to be the Premier of Ontario

to know people are leaving Ontario today

by the hundreds. People in business say: "I

have got to get out of here." They are going
to other parts of Canada.

Mr. Mackenzie: Malarkey.

Ms. Gigantes: Saskatchewan? Manitoba?

Mr. Shore: Worse than that—Are you

having a good time?

(Mr. Mackenzie: Malarkey.

Mr. Shore: Worse than that, it is not just

who is leaving, it is who is not coming. Let's

get them back. We have got the greatest

province there is. We have got tlhe greatest

country there is, Mr. Speaker, let's not lose it.

Mr. Mackenzie: How about Manitoba and
Saskatdhewan?

Hon. Mr. Bemier: Good government.

Mr. Shore: It's this body stitting here today
that can make that decision. Let's not get
carried away with just emotibns. Lett's make
decisions on intelligent assessment. Thank you

very much.

Mr. Nixon: I always enjoy listening to the

debates in the House at any time, but I par-

ticularly enjoy hearing my coHeague, the

piember for London South (Mr. Shore). He
adds a certain something to the tenor of the

debate which is valuable-

Ms. Gigantes: Vacuousness.

Mr. Nixon: —and very clear-minded.

Mr. MoflFatt: Tone.

Mr. Nixon: But, Mr. Speaker, his com-
ments have prompted me to begin my re-

marks, if I may, with a very strong personal
view that I hold. I have heard many people,
not so much in this debate, but in the recent

session of the Legislature, talk about the very
serious problems we face in this province and
in this nation. It is true that they are serious

and there are many of them, but I am sure

that if we are prepared to examine our life

in this province and in this nation, we must
realize we have never ever lived in better

times, that we do not have the emergencies
and the pressures on us, as individuals or as

legislators, which have been very much a

part of the work of this chamber in years

gone by. We don't even know what a real

depression is like—most of us my age and

younger and that includes just about every-

body. We really don't know what it is to have

to go away to war and face the family dis-

ruptions and commitments of that type.
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[10:30]

When I think of the work which has gone
on before, we are really living in a land of

miUc and honey such as has never been seen.

Wheni the greatest problem is whether the

athletes from Taiwan are going to march
under the flag of Nationalist C^ina or the

United Nations, we must realize that while
the political problems we face are knotty and
difficult still our people, including all of us,
have never lived better. It is not by way of

a political phrase—have you ever had it so

good-it is something better than that and
we must surely realize and appreciate that

very thing. The credit goes to no politicians,
no governments. The credit goes really to the
work which has been done by the pioneers,
the political pioneers, and others before us.

Here we are in what I call the land of milk
and honey, picking the fruit from the trees
and having not just the time of our lives but

probably the time of many lives.

If you don't appreciate that, Mr. Speaker,
there's nothing I can do do help you. I am
not really talking as a senior statesman or

anything like that but it is a view I hold very
strongly and surely it's something we should
all realize.

I want to cast members' minds back briefly
to the circumstances 10 months ago when we
were faced in the Legislature with Ontario's

response to the anti-inflation initiative taken
by the government of Canada. I was struck
once again by the Treasurer's (Mr. McKeough)
vehement defence of the position taken then
-that Ontario had no role whatsoever to play
other than to tum> belly up and give all of
our responsibilities to the federal government
of this nation. I objected to it then^ and I
believed it was a mistake. I wish very sin-

cerely that an alternative could be found
now whereby Ontario, the banner province of
Confederation, could assume its undoubted
provincial responsibilities under the constitu-
tion to apply wage and price guidelines in
this province in a parallel but independent
fashion.

The Treasurer's defence in this connection
is that this is simply an attempt to hand out
some extraordinarily large wacce increases to
the people he calls our political friends. I
won't particularly comment on that because,
of course, we have political friends every-
where as everyone knows. Certainly the con-

cept of the adtministration of wage and price
controls at the provincial level is a valid one
and a healthy one.

At the timie this was being debated in the

Legislature about eight months ago, Mr,

Speaker, I put forward, on behalf of my
party, an amendment to the Throne speech
which was critical of the government and

which, the government said, if it carried

would have thrown the province into an elec-

tion. For that reason, which may be valid in

the eyes of the member for Riverdale (Mr.

Renwick), the NDP supported the govern-
ment in that context. I suppose in his mind
the justification for that position, in hind-

sight, is ample.
I would like to recall to you, sir, the cir-

cumstances which found 74 members recently
elected to this Legislature all of one mind
and that was calling for provincial imple-
mentation of wage and price controls and

certainly the reference to this Legislature of

any agreement the government might con-

template with the government of Canada.
There were 51 Conservatives at least and
while they didn't say much about it the

Treasurer, their leader at that time in this

particular field of endeavour, brought forward

those trumpets which he blasted back and
forth across the province, saying "If you're

fighting a war, you don't divide yourself up
into provincial armies" and so on.

In a most vituperative way, he defended
a position which was crassly political. After

the election, it was clear that the civil ser-

vants of this province were going to demand
tremendous wage increases and we had a

mechanism for compulsory arbitration which,
in our experience, would have granted them
substantial increases which no doubt they
would merit. The teachers were extremely

militant, as we found from our experience in

the subsequent weeks and months of a

lengthy and vituperative strike, a costly strike

in Metropolitan Toronto. The doctors were

fulminating against the Minister of Health

(Mr. F. S. Miller); they finally calmed down
to await their turn as far as increases in their

rates were concerned, although they have

found ways to increase their net revenues

without affecting the rates in any way.

The government, in a minority^ situation,

was faced with these tremendous demands
from large segments of the public sector, or

those areas controlled publicly in the Prov-

ince of Ontario. The Treasurer was quick to

leap to the conclusion that all of this should

be, and must be, a federal responsibility. For
him to attempt to justify that on anv other

basis is ludicrous and I can imagine the dis-

cussions taking place in cabinet in which, in

his usual argumentative manner, he carried

the day.

There was a time when the Treasurer sat

somewhere over here in the rump of a very
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iTii. itciu. i iviix^w lie's not supporting the

Attorney General. He wouldn't support the

large ConseTvati\ e majority and he would call

out, in loud voice, what the policy should

be and nobody listened to him' veiry much.

But believe me, the people in the councils of

government listen to him now, and for us to

blame the present Attorney General (Mr.

McMurtry) for the position taken and the

weak legal basis which wsis offered to the

government from the law officers of the

Crown, that too is a bit ludicrous. He was a

new boy. Certainly, he had the ear of the

Premier (Mr. Davis), as in fact he has the

ear of everyone here.

Mr. Reid: He's just got terrible friends,

that's all.

Mr. Nixon: He's a very, very popular

politician and, next to the Minister of Labour

(B. Stephenson), he may be the most popular.
Fm not sure who I'm going to be supporting
in that leadership convention when it comes

along.

Mr. Reid: I know he'

-.ttomey General.
^'

Attorney General.

Mr. Nixon: But here's the Attorney- Gen-

eral, with the background that he has—talk

about, what is it, the vertical mosaic or

sitting on top of the i>yramid^boy, there he

is, basking in the sunshine of Lake Muskoka,

shaking hands and wearing the special ties

that identify him with the very best creme
de la creme in this province as far as educa-

tion is concerned, still rankling from a very
serious political defeat, when all of the am-
munition of the great Conservative Party had
come to naught before the onslaught of the

hon. member for St. George (Mrs. Campbell)
who had carried the day then and will carry
it again. She doesn't happem to be in her

seat at the present moment.

(There he was. Finally he had made it. He
was the Attorney General. For all of his

education, for all of his interest in politics
and for all his ambition, Mr. Speaker, I don't

believe he has any iota of understanding of

the responsibility of being the chief law
officer of the Crown.

You can bet that Arthur Wishart would
have stopped him. Arthur Wishart would
have said: "Look, this may be the political

approach that you people are going to de-

mand but I, as Attorney General, cannot give

you the piece of paper that will legitimize

it," but this Attorney General did.

One of the things that concerns me is there

was a little comment from the Attorney Gen-
eral in the press a couple of days ago. He

says: "I certainly don't like the way people

are criticizing Mr. Callaghan because Mr.

Callaghan is such a jnarvellous lawyer";
which he no doubt is. "He is such a great

public servant"; which he no doubt is.

I don't know who was criticizing Callaghan.
The people were criticizing the Attorney Gen-

eral. It's sort of a measure of what we could

expect from the Attorney General in the

future. He may not be around very long-
but something tells me that, on the other

hand, he may, in that he would be prepared
to say: "My God, isn't it terrible the way
they're criticizing Frank?"

Honestly, in any of the governments of this

province for 100 years past, this Attorney
General would have been out on his bottom

l)y now. He would have been out, out, out!

We've joked about the Supreme Court scores

and so forth, but the thing that concerns! me
is that the Attorney General doesn't realize,

that unlike other members of the cabinet-

well, perhaps the Treasurer has a part of this

special responsibilit)
—

Mr. Shore: Oh, he's terrific.

Mr. Nixon: —he gathers around himself a

real independence, and if he believes that the

government is acting improperly, or illegally,

he must tell them. If he didn't believe that

then really he shouldn't be in that job, be-

cause it was obvious, even to a farmer from

South Dumfries, let alone a constitutional

mogul from Wilson Heights.

Anyway, I feel very strongly about this,

Mr. Speaker. I don't think that many lessons

are being learned but I have a feeling the

Attorney General is not going to be such a

patsy again.

Mr. Shore: Never again.

Mr. Nixon: I can't blame him too much
because there was that aura of "Oh, boy; look

at me in the front row. I have finally made
it. I have overcome that little embarrassment

of a few days ago in this progress up the

vertical mosaic"—he started pretty well at the

top of it anyway—which is so much a part

of his commitment to public life.

Mr. Reid: So much easier.

Mr. Nixon: I am telhng the House there is

very great concern that the cabinet, with the

leadership of the Treasurer I would predict,

said, "What a heaven-sent opportunity for us

to get rid of the responsibilities which are

simply unbearable in a minority situation. We
will do this—"

Interjections.
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Mr. Nixon: "—We will shove it ojff on to

those people in Ottawa and we will criticize

them while we are doing it. We will get it

every way." I'll bet nobody even thought
about the legality of it-

Mr. Shore: Oh, yes.

Mr. Nixon: —until the Minister of Labour,
who as we know is an excellent politician,

began surreptitiously to nose around the

corners of this building and found that the

majority opinion was that it had to be re-

ferred to the Legislature and the clear

public position of 74 of the newly-elected
members was that there should be provincial

implementation. If we believe in provincial

rights, if we believe in supporting the govern-
ment of Canada's initiatives, there should
have been provincial implementation. Any-
thing less than that was simply a complete
injustice to the public servants, the teachers

and others in this province.

We say the government has learned a

lesson but I think the lesson the government
has learned is that with the position it holds
it can circumvent the will of this House; it

can circumvent the democratic prerogatives
of this House and that is what it is doing. Far
from sitting over there in any embarrassment,
the Premier, as somebody has written, has a
bland smile of contentment on his face and a

loosey-goosey—I think that is the phrase used

—approach to public pronouncement. That
came from the Sun so I put that before the

House for whatever it is worth.

In other words, there is no lesson being
learned. I am teUing you, Mr. Speaker, that

if there is one man in this House who must
learn a lesson from this it is the Attorney
General. I don't know him personally but I

like him i>ersonally. I think his political career,
if it is not cut short within the next few
weeks, which really could happen, is going
to be an interesting one to follow. If he is

going to continue as the Attorney General he
has to have a lot more spine than he has

shown, I'll tell the members that.

Interjection.

Mr. Nixon: Don't give me any public refer-

ences to Frank Callaghan.

Interjection.

Mr. Nixon: He is well paid. He is well

respected and he will be there after the
minister has gone. The responsibility must be
borne by the Attorney General.

Mr. Shore: What did you have to pay-

Mr. Nixon: We had the vote before Christ-

mas and it may well have been that we should

have had an election then, but the NDP felt

there were many important things to be done.

I think there were fund-raising, finding candi-

dates, repairing their platform and having a

nice long holiday in the Caribbean sun.

Now they feel the time has changed and

they are ready for an election. I'll tell mem-
bers we are ready for an election, too. Once

again, if I might make an independent pre-

diction, I would think this fellow who is just

blowing the last smoke ring before he comes
into the House is probably very much prepar-

ing for one too. I hope it is going to be this

fafi but it should not be right now because on

this issue, if this bill does not carry, the eco-

nomic chaos would be such that it would be

irresponsible even to contemplate it. Those
who vote against the bill do so for the crass-

est political motives. Mind you, they don't

have many alternatives since they are in the

hip pocket of the Canadian Labour Congress
and that's a fact. Joe Morris —

Interjection.

Mr. Nixon: The member from the steel

workers union in Hamilton is laughing and

he, more than anyone else —

Mr. Shore: I hear he can't move without

calling him.

Mr. Nixon: — should know that what I say
is precisely correct.

Interjection.

Mr. Nixon: I'll tell the House that when

Joe Morris sneezes the NDP get pneumonia.

Mr. Bain: Whose hip pocket are you in?

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Speaker, I have a moment
or two and when we look at what may hap-
pen in the next few weeks, Joe Morris, who
is not as seasoned a labour leader as perhaps
we have had for a while—he's been around a

long time but he is no David Archer—Joe
Morris is leading himself down a garden path
which is going to be destructive of organized
labour, which I regret, and destructive of the

NDP, which I welcome.

Interjection.

[10:45]

Mr. Nixon: I would say that with all his

talk of a general strike there is no way. Being
the strong, energetic leader that he is and a

very, very able man, he has lots of brains, if

he came into the Legislature it might improve
the NDP; but he is leading himself down the

garden path. The more he talks about it, the
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harder it will be to retract from that general
strike position.

The teachers— I don't even know whether

they are here today; they have probably lis-

tened to enough of this debate —

Interjection.

Mr. Nixon: — are going to be in the same

position. Are we going to close the schools

for a few days to show how terrible the Anti-

Inflation Board is? Sm-ely not. But there are

going to be pressures on them. But what are

the NDP going to do here and in the Parlia-

ment of Canada?

Hon. Mr. Davis: You would have encour-

aged them at one point in time.

Mr. Nixon: Tliey may not even come to the

Legislature that day. But they are all in the

box and the people of this province don't like

it. They are not prepared to continue any
more allowing the NDP, bedng simply the

spokesmen for the upper echelons of organ-
ized labour, to dictate what the circumstances
are.

Speaking politically there are those who
smile benignly and say "My, aren't the Lib-
erals in a mess in this?" I'll tell you we are

not. We had taken a legitimate and respon-
sible position in the fall and certainly that

position carried over now can be described in

precisely the same way. The NDP have been

brought into this position where Joe Morris is

calling the shot, they are going to —

Hon. Mr. Davis: I have never said you are
in a mess on this issue. In a mess, yes, but
not on this issue.

Mr. Nixon: They are going to be supporting
a general strike in the fall and, gosh, if we
have an election about that time it may be
very diflScult for them, because the people in

this province don't want that kind of an ap-
proach and believe me they want the anti-

inflation concept and the decisions of the
Anti-Inflation Board to work.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You have come a fair

piece.

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Speaker, I know my com-
ments have been helpful to you, sir, in mak-
ing up your mind on how to vote when the
bill is put before us for second reading a few
hours from now. I have no qualms at all in

voting for the continuation of the powers of

the Anti-Inflation Board in this province.

Mr. Deputy Speaker Does any other mem-
ber wish to participate in this debate?

Mr. Good: Mr. Speaker —

Mr. Shore: Take as long as you want, Ed.

Mr. Good: — I want to make a few remarks
as to why I'm supporting this legislation and

why we as a party are supporting this legis-
lation. When the announcement was made
last fall, I think that it was generally agreed
that some measure had to be taken by the

federal government to do something about
the double-digit inflation which was persistent
at the time.

Of course, the hardest hit were those

people on fixed incomes. The wage demands
were large, interest rates while high were not

even keeping up with inflation, return on
investment was not even allowing enough to

keep up with inflation and the erosion of the

dollar was something whidh everyone was

very much concerned about.

I believe most people did feel that some-

thing had to be done. The government of

Ontario proclaimed its support for the anti-

inflation programme and we in the Liberal

Party proclaimed' our support for the federal

AI programme, but felt we should exercise

our option as a province to deal with our own
employees.
Much has been said about the manner in

which the Ontario government entered the

programme, and although the Treasurer (Mr.

McKeough) was warned by members in oppo-
sition, both the Liberal and the NDP mem-
bers, the government proceeded to enter the

programme by order in council. I feel that

while this was one instance, I think is a

typical action, because I have felt that more
and more there's been a tendency to do by
order in council what should have been done

by legislation. This is evident in much of the

legislation we've passed in the last few years
and it's certainly evident in cabinet board
orders which have been replacing supple-

mentary estimates, and it has been evident by
our hospital closings. In my estimation, in the

time I have been here I have felt there has

been more and more a feeling of government
contempt for this Legislature, and a desire to

use it as little as x>ossible and do as much as

possible by order in council.

(But when we clear away all of the legal-

ities, all of the incompetence of the legal

opinions on the government side, and all of

the differences of opinion as to how Ontario

has entered the programme, we find that what
we are really debating is who supports an
anti-inflation programme and who supports

runaway inflation. That's about what the crux

of the matter is.

Make no mistake, Mr. Speaker, today we
will know who is in favour of bringing our

economy back under control so that we can
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compete in the world export markets, and
who is in favour of excessive wage demands,
who is in favour of excessive profits, and who
is not happy with the fact that in the last 12

months the consumer price rise has been the

smallest in over three years.

Of course, the NDP opposes any inter-

ference with excessive demands of strong
union leaders. The CLC has told Uncle Ed
Broadbent and his handful of federal NDP
that they must oppose the AIB. The jobs of

the union leaders appear somewhat in jeop-

ardy and even redundant, if their purpose of

stirring up confrontation between manage-
ment and employers is somewhat reduced.

It's interesting to note the practice and the

pattern of the NDP in recent months. The
NDP, after giving nominal support to the

independent haulers, buckled under after

pressure, presumably from the Teamsters

Union, and supported Bill 4. Fortunately the

government has seen fit to review that whole

procedure. The NDP again buckled under the

demands of union leaders and scuttled a pro-

gramme that would have got rid of non-
returnable soft-drink containers, with the co-

operation of the government.

Once again we see the NDP in opposition
to this bill. The heavy hand of the CLC is

certainly evident as it inserts itself into the

provincial Legislature, I predict the NDP
support for the CLC's general opposition and

general strike will all but wipe them out in

the next election in the province of Ontario.

(It is a great concern, as mentioned by the

previous speaker. I have spoken to many
school teachers in my own area, as recently
as this morning, and they are very much con-
cerned at the trap they are being drawn into

on this particular issue and on this particular
bill.

It's been argued that the anti-inflation pro-
gramme is aflFecting only wages. This is cer-

tainly not correct, and that's the only concrete
reason given by the NDP for opposing the

anti-inflation legislation, I admit it's easier to

control wages than prices or profits, but cer-

tainly statistics have shown that wages have
risen faster than profits. It's interesting to

note that we are now having a reaction from
the Canadian Chamber of Commerce, which
is questioning its support for the anti-inflation

programme, so we have a great paradbx here.

Mr. Mackenzie: Now you are starting to

listen.

Mr. Good: Some say diat it's affecting only
wages and now the Canadian Chamber of

Commerce is looking at it with a jaundiced

eye because it says it's cutting into profits of

business. You can't have it both ways.

Mr. Young: Prices are going sky-high.

Mr. Mackenzie: You should change your

position.

Mr. Good: The objection by the chajnber,
in my view, proves that the programmj is

working.

Mr. Spence: That must be right.

Mr. Good: Why, Mr. Speaker, is there ob-

jection now on the part of business? Simply
because recent pronouncements by the AIB
have reduced allowable profit from 95 per
cent to 85 per cent of the previous year. Of

course, prices are controlled by profits. Any-
one with any degree of business competence
can understand that prices will be controlled

by profits. To further that argument, recent

applications before the AIB for price in-

creases have been turned down on numerous
occasions. So it's artificial, it's a straw man,
as the NDP usually sets up when it wants to

build itself into a frenzy to oppose a certain

type of legislation. The AIB programme is

successful.

Mr. Laughren: You don't need a caucus to

vote on this one.

Mr. Good: It is successful, it is affecting

the consumer price index. As I said before,

the AIB programme is working. The 7.8 per
cent rise in consumer prices for the last 12

months is ample proof. It is the smallest con-

sumer price rise in the past three years. While
I have no problem in supporting the AIB pro-

gramme, the incompetence, the bungling and
the contempt for the Legislature demonstrated

by the government of Ontario in entering the

plan will not be soon forgotten by either this

party or the people of Ontario.

Mr. Mackenzie: Mr. Speaker, I rise with

concern and a real desire to speak on this

issue. I guess a desire may not be the right

word. It is really a concern that I have to

get up and speak on a bill that I think is

as important as this bill for all the wrong
reasons.

I sometimes wonder when listening to my
colleagues on the left here—by that I don't

mean left politically; that's pretty obvious—
if they have issued all their memberships in

the John Birch Society after I listened to

them today. I wonder if we have a mess in

this country or in this province. I think the

one kernel of truth in the remarks of the ex-

leader of the Liberal Party is that we don't
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have that bad a situation in the country. If

we have problems for which we have to bring

in this kind of legislation to deal with, where

did we get them? It certainly wasn't from

these terrible socialists they're talking about.

Unless my grasp of history is wrong, we've

had Liberal and Conservative governments

federally and in this province for an awful

lot of years.

Mr. Kerrio: Thank God!

Mr. Mackenzie: We've had them for an

awful lot of years and we've got such a

mess that we've got to bring in this kind of

legislation. It really makes me wonder. In

the interest of Canadian labour, I think it is

important and vital-

Mr. Singer: What did Marcus Aurelius say

about that?

Mr. Laughren: Leave Mark alone.

Mr. Mackenzie: —that we at least have

some understanding and that we at least have

some people that know a little bit about the

trade union movement. I was going to offer

to the new leader of the Liberal Party—thank

God, he's their leader—a brief course, a crash

course, if you like. I'm sorry to say that I

think I have to add the ex-leader to that list.

I'm perfectly willing to conduct a short

course in what trade unions are all about,

what collective bargaining is, what a local

union is, how they aflBliate to a federation or

a congress and how they and the members
decide what they're going after because it is

obvious in the Liberal Party that they don't

know a damned thing about the trade union
movement.

Mr. Kerrio: Just how to work.

Mr. Mackenzie: I was upset, I'll tell you
very frankly, about the obviously biased and
anti-labour tirade we got from the leader of

the Liberal Party yesterday. I really wonder,
and not just on that issue, why he works so

hard to make himself the political joke of the

province. I just don't think we can stand in

this House and ignore such a bias against

working people—the people who really muck
in the mines and work in the mills and built

this province of ours. And the farmers too
are working people, as far as I'm concerned.

I also want to tell him how well in-

formed he is in teitois of his research de-

partment, w'hen it comes to the trade imioii

mK)vement. I listened "with interest to his

coiiunent w'hen my colleague from Went-
worth was speaking that the CLC pro-

gramme, the programme it did have, and

which he obviously doesn't agree with, dame
about only after Mr. Trudeau's famous

Thanksgiving speech. He should do a little

bit of research if he has a researdh depart-
ment. I have in front of me here a short

document whidh is backlgrounid material

prepared by the executive council of the

CLC for a meeting of (Taniking oflBcens of all

Canadian Labour Congress aflBliates for a

meeting held on May 7, 1975. I will put it

down on record so he has some informa-

tion. Let me give you the fir^ pai^agrapih in

this letter:

[11:00]

To date, there have been two official

meetings [and there are minutes to these

meeting] between the executive cotmmit-

tee of the Canadian Labour Congress and
the ministers of Finance, Labour, Man^

power land Immigration. The first meet-

ing took pkce Jan. 22, and the second

•April 3. Those meetings dealt -with the

possibility of a wage control programme
or alternatives. They ^so dealt with some
of the suggestions of the congrdss dealing
with negative income tax credits, dealing
w^th housing, dealing with handliiKg prob-
lems of worldng people and the redistribu-

tion of wealth and income in this pro-

vince. There was this comment, and this

>went to the government and Was part of

the discussion federally: "The Caniadian

Labour Congreiss poison is tihat no pro-

gramme can be considered aoceptaible un-

less it includes the foUowimg positive
measures and is based on the principles
contained in the minister's Statement."

I am not going to read them in detail, but

they included major i^epis to supply housing,

regulation of rents to Curb gouging, an active

programme to curb land speculation, regula-

tion of oil and gas i>rices, a oegative income

tax and full employment policies.

And that last poiirt is one of the things I

am afraid is going by the board in this

debate. We ihave a smokescreen that covers

the father Serious unemployment problem.
The CLC also asked for positive evidence

tbat professional fees would be controlled,

an incre^e in pensions, and a definite guar-
antee that any tax concessions made to cor-

porations be used for invelstment punposes
to cr'^'ate jobs and not to end up as payment
of higher dividends or higher profits.

1 am not going to read the lO-point CLC
programme into the record, aitlhough I had
intended to. There is only one of the p<yints

missing, and that listinig Compares very

closely with the programme that finally

caine out and v/dis presented to all of the
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unions. It went to the govemiment of Can-
ada in Janu'ary and again in April, and to

the entire executive committee and the

heads of affiliated unions of the confgress on

May 7. A little bit of researdh could have
told this 'govemiment that they were working
on it well before the statement of the

Premier (Mr. I>avis) of tihis provinJce.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We don't know who your
contact was.

Mr. Mackenzie: This 'govemiment obvious-

ly doeisn't know lanything about the trade
union movement. One other point that is

constantly miade by my friends and col-

leagues on the left, and tihat is how we
could change Our position. You know, our

position hasn't changed from dlay one. They
constantly refer to their amendment to set

up a provincial board-^when was it, in

December?

I have to asik them: If we opposed the
federial prograimme in total—w'hidh we did;
and that "was not opposition to a fi^t on
inflation but to tlhe absolutely anti-way it

wals being done, the ihuit-the-people way, the

bad legislation way-^why should we accept
a provincifd Liberal version when we won't

accept the federal Liberial version? Quite
franMy, if I am goinlg to get shafted, I would

probably sooner be shafted by the federal

Liberals than the proviniOial Liberals. It took
Trudeaiu about three montihs to change his

mind, the provincial Libeiials change theirs

three times a day.

Mr. Nixon: You are going to get it any-
Way.

Mr. Mackenzie: Workers can tell you, and

they can tell you very clearly what is wrong,
Mr. Speaker. There is not a majority of trade

unionists or workers in this paity; or on its

executive, at any level. We sure as blazes are

not in Joe Morris' pocket. I wis-h we had a

little closer affiliation and liaison than we
do. But they can tell you what is wrong.
They can tell you a numlDer of things that are

wrong.

Mr. Nixon: You are the spokesman in the

caucus. It is your fault.

Mr. Mackenzie: Let me tell you two or

three of the problems we have had. Let me
deal first with the paperworkers. I have got

very little time, so I am going to have to cut

it short.

During the 1973-1975 period, the news-

print manufacturers successfully increased

prices. I am not sure that you follow labour

matters, but we know what happened to the

negotiations with the paperworkers. Prices

were increased 52 per cent per ton of news-

print, and bleached kraft pulp in that same

two-year period was increased 118 per cent.

What happened in the negotiations? From
a negotiated wage increase at the end of a

two-year contract, which covered that period,
23.8 per cent was won through free collective

bargaining, and the AIB rolled it back to 14

per cent.

Now most of that product also was ex-

ported, and as many of you know there are

no controls on the profits on that. Why in the

devil could the workers not get their fair share

when the companies walk off with that kind

of excess profits?

Mr. Conway: Sounds like the Treasurer.

Mr. Makarchuk: They have the Liberals

helping them, that's why.

Mr. Conway: Shout Darcyl

Mr. Mackenzie: Denison and Rio Algom,
two of the mines at Elliot Lake where we also

had strikes and loss of productivity over a

real con job or a real cheap shot on the

workers by the AIB, showed pretty fantastic

prices. I know in the case of I>eni9on, their

profit in 1974 was about $12.5 million net.

It was something like $28 million n<^t in

1975. Most of their products, as are Inco's-

if you want to go outside of the province for

a moment to Thompson, Man.—most of their

products are exported and there are no con-

trols on the profits; and on exported goods
the companies are making a mint. The wxDrk-

ers are being denied any fair share, any
return on that at all, through the mechanism
of the AIB.

The AIB is a bad legislation. It hurts

workers. It hurts wages. It hurts people

right down the line. It does not affect the

major companies. It does not stop the profi-

teering in food or prices in many of these

areas.

You try and deal with the federal AIB
board as a worker. Most of them now have

a car and they call about their insurance,

which has gone up anywhere—say the people
who have called me—fi-om 26 to 77 per cent.

I have written about five to 10 letters to the

federal AIB and they won't answer in writing.

They will call—I think it's a Miss Polowin
or something who works for a chap, Mr.

Nuttall, who handles the auto insmrance cases

for Mr. Pepin—and they will say, "Look, we
are not dealing with any individual auto

insurance claim case whatsoever, but at the

end of the year we will look at the profits
of

that particular company." They won't say
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what the)' will do with the people involved,
of course.

And then do you know what they are

doing? They will also say that they won't giv e

you that in writing. If you write on l:)ehalf

of one of your constituents, they will tell

you: "We v\-il'I phone the constituent that you
wrote on behalf of and we will phone you."
That's two long distance calls from Ottawa.
I know they have probably got trunk lines,

but that's the kind of bureaucracy the federal

Lilxrals ha^ e set up and \'Ou can't even get
the answer back in writing; you get no

response to it.

Mr. Shore: It's cheaper to make a phone
call. Haven't you heard that? Don't you read

the newspapers?

Hon. B. Stephenson: No, he doesn't.

Mr. Mackenzie: Let me also give you one
other example of some of the unfairness that

exists.

Mr. Conway: Who wrote this? Schreyer?

Mr. Mackenzie: We just finished a strike in

Hiimilton a few monuis bade. A bunch of

people at a firm in the city of Hamilton
were out on strike from June 1, 1975, until

the\- settled on Dec. 4, better than six months.

They took the loss. TTiey had the guts. They
felt their case was just, to walk the picket
line. Their proposals had been put in since

the beginning of the year. They argued also

for a relationship and the\' were told the\-

coukl on a benchmark basis on individual

jobs and they negotiated an increase. It is

not an excessive one. They were at the end
of a three-year contract, trying bo catch up,
of 16, 10.7 and 8.4 per cent and they were
rolletl back to 13, to 11—they gained a little

on the secondhand to eight per cent on the

third, after being out for six months and a

week on the picket line. During the course of

that time they phoned, on an open line show,
the Hon. John Munro and said, "What is our

position going to be if we finally do settle on
this? Will we have a chance of winning even
this minimum wage increase?" And his argu-
ment was, "Yes, there's obviously a relation-

ship. You should have no problem with it.

Also, your negotiations started well before
the legislation." It didn't mean a damn thing
when it came to the legislation. Let me tell

you one other final thing that's also happen-
ing.

Mr. Shore: Who writes your stuflF—David-
son?

Mr. Mackenzie: This is another thing that's

happening as a result of the AIB. The
scenario goes like this: The Canadian man-

ager of a branch plant company says to his

boss in the United States, "We have a wage-
price freeze, so we can't increase profits."

The boss replies, "That's okay, we will in-

crease the price of the parts and materials we
send you and make the profit here." In that

way you can pass the increased costs along,
which you are allowed to do, you know. In

simple terms we are going to see some out-

side firms and US companies wdth increased

profits and increased business at the expense
of our people because of this AIB.

Mr. Shore: Yes, they will pay more money
back to your organization. The unions will be
more powerful. They will bail you out.

Mr. Mackenzie: You have asked what
alternatives have we got.

Interjections.

Mr. Mackenzie: We have set out, and I am
proud that we set them out in some of Ed
Broadbent's statements, some pretty positive
alternatives dealing with what might better

have been called a crisis of profits in this

country, an exploitation, rather than wages or

wage increases of workers. We can deal with

that. We can deal with selective review. We
can deal with profits. Let's start hitting the

prices that are afi^ecting people and help all

of the people first, rather than zeroing in

and shafting the workers and the low income
and the fixed income people.

Mr. Conway: How much more?

Mr. Mackenzie: There are a number of

things I wanted to cover and a number of

statements that were apropos to this debate,
but we just simply don't have time today. As
for holding up a sociaHst bogy, I'm proud to

wear that label, if it means my kind of plan-

ning, the kind of fair shake for people as

against bending over every doggone time one
of the big business communities says to the

government don't put these kind of controls

on us. That's the route I'm going to take. I'm
not in the pocket of any trade union when I

stand up here. I happen to believe and our

party happens to come down on the same side

of most issues because they also happen to be

fighting for working people.

The tragedy of this legislation and the way
it's being done is that it is not tackling in-

flation, it's tackling little people. The govern-
ment should recognize that as well. This is

one of the lousiest bills that I've seen brought
into this House. This is a i>oor bill; this is a
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bill that hurts people. It doesn't solve the

problems of inflation. It's a bill that seems to

be the reaction of the two Trojans, if you
like, of the private enterprise system in this

country. When you've got a problem that you
can't deal with, you revert to some sort of

economic dictatorship. Don't talk about free-

dom; don't talk about a lack of bureaucracy
to us. You're the people that put us into this

problem. Your answer to it is to do some-

thing that's really going to hurt people in this

country and not solve the problem. You
should be ashamed of yourselves and the

government should be ashamed of the legis-

lation.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I am naturally very

pleased to have the opportunity to respond at

least to some of the remarks of my distin-

guished colleagues on both sides of the Legis-
lature. At the outset, I would like to make it

clear that it is only my innate and very na-

tural modesty, my upbringing and my edu-
cation which prevents me from expressing my
true appreciation for all of the accolades that

have been forthcoming from all sides of the

House.

Mr. Nixon: The member for Scarborou^
Centre (Mr. Drea) was the only one who
praised you.

Mr. Lewis: That's because you really are

at the top of the mosaic. You know what

genteel means.

Interjections.

Mr. Germa: You can only go down.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: In particular, I was

very interested, as I always am, in the re-

marks of our distinguished colleague, the

member for Riverdale (Mr. Renwick), who, I

sincerely state, articulates matters of law and
of policy as well as anyone I've ever heard.

Mr. Ruston: Yesterday was not one of his

better days, though.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I am truly indebted
to him for his very kind and generous remarks
directed towards the law oflBcers of the Crown
of Ontario who assisted me, the Attorney
General, with respect to the matters that

were before the Supreme Court of Canada.
He quite properly and fairly recognized them
to be not only dedicated public servants, but
individuals enjoying a very high professional
standard. And, clearly, I think we all recog-
nize their dedication and their interest in

serving not just this government but all of the

citizens of Ontario.

Unlike some of his friends to the left in the

Liberal Party, the member for Riverdale does
not attempt to cloak himself with some
claims of infallibility.

Mr. Nixon: With his record, how could he?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Even he admits, un-

like the member for Ottawa East (Mr. Rov),
that he can be mistaken when offering an

opinion in the very complex area of consti-

tutional law.

Mr. Shore: Three to zero is a lot of mis-

takes.

Mr. Roy: If I ever make a mistake, I'll

admit it.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Modesty is not one of

the things you suffer from.

Mr. Shore: We don't think you made a

mistake.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: The correspondence
between myself and the member for River-

dale has been referred to. On Oct. 30, 1975,

he did deUver to me a very thoughtful opin-
ion with respect to the position of Ontario in

relation to the federal legislation and his

views in relation to the constitutionality of

the federal legislation.

[11:15]

Mr. Kerrio: Bullbrook changed his mind.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: And at that time he

did state, and I quote: "Whatever may have

been thought in the past, it is now agreed
that there is no emergency power in the Par-

liament of Canada."

Mr. Singer: Did he say that?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: And he went on to

state:

The power of the Parliament of Canada
to make laws for the peace, order and good
government of Canada is subject to the

absolute qualification that it cannot, in the

exercise of that power, make laws in rela-

tion to matters coming within the classes

of subjects assigned by section 92 of the

Legislature of Ontario.

Mr. Singer: No wonder he talks so kindly
about Mr. Justice Beetz.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: The majority of the

Supreme Court of Canada, in its wisdom, has

ruled that the Parliament of Canada does

have the power through the peace, order and

good government provision to encroach on

sections which are generally exclusively with-
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in the jurisdiction of the provinces and at

least part of the majority in the Supreme
Court of Canada did invoke the emergency
doctrine.

I don't quote his opinion to quarrel with
him over k because it was a view that was

expressed by many people learned in the law.

It was a view which was expressed by the

majority of counsel in the Supreme Court of

Canada. But it was a view that was rejected —

Mr. Singer: It even found its way into your
brief.

Hon. Mr. MoMurtry: — by the Supreme
Court of Canada. But, at the same time, and
in the aibsence of the company of the member
for Lakeshore (Mr. Lawlor), I would in the

interest of this young, inexperienced Attorney
Ceneral, urge the member for Lakeshore and
the member for Riverdale (Mr. Renwick) to

trv to establish some common constitutional

ground for my guidance.

Mr. Singer: They never agreed before so

why should they stiirt now?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: After hearing their

contributions to this debate yesierday, I am
really very puzzled as to just what the con-

stitutional position of the oflBcial opposition

party is.

iMr. Singer: There isn't one. It depends on
what Renwick says today and what Marcus
Aurelius tells him.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: For example, the

member for Riverdale did dwell, to some ex-

tent, as did the member for Wilson Heights—
I still think of him as the member for Downs-
view—on the dissenting opinion of Mr. Justice
Beetz. I think the member for Riverdale did

attempt to some extent to enshrine tihat opin-
ion in that sort of special hall of legal martyrs
that lawyers like to provide for their favourite

dissenting judges.

Mr. Shore: You've got to watch those law-

yers, Roy.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: On the other hand,
the member for Lakeshore simply dismissed
that learned judge as a throwback, and I

quote, taking the opposite view to the mem-
l^er for Riverdale with respect to the con-

stitutionality of the legislation, of course hail-

ing the wisdom of his former teacher and, in

fact, leading us to believe that the decision
was precisely what he would have expected.
1 just ask the members, if I'm going to enjoy
their guidance, as I sincerely hope mat I will,
in the future, that those two people get to-

gether
—

Mr. Singer: They are going to meet with
Beetz together and he will tell them.

Hon. Mr. MdMurtry: — and attempt to es-

tablish a common front in advising the Attor-

ney General for Ontario—advice which I think
I can honestly say has always been well re-

ceived at least in the nine months that (I have

occupied this responsibility. It has not always
been accepted but is always well received
because it has always been well intended.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Justice Beetz is the Jus-
tice Holmes of the Supreme Court of Canada.

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Justice Wendell Beetz.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: But you know, in the

interests of continuing the very useful dia-

logue that I do have with the legally-trained
members of the official opposition, I would
like again to refer them very briefly

to that

NDP bastion of integrity in Manitoba which
also entered an agreement with the federal

jjovernment for the implementation of the

federal anti-inflation programme in the Prov-

ince of Manitoba.

Interjection.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: The Province of

Manitoba did have an Act and I want to refer

to the Act, because I want to indicate my
desire to receive an opinion, not today but

shortly, from the member for Riverdale.

Mr. Renwick: You won't get our consent

to that kind of legislation.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: The 1970 legislation
in Manitoba is referred to as the Executive

Covernment Organization Act and it stated:

The Lieutenant Governor in Council may
authorize a minister for and on behalf of

the government or an agency of the govern-
ment to enter into an agreement with the

government of Canada or a minister or

agency of the government of Canada for

the benefit or purposes of the residents of

Manitoba or any part thereof.

It was on the strength of that enactment,

according to Premier Shreyer, that they were
able to enter into the similar agreement as

was entered into by the Province of Ontario.

While I am waiting for a reply from the

hon. member for Riverdale I ask for his views

on the words of the Chief Justice of Canada
which were as follows:

Rather what is at issue is the right of the

Crown, although duly protected' by an order

in council or duly protected by legislation
of that nature, to bind its subjects in the

province to laws not enacted by the Legis-
lature.
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It seems to me, notwithstanding the legisla-

tion of 1970, that the Province of Manitoba—

again that bastion of NDP integrity—did bind

its citizens to legislation or to an effect which
was not enacted by the Legislature. What I

want to know is whether the member, in criti-

cizing this government for its illegal activity,

and if we were to introduce a similar bill as

was introduced in the Legislature of Mani-
toba in 1970, would be prepared to support
such legislation,

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Speaker, since I have

been asked a question my categorical, un-

equivocal answer is no.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I hope the member
will communicaite that opinion to the dis-

tinguished Premier of Manitoba.

Mr. Renwick: And to my colleague, the

meimber for Lakeshore.

Mr. Lewis: I think in fact we did and he

paid no attention.

Mr. Singer: Why don't you write a book,
Renwick? Maybe you would get an MA.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: It was the answer I

hoped for and expected, knowing the con-

sistency of the member for Rivendale.

Mr. Conway: It is a flexible party.

Mr. Lawlor: On a point of privilege, Mr.

Speaker, I would agree with my colleague on
this one occasion.

Mr. Conway: A flexible party.

Mr. Bullbrook: Is this the argument the

Attorney General put forward before the

Soipreme Couiit of Canada?

Mr. Singer: He should have taken Renwick
and Lawlor with him.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I must say, Mr.

Speaker, that I do regret that I am not going
to have the opportunity to respond to the

contribution of the member for Samia be-

cause I know he will have some very flatter-

ing things to say about the Attorney General
for which I would like to thank him in

advance.

Mr. Ruston: Don't count on it.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Of comise, I would
like to have the opportunity to respond to

him generally but this muist be the happy
fate of the lelader of my govemlment. How-
ever, foeoaiise of some of tJhe views whioh
have ibeen expressed by tflae oflBcial opposi-
tion, I oanniot depart without commenting at

least very briefly on what I view, in all

seriousness, to be the utter hypocrisy of

their alleiged concern for 4ihe (so-called lower

echelons of the economic echelons of

society, for, as already h^ been pointed out,

tihe purpo^se of the anti-inflation prognamme
is to protect the principal victims of infla-

tion, the elderly, the sick, the disabled,

those on fixed or very little income and in

the opposition's desire to serve-

Mr. Lawlor: That is not true, it is the

upper echelons.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: -Jthe special-interest

groups vv^hich they continuously cater to,

they are prepared to deny tfhem economic

justice. I think those people opposite have

to faice up to the fact that they are denying
them economic justice by opposing this

legislation.

Interjections.

Mr. Makarchuk: It is a lot of crap.

Mr. Lawlor: It is your well-to-do friends.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I suggest to those

memibers that this so-called concern for the

lower economic edhelons of society & a
mcJst hollow conicern.

Mr. Makarchuk: What have you done
about last year?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I think it is about
time those people ju'St admitted tfbat.

Mr. Wildman: The purpose of tihe whole

programme is to protect profits.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry:
same time I must state

the consideralble pain
maldnig the admission

make, I must Say that

the only oppo^sition p
sponsible position with
on this very important

Mr. Speaker, at the

that, notwithStandinig
that Is afforded by
that I'm going to

the Liberal Party is

arty ^opting a re-

respect to the vote

legislation.

Mr. Shore: Shouldn't hurt you, Roy. It

only hurts for a minute.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: The oflBcial opposi-
tion are simply prepared to throw the econ-

omy of this province into utter chaote in

their oontinuea desire to cater to the bag,

well-'orgiaiiizdd, special-interest groups that

they continue to cater to on a daily basis.

Mr. Bounsall: What would happen? You've

got most of them under arbitration now.
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Mr. Bain: Tell us albout the dhiaos.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I will tell the mem-
ber about the chaos. There are some 140
deoisions that have been given by the

Anti-Inflation Board affecting the public
sector in the Province of Ontario.

Mr. Bullbrook: That is tihe only reason we
support you; that is the only reason.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: There are many more

agreements that have been arrived at in tlie

context of the anti-inflation jwogramme. So
if you say to these peoj^le 140 agreements
would automatioally be rolled back, even

though the leader of the NDP states it

would mean too high settlements for some,
and yet those who have arrived at agree-
ments in good faith in tihe context of the

aniti-inflation programme believing they were

subject to the federal Anti-Inflation Board

they'd simply throw them to the wolves,
that's their position.

Mr. Bounsall: What about tihe positions of

your arbitrators? You set up arbitration hear-

ings and arbitrators.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Buit lat the same time
I should say tiiat the enthusialsm to lust

after the affections of special-interest groups
is not confined to the official opposition.

Mr. Singer: Tories do that too, don't they?

Mr. Reid: You are too deep into that por-

nography.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Certainly, I say it

was a motivating desire for the Liberal sup-
port of the concept for a separate board for

the public sector as opposed to the private
sector—in other words, two boards. Two
people living beside each other: You go to

the federal board, I go to the provincial
board.

Mr. Shore: You are starting to lose now.

Darcy got to you.

Mr. Singer: That is a good theory.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I suggest to the

member for Ottawa East, who is unfortun-

ately out of the House, that it is almost

analogous as setting up two court systems,
one for the public sector and one for the

private sector-

Mr. Shore: Some are more equal than
others.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: —and I suggest that

anyone with any sense of fair play whatso-

ever could not reasonably endorse any such

approach.

Mr. Singer: No, they just bulldoze it

through against the law, eh? That is what
the government will do.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: However, Mr.

Speaker, as is often the case, unprincipled
stands usually must meet their own special
Waterloo. We met that in a very dramatic

fashion yesterday.

Mr. Singer: Nine to nothing. What could

be more unprincipled than that?

[11:30]

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Yesterday we wit-

nessed a classic confrontation between the

spurned lover and the object of his affec-

tions.

Mr. Bullbrook: You wrote that )our.self,

didn't you?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Of course, I am
talking about the Liberal Party and the On^
tario Secondary School Teachers' Federation.

Mr. Conway: It's pornographic.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: It's quite clear to

every member of the Legislature that the

Liberal Party was prepared to cater to the

teachers' votes, not in the public interest, but

in the party's interests.

Mr. Singer: Drea probably wrote that.

Mr. Cunningham: That's a lie. They gave
us the option.

Mr. Singer: Tell us why the Attorney
General wasn't within the law.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: At the same time I

should say I don't criticize the OSSTF for

wanting provincial boards. It was their right
to support such a stand and I respect their

rights.

Mr. Singer: Shouldn't you act within the

law, don't you think?

Mr. Ruston: When are you going to resign?

Mr. Shore: Do you actually like your job?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: What I don't respect
is your total lack of principle in advocating
such a stand.

Mr. Cunningham: You were v^ong.
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Mr. Bullbrook: Do we have to take this?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: In any event, the

Waiterloo arrived yester<lay and it was wit-

nessed by members of the OSSTF who were

sitting in on the deliberations of this Legisla-
ture. They witnessed the most intemperate
attack of the leader of the Liberal Party on
this very distinguished group of people and I

trust that the OSSTF will not forget the in-

temperance of that attack.

Interjections.

Mr. Breithaupt: On the press release, not

on tho teachers.

Mr. Singer: Why do you sulk so much?

Mr. Shore: You should hear what they say
about you.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Singer: Bail him out.

Hon. Mr. McMurtiy: I trust that the On-
tario Secondary School Teachers' Federation

will not forget that yesterday the leader

of the Liberal Party described their document
as a despicable document, fuU of utter lies,

Mr. Breithaupt: I) hope they won't because

he was right.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: As I said yesterday,
hell hath no fury like a spurned Liberal

leader.

Mr. Shore: What did you think of it?

Mr. Kerrio: What's your opinion of it? Do
you think your document was correct?

Mr. Singer: Do you compare your bill to

Bill 99? Is your bill the same as 99?

Mr. Kerrio: You should resign.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. Most
members of this chamber have had an op-
portunity to speak and if you don't want to

maintain some semblance of order, we can

always adjourn the House until you are

satisfied that you want to listen.

Mr. Singer: Good idea.

Mr. Roy: He is being very provocative.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I think most speakers
have been very provocative in this debate
and I think it's only common courtesy to hear
out the Attorney General.

Mr. Singer: As wrong as he is.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, my
concluding remarks will be very brief because

I have been deprived of responding to the

learned remarks of the member for Sarnia

(Mr. Bullbrook) who I know will adopt a very

precise, simplistic approach.

Mr. Conway: The spumed lover.

Mr. Peterson: He is going to get you and

you know it.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: In the interests of

not so much pursuing the discussion in this

chamber but the fact that I look forward to

breaking bread on other occasions not only
with all members of the Legislature but cer-

tainly my legal colleagues on all sides of the

House, I want them to read the decision of

the Supreme Court of Canada very carefully.

Mr. Roy: I feel out of place. I am the

only one who is not a QC.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I want to say to the

former leader of the Liberal Party that I

accept total responsibihty for the position

placed before the Supreme Court of Canada.

Mr, Mancini: You should.

Mr. Singer: You should be ashamed.

Mr. Nixon: If you accept it, you should

resign.

Mr. Conway: Resign.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I say I don't expect
that it is the first time a provincial govern-
ment has lost a case-

Mr. Singer: You should be ashamed.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: —or half a case before

the Supreme Court of Canada. I doubt that

it will be the last.

Mr. Peterson: Resign.

Mr. Breithaupt: You never lost it so well.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I want members to

tell me the last time a Liberal Attorney Gen-
eral appeared in the Supreme Court of

Canada.

Mr. Breithaupt: The last one who resigned
was Roberts.

Mr. Roy: You set the precedent.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: They prefer generally
to hide behind the opinions of their legal

advisers.

Mr. Roy: You should give up your seat.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: In my case, I accept
the opinion of the legal advisers of this gov-
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ernment, because I happen to believe, Mr.

Speaker, that I have the best legal advisers

that are available to any government in any
jurisdiction.

Mr. Peterson: Fire them all; and if that is

necessary you should be ashamed of your-
self. You have no judgement.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I was called on that

Mr. Peterson: We have got better lawyers
over here than you have got in your whole

department.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: —to espouse them
and I would be proud again.

Mr. Shore: What about Darcy's advice?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: But you know, when
you're reflecting—

Mr. Peterson: Sit down. You are embar-

rassing everybody.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Is that all the answer

that you have to somebody who advocates

something you don't like? You just tell him
to sit down? That's not very nice. That is

really not very polite.

Mr. Peterson: You are not talking any sense

at all and you know it.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I know about your

upbringing and I know where you are on the

vertical mosaic. You consult with the former

leader of the Liberal Party and I'm sure he'll

tell you that is just being very impolite-

Mr. Peterson: Go ahead, tell me how I

am doing.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: —and unworthy of a

gentleman of your background.

Mr. Peterson: It is a very poor back-

ground, I want you to know that.

Mr. Lewis: People like me are allowed

to say things Hke that from the bottom of the

pyramid.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I want to say this,

which I think is an interesting legal observa-

tion—that the interpretation that was placed
by the Supreme Court of Canada, which is

a judgement that I would not quarrel with,
on section 4(3) of the Act, was not—

Mr. Roy: Frank Drea is against it.

OVIr. Conway: Ask Frank Drea.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: —advanced by any
counsel at the hearing before the Supreme

Court of Canada, and it certainly was not the

interpretation placed on section 4(3) by the

law officers of the federal Crown who drafted

the legislation.

Mr. Shore: Are you still defending that

situation?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: So when you are

prepared—

'Mr. Roy: Don't blame him.

Mr. Shore: Get on to the next case.

An hon. member: Do you agree with Drea?

Mr, Singer: Fire the whole bunch of them.

Mr. Bullbrook: Do you want to elect the

judges of Canada?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: —to criticize our legal

advioe^and I'm sure that my good friend, the

member for Samia will be very vocal on this

issue—I just hope that yooi will be prepared to

assist the federal officers of the Crown in the

drafting of their legislation from this point on.

Mr. Peterson: He is going to get you.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I say that sincerely,
because obviously they were wrong and we
were wrong,

Mr. Bullbrook: Nobody is going to dwell

on that.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: In conclusion, Mr.

Speaker, we supported the federal anti-infla-

tion programme and we still support the fed-

eral anti-inflation programme. We were the

only province to support the programme and
the legislation without qualification before the

Supreme Court of Canada. We did so in the

interests of all of the citizens of Canada; not

just in tlie interests of certain citizens but in

everybody's interest.

Mr. Shore: Why didn't you bring it before

the House?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: So I state in conclu-

sion that in introducing this very important

legislation, we do so because we believe very

strongly that it is obviously in the interests of

all the citizens of Ontario.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. There is a

technical point which I feel obliged to bring

up at this time for the sake of not only now
but any possible similar event in the future.

That is, if you refer to order 13(b) on page
four of the standing orders:

A reply is allowed to a member who has

made a substantive motion, and to a minis-

ter of the Crown, who has moved the order
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of the day for second or third reading of

a bill, and the Speaker shall inform the

House that a reply of the mover [which in

this case was the Attorney General] in each
case closes the debate.

Mr. Bullbrook: I think we can get unani-
mous consent. I sure hope we can.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I was just go-
ing to ask whether we could get unanimous
consent to set aside this particular order for

today so that the pre-arranged schedule may
go forward.

Do we have that unanimous consent?

Agreed.

Mr. Bullbrook: There is something almost
Freudian in what you just did. The AG bun-

gled it again. He bungled it again.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: You bungled it. Mr.

Speaker, on a point of personal privilege. You
were invited to make a contribution earlier.

You didn't. I was the last speaker. No one
else wanted to speak, and because of my
willingness to set aside this rule —

Mr. Sweeney: You said the Premier (Mr.
Davis) was the last speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I think the hon. mem-
ber should really withdraw that remark.

Mr. Bullbrook: I completely withdraw that.

Mr. Speaker: Can we get on with the rest

of the debate? The hon. member for Samia.

Mr. Bullbrook: A highly insulting remark,
as a matter of fact.

Mr. Lewis: Are you humble, are you
humble?

Mr. Renwick: We are extending the same

courtesy to you.

Mr. Bullbrook: You know, my colleague
from Riverdale referred to the fact that yes-
terday was Bastille Day. This is Bastille Day
plus one and heads are starting to roll around
here. A lot of people are losing their heads.

But, I want to say this to you, it is not

going to be my intention, in whatever con-
tribution I make to this debate, to dwell upon
the opinions of the courts because that would
truly be rubbing salt in the wound and that
has never been my style. But I say this to

you—

Interjections.

Mr. Bullbrook: —I recognize fully that the

legal profession deals in not absolute judge-
ments but in opinions. But I want to say this

to you also: Fortunately for me it is axiomatic

that widi respect to legal advice you only get
what you pay for and when the Attorney
General took his own case one wondered
about it. But when I hear him talking about
the lusting for justice, if that was the type of

dialogue he had with Chief Justice Laskin
I can understand how he led the foray 9 to

zip, as Norman Webster referred to it.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I tliought you wrote
that column.

Mr. Bullbrook: As a matter of fact I did.

It is interesting, if I may digress for a moment
about the question of Bastille Day— I don't

want to at all be unduly serious because in

the context of fratricide in Lebanon and that

glorious raid by the Israeli guerrillas one has

to wonder about the significance of what

goes on here as far as the world is concerned.
To analogize this debate to what took place
on Bastille Day is, I hope, tongue in cheek.

But as I said before, when I do look at the

New Democratic Party I often think to my-
self, do I really hear the clicking of k-nitting

needles over there and the cackling of Ma-
dame Defarge? I don't know, but I k-now

there is no more axe. But they have a con-

verted Cavalier Robespierre. We all know
who he is. He is the philosopher of their

party. I intend to refer to some of his com-
ments subsequently.

I want to say to the Attorney General in

great seriousness that it is not my purpose to

deal with the substance of the opinion. It is

however my purpose, as respectfully as I can

say it, to record for myself as one person who
regards himself as a provincial rightist that I

look with some degree of concern about the

seventh day judgement that was delivered by
the Supreme Court of Canada with respect to

the constitutionality of Bill C-73.

I said in response to the press that I was

surprised at the decision somewhat, but was

very pleased with it. I subscribe to what the

editorial writers said in Tuesday morning's

Globe, that that particular decision was ab-

solutely necessary in the context of the

economic and social condition in this country.
I am pleased frankly that our most supreme
court decide not their decisions in a legalistic

vacuum but again in the context of a realistic

approach to what is going on in our great
nation.

But I want the Attorney General and the

Premier of the province to recognize the

power that has now been vested in the federal
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government under that particular decision,

because I have always regarded the British

North America Act as having been written in

a residue of understanding that provincial

power is significant and should be retained.

That is why, on Oct. 29 last year, I began
the discussion in the House of where we
were going from the point of view of the

constitutionality of what we are doing and
from the point of view of the best interests

of the people of Ontario.

We have heard that, beginning on Oct. 30,

the hon. member for Riverdale decided to

enter into a "Dear Abby" relationship with the

Attorney General and that he felt that the

best way of handling matters of this nature

is internal correspondence. Well, maybe that

is right, it is a strange anomaly that what we
have here is a government that will not bring

legislation to this House for debate and an
official opposition that seems to think the best

way of handling that type of discussion is

through internal correspondence. That's the

right of every member.

[11:45]

I happen to think it is better to involve

ourselves in a dialogue here. One of the

reasons being, of course, that when one ex-

presses an opinion in an internal letter, if one
is wrong one doesn't have to disclose it. But
when he stands in his place in this House
and decides to invite a debate to give an

opinion, then one has to either relish the ap-

probation of his position or suffer the conse-

quences of the ill advice that he gave at that

time. In any event, the fact of the matter is

the most significant aspect of what we are

dealing with here today is section 3 and the

principle of section 3.

It was no idle motivation that gave us the

opportunity in December of putting forward
a confidence motion wdth respect to the estab-

lishment of a provincial board. I am going to

tell you right now out of the mouth of the

Attorney General came the response as to

why that can't be done. It is because there

are over 100 decisions in place since that

time. There is no doubt that it should have
been done at that time.

Let me read something for just a moment
if I may. The Treasurer (Mr. McKeough) is

the villain of the piece in my respectful

opinion. It is not the Attorney General of this

province; it is the Treasurer of the province.
The Treasurer decided it back on Oct. 30 of

this year. In talking about this matter, he

said, and I quote from Hansard,

Nor do we agree with the idea that special

provincial relationship with some group, such as

teachers and civil servants, requires that we estab-

lish a separate review board. In one way or another
the government has a special relationship with

virtually every member of the work force in this

province.

May I say that that was totally repeated

yesterday by the Treasurer, He still doesn't

understand that the people in the public
sector of this province have no special rela-

tionship with the government. They have a

statutory right for the government to do

things for them. I want to say without fear

of contradiction that the law of the Province

of Ontario at this very moment with respect
to the public sector is contained in the

Crown Employees Collective Bargaining Act.

I want to say without fear of contradiction

that what the government is doing right now
because of the fact that it wouldn't bring
this to the House is that it is breaking the

law. But the situation has become so en-

trenched and the government permitted it

to become so entrenched that nothing now
can be done alx)ut it. We nrnst leave it to

the federal government. We must superim-

pose our responsibility with an agreement
with the federal government now to give over

that public sector. The problem that we have

faced throughout here is that we understood

from the very beginning that the New Demo-
cratic Party subscribed to the attitude that

we should have a provincial board. Some-

where along the Hne—well, they shake their

heads. Perhaps I can't read English.

Mr. Lewis: Oh, there were times, sure.

Mr. Bullbrook: They shake their heads. I

want to read from Dec. 1, 1975,

Mr. Lewis: That was in the teachers'

debate.

Mr. Bullbrook: It was the emergency de-

bate. This was said:

My colleague from Wentworth has been making
the argument to me rather strongly, and others have
done the same, that an anti-inflation board in On-
tario might well have to deal with the private sector

as well as the public sector on the basis that even

though you have national guidelines, it is legiti-

mate to argue for their enforcement in Ontario by
Ontario.

It is not just related to teachers.

Mr. Lewis: I agree. I said that myself.

Mr. Bullbrook: Well, I just wonder. His

colleagues shake their heads when I say that

we are somewhat mystified.

Mr. Shore: Nervous twitch.

Mr. Bullbrook: Then he said:

That is just what we are doing with rents by
the way; just what we are doing with the Farm
Products Marketing Board by the way and there is
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no reason why we shouldn't do it at least for the

public sector, and maybe even the private sector,
or there will be serious and inequitable disloca-

tions. It will aU result in the guidelines, whatever
legitimacy they may have, collapsing.

Mr. Roy: Who was saying that?

Mr. Bullbrook: Ami then he went on to

say:
Mr. Speaker, I urge the government to consider

an anti-inflation board for this province for that

purpose.

Mr. Roy: Who said that?

Mr. Lewis: I said that in the teachers'

debate.

Mr. Roy: Oh, the leader said that.

Mr. Bullbrook: Ehiring the course of the
same debate, on page 1140, the hon. member
for Riverdale (Mr. Ren-wick) said:

In the next three weeks, it is possible for the
government to introduce into this assembly a bill

authorizing—if it chooses not to have its own anti-
inflation board in the province—the delegation to
the federal Anti-Inflation Board of the authorities
which the government is prepared to grant them. I
set aside the argument about whether it is or isn't
a delegation. The proper way for this government to
have dealt with this was co-operatively-[Gosh, that
word has a strange hollow sound today when we
talk about co-operative federalism]—co-operative
federalism, not an authoritarian state is what we
are about-to have dealt with it by an Act of the
Legislature setting out the terms and conditions of
the participation of the government of Ontario in
the anti-inflation programme.

Then that very month, the Liberal Party
decided it was a significant! matter in the
context of the responsibilities of individual
school boards, in the context of the responsi-
bilities of police commissions) and in the
context of the responsibilities! of members
of municipal councils. We decided, with the
assistance of the official opposition and based
on those words that w© had heard and read,
that it would be in the best interest of the

public sector at least and perhaps, certainly
worthy of debate, the private sector, that we
establish, as Quebec did, our own board. We
said it was a matter of confidence to us. And
what happens? It's history as to what hap-
pened. It was decided by some circumlocution
of logic that it wasn't irt the best interests of
the public sector.

I want to say to you this, the one reserva-
tion this party has today continues to be the
fact that we give over the public sector. On
April 29 of this year I availed myself of the
first opportunity to enter into the debate dur-

ing the estimates of the Chairman of Man-
agement Board (Mr. Auld) with respect to

finally an agreement involving the govern^
ment of Ontario, the LCBO-LLBO agreement.

It's significant to note that no member of the

New Democratic Party at that time decided
that it was worthy of their intrusion into the

debate. Because finally we had not a school

board, not a municipal council, not a police

commission, but we had the government of

Ontario, subject to final and binding arbitra-

tion and refusing to be bound by that. You

see, the problem^ that has arisen has to be
laid at the doorstep of the New Democratic

Party and the government in combination.

Put aside the legalities of it. The legal

niceties, as the Treasurer calls them, are

not important. That isn't what it's all about.

That's what I meant on the last day of the

prior session where I asked a supplementary
to a question asked by my former leader. It

was a question to the Premier of Ontario, and
I said this: "Why is it the policy of this

goverimnent to seek out judicial review rather

than legislative approval?" Because we, as

Liberals, believe totally that if a minority

government's going to work, it has to work in

legislative fashion.

I for one say this to you, Mr. Speaker, what

integrity of purpose does the Premier have
when he says, "We want minority government
to work" but then he says, "With respect to

this legislation, any amendment will be re-

garded as a matter of confidence"? In other

words, if I don't get my way then let there

be an election.

Mr. Davidson: You're going along with it.

Mr. Bullbrook: Certainly we're going along
with it! With great justification. It doesn't

take too much intelligence or common sense

to recognize that the NDP has left us in the
lurch.

Interjections.

Mr. Bullbrook: Think of the consequences.

Mr. Raid: Embarrassing, isn't it?

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Mr. Bullbrook: What we could have done,
we could have looked at the teachers and all

the public servants. We might have enter-

tained the private sector. We could have had
a debate at that time. We could have made
it a matter of confidence, if you had wished,
at that time.

Mr. Reid: But you chickened out.

Mr. Bullbrook: But between Dec. 1 and
Dec. 19 there was a change of heart.

Mr. Lewis: That's right
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Mr. Bullbrook: I don't know how it came

about, since there wasn't a unilateral mar-

riage between the heads of the trade union

movement and the New Democratic Party.

But it now is consummated.

Mr. Lewis: Your own leader talked of it.

It was called hospital closings.

Mr. Bullbrook: The union is consummated

right now, today. I want to tell the NDP the

union between their party and the heads of

the trade union movement—I hate to read

the editorial page of the Globe and Mail, be-

cause most of the time I find it very bilious,

but there are times when they do render a

service. I want to read this morning's:

If the Supreme Court of Canada had to

take account of practicality in assuming
that a national emergency existed and the

Anti-Inflation Act should stand, so did the

Ontario Liberals. Dr. Stuart Smith and
his caucus, if they were to be responsible,
had to consider what would happen if

they joined the New Democrats to defeat

the government on a bill to put Ontario

public workers under the federal Anti-

Inflation Board. The result would have
been chaos.

That's what it would be. I want to say this,

if I may, we began this in the House. This

party began an understanding that the rights

of the Province of Ontario, its workers and
all its citizens, were being fettered by the

government of Ontario without consideration

for legislative approval. We thought we had
the support of the New Democratic Party in

the thrust of that argument. It seems we
didn't and, as a result, some 140 decisions

in the public sector have intervened.

It is practically impossible for us to es-

tablish a board at this time. I voiced on

April 29 in that debate, jny personal

opinion that even at that late stage it was
impossible to establish such a board. We are

forced, as the result of a marriage that took

place between the other two parties of this

House in December, to now recognize that

we have given over that total provincial re-

sponsibility to Jean-Luc Pepin. We're not

pleased with that at all.

I want to say this in closing, we as a

party have always regarded the important
feature of this not to be a question of

whether the opinions of the law officers of

the Crown were right, or the opinions of

those people who expressed such in the Legis-
lature were right. The important ingredient
here is that the goverimient of this province
would take it upon itself to execute an agree-

ment in the face of the Legislature. As has

been said by my colleagues, and the members
of the New Democratic caucus many times,
all we ever asked of this government was the

right to debate the issue.

Mr. Foulds: Is that all?

Mr. Bullbrook: At this stage of the game,
that right is given to us, but the practical

consequences are fettered so much that, as

the Premier enters the House, he should say
to himself, "I wonder who truly is governing
this province? Is it Jean-Luc Pepin or is it

William Grenville Davis and his colleagues?"
I'm inclined to think at this time that we've

certainly given up too much to the federal

government. But I want to say this—

Hon. Mr. Davis: Or is it Pierre Elliott

Trudeau?

Mr. Bullbrook: When the Premier of

Ontario talks to me about Pierre, I want to

say this as a provincial Liberal, those are two
of a kind. Those are two of Her Majesty's
first ministers who look upon the parliamen-
tary system with essential disdain, the Premier
of this province and the Prime Minister of

Canada, both of them in my opinion, because
I'm elected here as a member of the Ontario

Legislature and I don't give a pip for what
Pierre Elliott Trudeau does. I'm beholden to

no one in Ottawa except as a citizen. Were
I Premier of this province, I could assure you
this, as I sit down,—

Hon. Mr. Davis: Do you agree with that,

Stuart? You are smiling.

Mr. Bullbrook: —there would have been

full, open, unfettered, unrestricted debate
and in the context of a minority government
platitudinously saying, "We want to make it

work," I would have said, "Yes, let's the three

of us make it work."

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, the member for

Sarnia, as always, is a decided pleasure in

this House—if he will forgive me—if not a joy
forever. I have learned, in many years in the

Legislature, not to cross him directly because

I value my presence here for some time in

the future.

[12:00]

But what the member for Samia did in the

contribution to this debate, I think, reinforced

much of what was important about this

debate, and that is that with one lamentable

lapse last night of excruciating proportions,
this debate has been characterized on all

sides by very useful presentations.
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Mr. Breithaupt: It's been a real debate.

Mr. Lewis: It has, in fact, been a real

debate and that in itself is one of those

extraordinary realities,

Mr. Shore: We should have had it last

December.

Mr. Lewis: I listened to the member for

Sarnia and I couldn't quite understand why
so many of his colleagues have for ever been

coming to his defence in the last day or two,

trying to reclaim for him his reputation lest

the laurel of roses rests on the brow of the

member for Riverdale. So many of his lawyer
colleagues have interjected of how James
Bullbrook raised this issue before the Legis-
lature on Oct. 29 rather than Jim Renwick on
Oct. 30.

Mr. Bullbrook: It's of no importance.

Mr. Lewis: I won't bother with it. But
what I realized last night while the member
for London Centre (Mr. Peterson) was speak-
ing is that there are seven lawyers on the
Liberal front bench—seven of them. It is

positively unimaginable and it might-

Mr. Breithaupt: You've got all of yours on

your front bench, too.

Mr. Lewis: Well, as a matter of fact, yes,
and it must stick in the collective craw that

Patrick Lawlor from Lakeshore and Jim Ren-
wick from Riverdale are such superlative
artisans of legal clairvoyance-

Mr. Roy: Are they lawyers?

Mr. Lewis: —the two of them standing
alone against the infidels on both sides of this

Legislature. Thank God they are here. There
is no 7-to-2 decision in this House, Mr.

Speaker,

Let me say something, though, just as an

aside, if I may. I have been in the Legisla-
ture going on for 13 years now—

Mr. Hall: Too long.

Mr. Lewis: —and although I haven't always
understood much of the legalism which has

transpired, and I admit that, I have learned,
if I may say, that the members of the pro-
fession from the opposite side of the House,
Liberals and New Democrats alike, on a
whole range of issues frequently make com-
pelling and important legal arguments. I

remember, I think in the days of Arthur Wish-
art, when somehow all of that was immensely
respected in this Legislature and that the ap-
plication of the legal view on all parties, on

all sides, was taken seriously, and amended
if you will or altered if you will, but there

was a sense that when opposition legal critics

spoke, they spoke from knowledge and with

feeling and with a great deal of rationality.

I worry a little at the way in which the

government in its minority position has

regarded the legal arguments on this side of

the House with something varying between
indifference and contempt. They are offered

from knowledgeable legislators and the legal
views should be taken into account. Had the

legal views been taken into account, this gov-
ernment would not be in these circumstances,
this unhappy mess, today. It's as simple as

that.

Mr. Reid: They knew what they were

doing. Don't be so naive. They knew what

they were doing.

Mr. Lewis: I am not so sure they—

Hon. Mr. Davis: We could have had an

election and you could have made that pos-
sible.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: They wanted an
election. We could (have given It to them.

Mr, Lewis: You wlant an election, so

Darcy McKeougih said yesfterday; we want
an election almost any day, and the former
leader of the Liberal Pairty this mommg—I

heard him in my office—said that maybe we
should have an election. So since it is unani-

mous in the Legislature, why the devil don't

we have an election?

Hon. Mr. Davis; He Said he was ready.

An hon. member: He is the only one over
there who is.

Mr. Martel: Since you are so sure of

yourself, BiU, call it.

Mr. Reid: That Is the least enthtisiastic

dapiping I've ever heard.

Mr. Bounsall: Call it tomorrow.

Mr. Grossman: You're Whistling past the

graveyard, Elie.

Mr. Bounsall: Your graveyard.

Mr. Martel: Call it tomorrow; don't even
wait till tomorrow, call it today.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Lewis: The debate so far in some
small measure has involved the exorcism of

the Attorney General and I don't intend to

participate in tliat. It's reatssuring to know.
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with the delicious oomment by the former

leiader of the Libenal Party, that those right

at the pinnacle of the vertical mosaic are in

fact also frail and subject to imperfection,

and can lose Avith some regularity-

Mr. Breithaupt. It is sharp up there, too.

Mr. Lewis: —'and I guess no more need

be said 'dian that. Those of u!s w'ho huddle

at the bottom, from minorttv groupings of

various lands, are
pleased

to know that there

may be room at me top.

About one week ago, almost exactly at

this time, I Shared a platform with Jean-
Luc Pepin before several hundred industrial

accountants to whom he put the position of

the Anti-Inflation Board on the anti-inflation

policy. I must say I'd never heaid Jean-Luc

Pepin in person and I want to say it was a

bravura performance. I wais really quite
taken with the extraordinary verve of the

man. with the artfulness with which argu-
ments were put, with the range of knowl-

edge wliidh he incorporated. He did a quite
masterful job. When it was over I under-

stood no more about the Anti-Inflation

Board than I did before !he began.

Mr. S. Smith: He is not responsible for

the classes he is leading.

Mr. Lewis: Although it was a remarkable

perfomtDanice it was largely if not totally

unintelligible. What Jean-Luc Pepin did

during the course of his performiartfce was
to say, as

only Jean-Luc Pepin can>, with

great feeling, that at some point in time in

Canada somebody had to pull it all together.

Mr. Kerrio: He's working under a handi-

cap, though.

Mr. Lewis: On Oct. 13, the federal Prime
Minister had done that and, said Jean-Luc

Pepin, it was like the charge of the Light

Brigade.

Mr. Shore: Hear, hear.

Mr. Lewis: Albert Roy says "Hear, hear/'
and I can see it.

Mr. Roy: It wasn't Albert. I was listening
to you silently in rapture.

Mr. Lewis: It wasn't Albert Roy? It

was one lawyer or another lawyer; one of

you said "Hear, hear." I tihougbt to myself
how wilhn'gly federal Liberals, provincial
Liberals, and provincdal Tories dbarged off

into the valley. That's quite typical of the

way the federal and provincial Liberal and
Tory parties work around questions of in-

flation. It conjures up the imaige, of course,

of the provincial Treasurer, bareback on his

horse, or the horse's bare back.

Mr. Breithaupt: Bare? Horse? Him?

Mr. Lewis: One or the other. With trum-

pets sounding, with armour down and vi^or

up, roaring into the fray and that kind of—

Mr. Breithaupt: Like Lady Godiva.

Mr. Lewis: Lady Godiva 'halsn't struck me
as a normal parallel for Darcy McKeough.
For one thing his hair isn't that long. May
I say, Mr. Speaker, the question New Demo-
cratic socialists have to ask themselves in

such situations, one of the things that has

to be answered, is who is at the other end
of the lance when you are makinig your en-

thusiastic charge? The answer. When it

comes to the federal Liberals land the pro-
vincial Tories is pretty clear. The real ad-

versaries in this case were not at the end of

the lance. They chose, thoughtfully, the

working people of Canada and of Onltario as

the villains of inflj^on, as the target t£or the

charge.

Mr. S. Smith: And you choose the un-

organized and the people on fixed incomes.

Mr. Lewis: We said at the time and we
conrtdnue to say it now that they were wrong.
We said that philosophically and empirically
in every sense they were wrong.

Mr. Reid: That is w*hat Joe Morris told

you to say.

Mr. Lewis: That is why we oppose this

bill at this time. The alternative isn't Davis

or chaos, to use that old phiase. As a

matter of fact, it is Davis and chaos, to use

the new phrase; right? That isn't the alter-

native for us.

Mr. S. Smith: No, it is Smith.

Mr. Lewis: What it is basically is a funda-

mental difference on principle with everything
the anti-inflation guidelines stand for. We
didn't like them when Pierre Trudeau intro-

duced them. We thought they were unfaii

and inequitable. We thought they were based

on false premises. We thought they were mis-

directed —

Mr. S. Smith: You were wrong.

Mr. Lewis: — and we are not going to sup-

port a bill now which enshrines them and
their application in the Province of Ontario-

don 't think we will.

Mr. Reid: But you did in December.
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Mr. Lewis: No, sir, we did not.

Mr. Reid: You did.

Mr. S. Smith: What silliness.

Mr. Reid: What a bunch of poppycock.

Mr. Speaker: Order. The hon. Leader of

the Opposition has the floor.

Mr. Lewis: My goodness, you are exercised.

Mr. Reid: Your hypocrisy knows no bounds.

Mr. Lewis: As a matter of fact, Mr.

Speaker, what the member for Samia read

today—I have noted it in the colimm, I think

of Bob Duify of the Star—I recall that during
the debate which was held in the House. As
a matter of fact, there was no doubt and I

have no qmalms about saying it, that in the

first, almost frantic for some of us, response
to the anti-inflation guidelines, for me—I

admitted it myself—the need to protect the

pulblic sector, the need to deal with the in-

equity that was unleashed, spawned the feel-

ing that maybe there should be some pro-
vincial kind of board. I know I talked about

it, and I wouldn't hesitate for a moment to

admit it. And I don't deny for a moment that

in our refusal to support the Liberal amend-

ment, there lay a consideration of whether or

not the election should fall so soon after Sept.

18, 1975. But I want to say something else,

Mr. Speaker.

Mr. S. Smith: When you decide, it is not

too soon.

Mr. Lewis: There were a nfumber of people
in my caucus, a number of my colleagues,
who had profound reservations about the

whole rationale of a provinciial board —

Mr. Reid: You ore having it both ways
again.

Mr. Lewis: — and pressed that upon those

of us who thought there might ibe some sense

in it. And as I watched the Anti-Inflation

Board unfold over the last several months,
thank God their will prevailed, because they
were right. There should not be a provincial
board in this province to give credence to

what the federal government has done; and I

see that now.

Mr. S. Smith: The push-me-puU-you. You
are talking out of two sides of your mouth.

Mr. Lewis: No. I am not; !l am telling the

House exactly the process that we went

through.

Mr. S. Smith: You can't have it both ways.

iMr. Lewis: The Liberal leader is unable to

share frankly the views that his party holds,

because the views shift too quickly for frank-

ness; it's as simple as that.

Mr. S. Smith: You're talking out of both

sides of your mouth—and that's a very painful

thing to do.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Careful.

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, the fact of the

matter is that we felt that the Anti-Inflation

Board was premised falsely from the outset. I

want to remind the Premier, if I may, that

the kind of premises which underlay the anti-

inflation guidelines, forced the unfairness

which, I think, is now universally applied.

The Premier will recall it was argued that

wage settlements were outstripping every-

thing else, and therefore there had to be some
anti-inflation guidelines. It was only after the

guidelines were brought down on Oct. 13

that the statistical data began to emerge to

show that wages had fallen short of prices on

the consumer price index by six, seven or

eight per cent, year after year, from 1971 to

1974_and that only In the middle of 1975

had they begun to catch up. With some con-

siderable embarrassment, John Munro admit-

ted that himself after the guidelines had been

implemented.

But the fact that the evidence which was

brought forward did not coincide with the

rationale for the policy, would not allow them

to change the policy. The Premier will recall

that it was argued that the wage rate increases

in Canada were higher than those in the

United States. Then after the aimouncement
of Oct. 13 it was learned, lo and behold,

that the comparisons are all phoney-, for

two fundamental reasons. First, 50 per cent

of United States negotiated' contracts in-

clude cost of living arrangements; and only
20 per cent of the contracts in Canada. So,

naturally, the wage component in the United

States contracts will be smaller. Second, the

statistics computed for Canada are based on

the lowest wage, whereas the statistics for

the United States are based on the average

wage, which invariably inflates the Canadian

situation. That, too, was noted after the

guidelines were brought down on Oct. 13.

The Premier will recall that we were

pricing ourselves out of the world market,

because wages and unit costs and declining

productivity in Canada were such that we
could no longer compete on world markets.

Theii at the end of May, 1976, an outfit

called the C. D, Howe Research Institute,

on which all of the government's statistics

in 1975 had been based, put out a major
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correction on the comparisons between the

United States and Canada. What did it show?
I think this is tremendously significant to

the context of the debate^that between 1969

and 1974 the output per manhour of pro-

ductivity in the United States increased' by
1.5 per cent, and in Canada increased by 2.9

per cent. In fact our productivity was nearly
twice as great as in the United States every

single year, although the alternate premise
had been one of the bases for the anti-

inflation guidelines.

[12:15]

Then, Mr. Speaker, it sihowed that between
1969 and 1974 the unit labour cost in the

United States- had increased by 5.6 per cent,

but in Canada by 5.2 per cent; and again,
one of the basic rationales on which the anti-

inflation guidlehnes are posited was shot to

smithereens. Do you think that for a moment
that allowed the federal government to re-

consider an ill-considered policy? Not on your
life.

Then it was argued, you will recall that

because of the trade crisis—the balance of

payments crisis; the export decline—that we
had to have anti-inflation guidelines, and a

careful analysis of the reality allowed the

Financial Times to write on Nov. 24, 1975:

A main reason for imposing wage and

price guidelines is, according to Ottawa,
(Canadian manufactiured goods are in

danger of being priced out of world

marlcets. Neither trade nor price index

tfigUTes show this to be true.

And rU say what they did show was that

manufactured exports of finished' products
had jumped 11 per cent in the last year but

that expK)rts of raw products were down.

What does that tell you, Mr. Speaker?
I'll tell you what it tellis the New I>emocratic

Party. It tells us that the answer to the ex-

port problem is to refine and process at home,
not to apply wage guidelines on workers.

Mr. Martel: It will wipe you out of the

north.

Mr. Lewis: On what we knew at the time
to be completely false premises; a whole
anti-inflation approach was constructed by
the federal government and embraced by this

government and the prime culprit was to be
seen as wages.

Worse still—and this is really incredible to

us—even with the pretence, that the govern-
ment would do something about prices, the

Premier managed to endorse an anti-inflation

policy which excluded from its definition all

of the important areas of the economy. The

government has excluded food prices, it has
excluded house prices, it has excluded land

speculation, it has excluded energy prices,
it has excluded interest rates, it has excluded

fully 50 per cent of the consumer price index
—that's right, 50 per cent.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No.

Mr. Lewis: That's not a programme, that's

a travesty. That's what it is.

Mr. S. Smith: Your economics are some-

thing to behold. What should they do about
interest rates?

Hon. Mr. Davis: You voted for the land

speculation tax.

Mr. Lewis: I will come to that. The
Liberals talk and the Tories talk about doing
something for the oppressed, for the dis-

advantaged—boy, oh boy. Those federal

Liberals and Tories have been in power in

federal governments in Canada for as long as

I can think, and for the lowest 20 per cent

quintile in this country, between 1951 and
1974 as a proportion of net income their

incomes declined.

Mr. S. Smith: But they are not the same

people. Many of the people have moved up
in this countr\'. Many of the people have

moved up and that's what it is aU about.

Mr. Lewis: They're not the same people?

Many people have moved up in this country?

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

Leader of the Opposition, please.

Mr. S. Smith: That's what it is all about.

Mr. Cassidy: Don't rely on the Liberals.

Mr. S. Smith: Growth of income is what
it is all about in this country and you should

understand that.

Mr. Cassidy: Get that on the record.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Interjections.

Mr. Cassidy: No hope left for those

Liberals.

Mr. Martel: Give another 20 per cent the

right to starve—you nitwit!

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Lewis: That is an exquisite argument
emanating quite appropriately from the leader
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of the Liberal Party. As long as it is a dif-

ferent 20 per cent, they can rot—that's as far

as he's concerned,

Mr. S. Smith: No one is rotting in this

country. They are better off than they
would be under socialism.

Mr. Martel: You couldn't even believe

Mickey Mouse.

Mr. Lewis: The fact of the matter is, Mr.

Speaker, if you feel as a Premier, through
the Chair-

Mr. S. Smith: Back to your comic books,
Elie!

Mr. Martel: That's all you read, you moron!

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Control your caucus, will

you?

Mr. Lewis: I feel my caucus is aroused, Mr.

Speaker. Barely contained. They understand
the displacement that goes on around here—
if I may use a psychological term.

Mr. S. Smith: One quarter million votes

ahead of you people.

Mr. Lewis: You people can't stand being
third, but you are going to be third for a

long time.

Interjections.

Mr. Lewis: Now, if I may say, for Odoardo
and Tony and Tony, back to numero uno.
I want to speak about the Premier.

You have talked nonchalantly from time
to time, you have pulled into your own
scheme or arguments the matter that the con-
sumer price index is coming down slightly.
Even today in the Globe and Mail Ronald
Anderson points out that it is very difficult

to attribute that to the Anti-Inflation Board,
but as a matter of fact it is a matter of some
bitter irony that the areas where the con-
sumer price index is declining are precisely
those areas which are not covered by the anti-

inflation guidelines. Where the guidelines ap-
ply, the index is going up, and in fact even
where it is not covered at the moment
people like Jean-Luc Pepin and others have
indicated it will go up in the fall.

What we are fundamentally opposed to
is the premise and the operation of the guide-
lines, their discriminatory application, the

way it works. Yesterday the provincial Trea-
surer hurled at us, as doubtless the Premier
will do, the question of alternatives. "We

don't mind your opposing," he said, "that's

the job of the opposition, but we want you
to propose as well."

I want to say to the Premier, through the

Chair, that kind of bravado is positively

breathtaking and no one else in this Legisla-
ture could get away with it as Darcy Mc-
Keough tries to get away with it. For the

last five years in this House, I remind you,

day in and day out at question period and in

every single debate in which we were en-

gaged, we begged you to do something about

prices; we begged you to do something about

profits. The refrain identified with the NDP,
"Who protects the consumer of Ontario?"

became discordant music in your ears, and

day after day we repeated it and day after

day we offered to you every conceivable

alternative.

As a matter of fact, you were so em-
barrassed by the cumulative impact of the

discussion of inflation in prices and profits

that even John Clement had to initiate a

study into 16 major retailing companies in

order to show that prices had not increased

inordinately in Tory terms.

We put to you at the time a prices review

board, we put to you an excess profits tax,

we put to you controls on Hydro rates, we
put to you responses on oil and gas, we put
to you, one after another, the alternatives

which could have avoided the extremity of

Oct. 13 last and you refused to do it.

Mr. S. Smith. And each would have
wrecked the economy.

Mr. Lewis: Therefore, the chaos is of the

making of the government in Ottawa and at

Queen's Park and we don't see that it is our

obligation to bail you out, frankly. We see

that it is our obligation to oppose the prin-

ciples of this bill.

Mr. S. Smith: Turn this into Britain.

Mr. Reid: They did in December; they
won't now.

Mr. Lewis: There is no guile about it, there

is no dissembling about it. We said we think

you should be defeated on the bill and we are

prepared to discuss this matter publicly with

you on the hustings, as indeed others seem
to be. This isn't in any sense a charade. If we
could defeat you on this bill, that is what we
would do. But, in order to pull things to-

gether, Mr. Speaker, may I say to the Pre-

mier, even though it is several pionths later

and even though we concede to him that

things are much more complicated now than

they were eight or nine months ago, there
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are a number of alternatives which we con-

tinue to put.

I don't know whether they are the right
alternatives or the right answers; they are a

different range of options for the people of

the Province of Ontario, and we put them
now as we put them before and we re-em-

phasize them in each case, and were we a

government it is the kind of thing we would
have done in response to Oct. 13 and it is the

kind of thing that we urge upon you now.

\No. 1. Don't allow a penny increase in any
oil or gasoline prices across the Province of

Ontario, north or south, until the oil com-

panies have justified their price increases. If

you want to deal a body blow to inflation

that's one of the prime areas in which to

doit.

No. 2. Refuse permission to all automobile
insurance companies in the Province of On-
tario to raise their insurance premiums by one
cent until they have brought them before
some kind of board of review of this Legis-
lature or agency of this government. Tnat
will do more to combat inflation than all yoiu:
nonsense in the federal anti-inflation guide-
lines.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: The BC scheme
didn't work.

Mr. Lewis: Well, that's fine if you want to

bring in the Manitoba scheme

Mr. S. Smith: Manitoba or BC?

Mr. Lewis: If you want to do something in

a serious way about inflation, you insist with
the federal government that there be amend-
ments to the Bank Act in order to bring those
interest rates down, and if you can't get it

through the federal government, then you go
to the banks yourself, and if you can't do it

through the banks yourself, then do what
you promised during the election campaign
you would do, provide a mortgage rate tax

credit and interest rate tax credit, for the

people of this province so that the low in-

come earners for whom you weep can have
some legitimate response to inflation rather
than the curtailment of their wages. That will

do something to combat inflation.

If you want to do something about inflation

that we would frankly do, and again I am
mirroring some of the things which you have
talked about and others have talked a'bout in
the Tory party, you bring in a 60- or 90-day
price freeze covering the commodities that
were indicated in the Province of British

Columbia, or can I indicate to you the

changes in Manitoba reflected in the bill that
Ed Schreyer is now bringing before the Legis-

lature on the control of prices because he,

too, is losing confidence in the way the guide-
lines are being applied.

You do that kind of thing in Ontario, a

60- or 90-day price freeze, aiid then, let me
tell you, you will be battling inflation. The
whole business of how you handle the in-

vidious matters of public sector wages and

private sector wages in Ontario is, I admit,

terribly difficult because so many invidious

differences have emerged as you embrace the

programme. But, Mr. Premier, while I con-

cede to you that this is terribly complex and

you have to look at a range of possibflities,
if we could urge upon you or if we had the

opportunity ourselves in the public sector, we
would try to provide some kind of avenue of

appeal, some kind of buffer which would

protect public sector employees—those groups
of them, like the Liquor Licence Board em-

ployees, who are particularly discriminated

against—from being discripiinated against and
at the very least, in every single instance of

merit, we would go as a government with our

employees to the Anti-Inflation Board and

say, "give them the settlement they deserve."

We wouldn't leave them in the lurch.

Mr. S. Smith: We asked the government to

do that. We asked them to do precisely that.

Mr. Lewis: Let me utter the final heresy
to you if I may, Mr, Premier, through the

Chair. We would also want to intervene in

the private sector. There would be a totally
different reaction, and I must say if by chance

government changed I suppose this reaction

would have to be taken into account. It is

certainly the way we would have responded
in October.

We would not have felt that the federal

Liberals should get away without criticism

except from the labour movement and some

disadvantaged groups, and now
gradually

from the Chamber of Commerce, I note with

irony, for the imposition of the controls pro-
gramme without a government fighting on be-

half of a number of the individuals involved.

Where the federal guidelines are discrimi-

natory to private-sector wage earners, the

government has a moral responsibility to

intervene and to fight with the board and to

say, "Pierre Trudeau, your guidelines, while

legal, are nuts and we will resist them with

every capacity at our command." Let me say
that had we been the government in this

province and Jean-Luc Pepin did to Denison
mine employees what that board did without

considering the consequences for those

miners, they wouldn't have got away with it

for 30 seconds. We would have mounted the

defences in favour of those workers receiving
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a legitimate wage settlement and wouldn't

have minded that that was the private sector

and the particular prerogative of Jean-Luc
Pepin.

Somewhere you have to have a provincial

government which doesn't simply endorse

these guidelines in a mindless fashion even

though their premises are no longer valid. So

putting all of that together, plus the need to

create some jobs in the Province of Ontario,

we are giving you the flavour of an alterna-

tive response. No one says it is necessarily
valid. No one pretends that is an omniscient

answer. Sure, I concede that. All I'm saying
to the government is that it is a sense of

alternative changes for the Province of On-
tario.

[12:30]

I will draw my remarks to a close. I don't

want the Premier forever to ask us to play by
the rules of his game. This is the club of the

Legislature, but don't ask us to play by the

rules of the government's game. Putting it as

simply as I can, we in the New Democratic

Party don't like the economic priorities the

government has struck. We don't like the

values of the economic system which it has

structured. We don't like the inequities which
are reflected in it and which the anti-inflation

guidelines reinforce. We are in simplest terms

democratic socialists who would wish to

change the economic priorities in Ontario and
make them more equitable and more just for

the people of this province.

Mr. MacDonald: If you want to fight an

election on that, just try it.

Mr. Lewis: Yes, I'd have no qualms about

that, and putting the alternatives. That leads

me to my last brief point and then I'll take

my seat. I appreciate the members allowing
me to go about two minutes overtime. There
has been much talk of vested-interest groups,
of people who are tied to other people. I

don't see politics that way and never have. I

understand! that political parties have some

philosophic colleagues in other social institu-

tions. We regard the trade-union movement
as a terrible important movement for social

change, dealing not only with its own mem-
bership but in the broadest possible scope
with all sectors of society, far more usefully,
I may say, than Liberal parties, federally or

provincially, can ever dream of doing.

Mr. Reid: They regard you as a puppet.

Mr. Lewis: We regard the Tories as a party

philosophically at ease with corporate inte-

rests. So what? Wliat we are putting to you

in this Legislature is some kind of basic alter-

native. We think the day is fast approaching
when that opportunity for alternative choice

should be put to the people of Ontario.

What is being debated today is the latest

in a succession of unhappy government re-

versals. I thought it would be the final re-

versal of this month. I note, after that extra-

ordinary announcement about Doctors Hos-

pital yesterday, the government is into yet
another pattern of retrenchment and retreat.

There seems to be no end to it. I say to the

Premier, thoughtfully and respectfully but

forcefully, w^hat he surely must do very soon

is not so much to seek the mandate of the

Legislature but to seek another mandate
from the province.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I really just vdsh to add
a few unprovocative thoughts vdth resx>ect to

the matters that we are discussing as we ap-

proach second reading and the vote on this

very important piece of legislation. In the

very few moments that are available, and I

do not intend to prolong this debate because

I think all that has been said is perhaps all

that is necessary, I'm going to try to get

through to the Leader of the Opposition and

perhaps point out to him the total lack of

logic, the great contradiction and the lack of

responsibility that really he is presenting on

behalf of his party to this House on this

occasion. Perhaps when I'm finished my
remarks he will see that I'm right and that he

is wrong and he will make second reading

very simple and it wall be unanimous here in

this House.

Mr. Lewis: I might not be able to bring
all my colleagues with me.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, I sense that the

Leader of the Oppo^tion/ would have some

difficulty with a few of his ioollea.gues, but

there are some reasonable ones there. I

can't identify them because in identifying
them I would exclude others 'and they would
be upset and I don't Want to do that on
this occalsion.

Mr. MacDonald: You haven't listened to

w'hat he said.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I really think there are

sdme differences, tod this has become very
obvious during this debate, among the three

parties in this House. There are some very
obvious differenceis. The one thing about
this government land the |plarty that I lead

is—and I do like Iboating and I use the

naultioal sort of story^if I or if this govem-
menlt sees isomebodly in trouble, pediiaps
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drowndng, the first thing we would do would
be to—

Mr. Reid: Throw him an anchor?

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, we would throw
them a very sturdy rope vdth fei life jacket
attached to it. Do you know what the Liberal

Party would do?

Mr. Lewis: That'is an old joke.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You would spend half

an hour debating wtho owns the rope before

you throw it. You people would throw sev^nal

ropes, all of them too short, land only to

your friends. That would be the very major
differential among tihe three partieis.

Mr. Roy: You know what you would do?
You'd give them a legal opinion.

Hon. Mr. Davis: That's right.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I stopped giving legal

opinions isome 14 years ago.

Mr. S. Smith: I think what you should
have done ds thrown in the towel.

Hon. Mr. Davis: The member for Samoa,
the member for Ottawa East and the mem-
ber for Wilson Heig'hts-'I don't know about
the member for Armouidale (Mr. Gdvens) or

the member for Kitc^hener—are still all giving
legal opinions. I h'ad to forgo that some
years ago. Hopefully, those learned gentle-
men will never have to forgo that great

pleasure, because I expect—

Mr. Reid: You couldn't do iany worse.

Hon. Mr. Davis: -Jthey will still be able
to continue in private practice for many
years yet to come without makinig the sacri-

fices of becoming a minister of the Crown.
I Can see that never happening.

Mr. Breithaupt: We're practically there
now.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Oh, Jimmy, you wouldn't
want to be. Think what you would have to

give up, the lifestyle.

Mr. Bullbrook: It looks like !a pretty ex-

pensive suit you have on.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I have to tell you that

it is one of my more modest onels, selected

by my wife.

Mr. Bullbrook: You look pretty in it

today.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We're wasting
valuable time.

Hon. Mr. Davis: It was done totally witli-

in the restraint programme, I lassure you.

Mr. MacDonald: You have wandered

away from the bill.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I do apolo-
gize to members of the House if I'm wander-

ing away from the principle of ttihe bill,

because in this way—and I don't do it too

often—'I'm only followinig the example of so

many of the Ispeakers opposite lover the

piast day and a 'half.

Mr. MacDonald: Verbally, I meian.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I would

say to the member for York South, certainly

I wander. I wander in wfhat I Say from
time to time. However, imlike the member
for York South, I do hiave certfeiin objectives
and this government has achieved those ob-

jectives, w'hioh is something the melmber for

York South is going to be frustrated about

the rest of his political life.

Mr. MacDonald: Is that rilght? You want
to bet on it?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Yes, sure.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I don't know wlhether it's

parliamentarv o^ not. I'll ])et $1 with the

member for Yoi'k South, and for me that is a

significant bet.

Mr. Breithaupt: Double or nothing.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, no, no double or

nothing. I'll bet $1.

Mr. MacDonald: I'd be taking money oflF

you.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I've moni-

tored very carefully the suggestions 'and the

thoughts 'being expressed by tihe members

opposite. I didn't have an opportunity to

hear all of them. I rdgret I didn't hear some

of the very learned larguments from the

member for Samia here, but I did hear

some of them in my oflSce land I do sym-

pathize with him, ibecause there is no ques-

tion, the Leader of the Opposition is right;

the meniber for Riverdale ha^ been given
more credit during tihese deliberations than

he deiserves, you have received less than

you deserve but n^tiher of you regally, thank

heaven, have ever had the responsibility of

the Attorney General of this province and
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tihat gives me great oomfort in the long run.

I would say, When the member for Samla
refers to the Attorney General of this pro-
vince then—

Interjeotions.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —I guess it was the mem-
ber for Ottawa East who wasi talking about
the nine-zip decision^

Mr. Roy: That's right.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Oh, I like that phrase,
nine-zip. It's very contemporary, nine-zip. I

would only say to the member for Samia, the

Attorney General's batting average is still

100 per cent better than the leader of his

party successively over the past number of

years, which is a fact that has not escaped
the member for Samia and that was very
obvious today. I say that kindly. I say that

very kindly.

Mr. BuIIbrook: I don't know what you're

talking about. Maybe somebody else can tell

me.

Mr. Lewis: Why don't you say it imkindly?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Well, I am not an unkind

person. How could I say it unkindly?

Mr. Lewis: No, you are not.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am getting back to the

bill.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I think the
House would be better served if there were
fewer interjeotions,

Hon. Mr. Davis: I have a lot to say about
the bill, and I am getting around to it. We
stili have a few minutes.

Mr. Roy: And you should get the

opinion—

Hon. Mr. Davis: You know, Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Roy: —from the member for Scar-

borough Centre.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I think the leader of the
Liberal Party and his really, I think, strong
and intense criticism of the official opposi-
tion-

Mr. Lewis: Venomous.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Venomous is a very good
word.

Mr. Lewis: Rabid.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, rabid has a conno-
tation to it that I wouldn't apply to the

member for Hamilton West.

Mr. S. Smith: I know you two admire each
other but—

Hon. Mr. Davis: Venomous, maybe; but

rabid, no. That would be unfair and unkind
and I don't want to be either of those things.

Mr. S. Smith: Why not? It's summertime.

Hon. Mr. Davis: And, of course, I noticed

that the member for Riverdale and the

Leader of the Opposition were attacking with

some enthusiasm the Liberal Party of On-
tario, In fact, as we sat here we really
wondered who was engaged in the debate.

It really seemed to be a debate once again as

to-

Mr. S. Smith: You haven't been part of it

at all.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —who wants to be num-
ber two. Well, gentlemen, I say to both of

you, God bless you both. You can both be
number two as far as I am concerned, because

neither of you will ever be noimber one.

Mr. S. Smith: Don't bring Darcy into it.

Hon. Mr. Davis: But I did find it inter-

esting-

Mr. Cassidy: Want to l^et?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Listen, I have stretched

the weekly budget with the one bet I have
made. I can't really take on another one

today.

Mr. Lawlor: Back to the bill.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would guess, Mr.

Speaker, that the member for Hamilton West
has sort of unhappy feelings at this moment,
and they relate back to events of last fall. I

can understand this. They, in their wisdom at

that time, opposed provincial boards.

Interjection,

Hon. Mr. Davis: Were in favour, rather, of

provincial boards. They were in support of

them. The New Democratic Party, for what
was then obvious political expediency, did not

want to join with them. The Leader of the

Opposition today is very brave because he
knows that the Liberal Party, for once, is
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showing some judigement and is going to soip-

port the government.

Mr. Cunningham: They were right then.

Hon. Mr. Davis: That makes them feel

more courageous. The rhetoric flows more

easily.

Mr. Lewis: I am regretful.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I listened to the NDP
leader's description of Jean-Luc Pepin. I have
not had the pleasure of listening to him, but

if the member does have some things in

common, as I suggest he was suggesting to

the House in the way he described him, he

really was describing himself.

Mr. Foulds: I thought he was the psy-
chiatrist.

Hon. Mr. Davis: The one thing that he
did not say, and where he exceeds Jean-Luc
Pepin by a mile, is in his own degree of self-

righteousness and as he demonstrated his

position here.

Mr. Lewis: Sanctimonious.

Hon. Mr. Davis: That's true. It reminds me
a little bit of the debate on the Metro
teachers situation.

Mr. MarteL* It is our halo.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Well, the halo as far as

the NDP is concerned has slipped sub-

stantially; but we will leave that for another
occasion.

Mr. Martel: Why don't you try it out with
the people, then?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

An hon. member: You are sanctimonious.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, they are

interrupting—and I am always reluctant to

have interruptions.

Mr. MoflFatt: There is nothing to interrupt.

Hon. Mr. Davis: It reminds me of their

position on the Metro teachers bill. I can
recall speaker after speaker getting up and
saying-

Mr. Cunningham: Teacher after teacher.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —"The teachers have got
to go back in the classroom. The schools

have got to fimction. But on a matter of

principle, we are going to vote against the
bill." I remember the member for Windsor-
Sandwich coming into my oflBce, as he should

have, with some of his constituents when
they—

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: He did. He came in with

them. And the member for Windsor-Walker-
ville (Mr. B. Newman) was also there. The
member for Windsor-Sandwich sympathetic
to the plight of the parents in Windsor be-

cause those students were out of school. And,

"Gosh, we've got to do sojnething about it.

We've got to get those schools open."' Those

parents left my oflBce saying, "Gosh, Mr.

Bounsall is a nice man. He is going to vote

for that."

Mr. Lewis: I guess everybody says gosh
after they leave your ofiBce.

Hon. Mr. Davis: He is going to get them
back to work. No question that was their

impression. What does he do? He comes into

the House and votes against getting the

schools open in Windsor. Never believe it.

Mr. Bounsall: We voted for a bigger alter-

native.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Here today, as they did

yesterday, those people across the House say

they are opposing this on a matter of prin-

ciple. They don't like the anti-inflation pro-

gramme. I am not going to quarrel with that.

I have never said that we are totally satisfied

with all aspects of the AIB. No question that

we are not.

Interjections.

[12:45]

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I don't think there is a

resident of this province or of this country
who is totally satisfied, but one thing I am
satisfied about—

Mr. Lewis: It is satisfying.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I'm not satisfied, I am
concerned about, something the Leader of

the Opposition still doesn't totally understand
—that this country last fall faced serious

economic dijBBculties.

Mr. Lewis: Right. Right.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We are not out of the

woods yet. We are making progress. I hate

to give credit to the government of Canada,
I am a partisan Tory and I don't mind ad-

mitting it.

Mr. Peterson: Go ahead.
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Mr. Roy: We will forgive you.

Hon. Mr. Davis: But I do say-

Mr. Lewis: You are talking about ex-

pediency.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —that if the federal gov-
ernment had to do something, in my view

they should have acted perhaps in a different

fashion earlier and there was a political leader

in this country who said so and the public
didn't agree, and it's wonderful how you
people have become converted, tremendously
encouraging. The fact is you would have us

sit around and do nothing.

Mr. Lewis: No.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You would see the econ-

omy of this country go down the drain, and

you talk about the groups you want to pro-
tect. I know what your kind of protection
means and you revealed a good deal of it

today.

Mr. S. Smith: They would make sure every-

body had the same wage—nothing.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Fewer inter-

jections, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You oppose controls of

this nature, but you would totally control the

energy industry.

Mr. Lewis: Totally, no.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You certainly would.

Mr. Lewis: Yes, we wouldn't let energy
go.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You would control the

automotive insurance industry, you would con-

trol the resource industry, you wouldn't have
to sympathize with the workers at Denison

Mines, you have a simpler solution. You
would become the president of Denison
Mines. You would take it over. Certainly you
would.

Mr. Lewis: That is an interesting thought.
I'd like to consider it.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Can't you just see Elie

Martel, general manager of Inco?

Mr. Martel: I'd consider it a promotion.

Hon. Mr. Davis: The hon. member is a

man of some principle, and I say some prin-

ciple, I've got to tell the Leader of the Op-
position I think he would abandon his prin-

ciples if anybody were foolish enough to

oflFer him the job. They won't.

Mr. Lewis: It will be a Crown corporation.

Hon. Mr. Davis: But if that were to

happen, I will take the phrase from the mem-
ber for Ottawa East, instead of it being one
of the major economic contributors to the

Province of Ontario, International Nickel

under his direction would be zip in terms of

the economy of this province. No question
about it, Elie. It would happen.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: And the other alternative-

Mr. Lewis: This is excellent. What do you
have for Jim?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Sympathy.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I think the member for

Riverdale should be appointed to the Supreme
Court.

Mr. Lewis: What about MacDonald?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I don't know who should

go first, the member for Riverdale or the

member for Samia.

Mr. Conway:
Frank Drea.

Elected, as suggested by

Hon. Mr. Davis: I have a feeling that if

both the member for Samia and the member
for Wilson Heights were offered the oppor-

tunity, the member for Hamilton West would
have to be looking for new candidates right

away. They'd accept the job. I would make
that prediction.

Mr. S. Smith: The member for Scarborough
Centre (Mr. Drea) is ahead of them now.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I listened to your alterna-

tives, and I just have to say, and I say this

very constructively to the Leader of the Op-

position, your alternatives presented in this

House this morning were just pure nonsense.

Mr. MacDonald: Take it out on the hust-

ings and we will try it.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Pure unad*ultered non-

sense.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: It's true. They don't come
to grips with the problem. They don't deal

with the problem whatsover.

Mr. Makarchuk: Take it to the people if it

is nonsense.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.
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Hon. Mr. Davis: They don't deal with the

problem whatsoever. Of course they don't.

Mr. Lewis: Energy, food, insurance.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We'll enumerate them.
You talk about the consumer price index and
what's behind it. How many people voted for

the land spec tax? How many did?

Mr. Lewis: And what has happened?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I will tell you what has

happened. The price of land has been stabil-

ized because of that tax and you people
votedl against it.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You get into the cost of

housing-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You talk about your oppo-
sition to control philosophically. Do you know
really what you are saying to the people of

this House and the i>eople of the Province of

Ontario? Your solution, I understand. I've

understood it for years.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, you wouldn't have an
Anti-Inflation Board, you wouldn't have an
inflation programme. No, what you would
have woidd be a totally controlled economy,
controlled individuals, so they were all totally

responsible to the state. That's your basic

approach. That's how you solve a problem
and that is the basic differential that exists

between us.

You would solve the economic problems
like Barrett did in British Columbia, tremen-
dous solutions. Yoiu: philosophy has certainly
enhanced the economy of the United King-
dom. They have done well under that sort of

philosophy. We can go to jurisdiction after

jurisdiction and we will find-

Mr. Lewis: They inherited it from the
Tories.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Pardon?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Wildman: They went broke with the
Tories.

Hon. Mr. Davis: What was that again? I

couldn't hear you.

Mr. MacDonald: What are your views on
the bill?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I want to

thank the leader of the Liberal Party
—

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Fewer inter-

jections and we'll get on with the debate.

Mr. Lewis: Come on, if you are so con-

fident about it, let's take it to the people.

Mr. MacDonald: He has nothing to say. He
is inviting the interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, pleaise.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I have to be

very honest with tlie members of the House,
I don't mind at all the interjections.

Mr. MacDonald: I know you don't, be-

cause you have nothing to say.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I find them stimulating
and revealing, and they usually reveal not

much thought but they're stimulating. To get
back to the principle of the bill —

Mr. Sweeney: Are you from Scarborough
Centre?

Hon. Mr. Davis: — the principle is very

simple. There was a. court decision handed
down on Monday. I don't know when it was
made but it was handed down on Monday.
The position that was taken with respect to

the constitutionality of the federal legislation

was upheld; a position supported, oibviously,

by this government and, I think, the public

generally. This government did enter into an

agreement. There was no secret about it. The

agreement was tabled. The member for Samia
can couple me with the Prime Minister of

Canada, I won't comment on that. He does

some things I don't; I may do some things
he doesn't, 1 don't know. But I would say to

the member for Samia, there was an oppor-

tunity on several occasions, if you did not

like that which we did you had opportunities
in the past three months to move no-con-

fidence motions. You had on opportunity to

vote with those people a few weeks ago. You
have an opportunity today. The truth of the

matter is, you know —

Mr. BuUbrook: What are you talking about?

We did. We already did.

Hon. Mr. Davis: — in your own heart of

hearts that the route we went, the determina-

tion we made that we would not have a sepa-
rate board for certain groups in the Province

of Ontario was right.

Mr. Bullbrook: Where were you? We did.
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Hon. Mr. Davis: You also know that last

fall you would not have supported it. Cer-

tainly not.

Mr. Bullbrook: You sound like Barry Gold-
water now.

Mr. S. Smith: We know you are right, very
right.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would say to the mem-
ber for Hamilton West there are some days
when I think he is trying to carve a niche

for himself and his party in a position even
to the right of the Treasurer of the Province

of Ontario. It isn't going to wash.

Mr. S. Smith: God forbid.

Mr. Reid: That's right of Attila the Hun.

Hon. Mr. Davis: My colleague said there

isn't any room.

Mr. S. Smith: The world isn't that round.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Where is your great aflFec-

tion for all of these groups? I felt your attack

on the OSSTF, but I say this reasonably be-

cause I've had my differences, some of them
are still here.

Mr. Breithaupt: On the press release.

Mr. Lewis: It was unbalanced.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I thought it was a shade
unfair. Did you read to "die House the last

line of their press report? They supported the

anti-inflation programme. They just want one
that more suits their purposes.

Mr. Breithaupt: Yes, I've got it.

Mr. S. Smith: If it gives them 39 per cent.

Hon. Mr. Davis: That's understandable. I

can understand that. I just don't happen to

agree with it. At least, I wasn't one or those

last fall who did and is today changing my
mind. You agreed with it last fall. You wanted
a provincial board. The inequities that would
have been created for the people of this

province would have been grossly unfair.

Mr. S. Smith: That's arrant nonsense. It

would have applied the same guidelines and

you know it.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Let me tell you this, if

this province had not discharged what we
think is something of a national responsibility

Mr. Lewis: Don't promote it. Be careful,

you're walking on thin ice. You could pro-
voke a spontaneous election.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I have spent all of my
political life walking on thin ice, but I would

say to the hon. member we've managed to

survive and we're going to survive for a lot

longer yet. I thank the member for Hamilton
West for his party's support. I recognize it's

a great change of position, a change of heart,
which gives me encouragement.

Mr. S. Smith: It's just too late now to do
what should have been done in the first place.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You still think we should

have provincial boards?

Mr. S. Smith: Yes, we should have had it

but it's too late.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. There are only
a few moments left.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I find your position even
more difiicult to understand.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We're making no apolo-

gies for entering into that agreement nor are

we making any apologies for making the

decision, which is really basic to the debate,

that the public sector in this province should

be treated in the same fashion as the private
sector.

Mr. Lewis: Unfairly.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I talked to some of my
friends who are supporters of yours—I'm not

sure as enthusiastically as they were—mem-
bers of the UAW. They say to me very

simply—

Mr. Breaugh: Get out.

Hon. Mr. Davis: "If Jean-Luc Pepin is

going to adjudicate what I get, why in

heaven's name shouldn't he adjudicate what

everybody else gets in the Province of On-

tario?" Tell me what's wrong with that?

Where is the lack of equity?

Mr. Lewis: The whole programme is

wrong,

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: But we have the pro-

gramme.

Mr. Lewis: We don't have to co-operate
with it. Why do we have to co-operate with

it?

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, you still want to hold

out to these people from the teachers' federa-
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tion that you are supporting their point of

view. You're saying this to the whole public
sector. Of course you are.

It is just like the teachers bill—you try to

have it both ways. Mr. Speaker, it is as

simple as this. If this bill does not pass, it's

not a question of Da\'is or chaos; I tell you

right now, there will be chaos. There will be

inequities.

Mr. Lewis: There is chaos.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Sure, the temptation is

great. Believe me, it is great. It was great
on Monday to say, "Let's test the political

feelings of the people of this province." Mr.

Speaker, there would l>e 38 to 40 days

during which there would be very great diffi-

culties and I think it would be totally ir-

responsil)le. I've got news for the Leader of

the Opposition; I've got news for the member
for Hamilton West. It may cause him some
doubts. We're just as eager, at the proper
time, to test the feelings of the people of

this province. I want to tell the NDP leader

and the member for Hamilton West some-

thing-

Mr. S. Smith: We have our own surveys if

you would like to see them.

Mr. Cassidy: AKvays tomorrow, but never

today.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —they have a lot of

homework to do l>efore they tesit them.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Davis: A lot of homework to do.

Mr. S. Smith: At the proper time we will

make a fight.

Mr. Lewis: You would be going now if }Ou
felt secure.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Fm' a competitive political

person but I also ha\e the responsibility of

being Premier of this province. I say to the
Leader of the Opposition that if he wants to

demonstrate responsibility, here is the oppor-
tunity. There is no alternative to the passage
of this bill.

Mr. Lewis: Okay; pass it.

Hon. Mr. Davis: If he wants to see chaos
in this province, if he w^nts to see pensioners
and others, the disadvantaged, furtfier suflFer

from the ravages of inflation, le^t him vote

against it. I would say very simply that his

alternatives here this morning present no
\ iable solutions to the problems of inflation

in this province and this country.

,1 know his solution. It's simplistic; it's total

control and we reject it. I say as simply as I

can—there are about 10 minutes left—please
consult with your colleagues; for once, exer-

cise some responsibility and support the

passage of this very important bill which is

essential to the economic welfare of so many
people in this province.

The House divided on the motion by Hon.

Mr. McMurtry for second reading of Bill 127,

which was approved on the following vote:

Ayes Nays

Auld
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Ayes

McKeough
McKessock

McMurtry
McNeil
Meen
Miller

(Haldimand-Norfoik)
Miller

(Muskofca)
Morrow
Newman
(Durham-York)
Newman
(Windsor-

Walkendlle)
Nixon
Norton

O'Neil

Parrott

Peterson

Reed

(Halton-

Burlington)
Reid

(Rainy River)

Rhodes
Riddell

Rollins

Roy
Ruston

Ayes

Scrivener

Shore

Singer
Smith

(Hamilton

Mountain)
Smith

(Hamilton West)
Snow
Spence
Stephenson

Sweeney
Taylor
Timbrell

Villeneuve

Welch
Wells

Wiseman
Worton
Yakabuski-80.

Clerk of the House: Mr. Speaker, the "ayes"
are 80; the "nays" 35.

Motion agreed to; second reading of the

bill.

Mr. Speaker: Shall this bill be ordered for

third reading?

Agreed.

The House recessed at 1 p.m.
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The House met at 2:05 p.m.

Prayers.

OMBUDSMAN'S REPORT
ON PICKERING

Mr. Speaker: Just before we commence

the business of the afternoon, I want to

inform the House that I have received, on

behalf of the House, the report of the Om-
budsman relating to the North Pickering pro-

ject, together with his letter of transmittal,

which I feel I should read to the House. The

letter is addressed to me.

Dear Mr. Speaker:

Re the North Pickering project, on June
22 last I sent my report in connection with

the North Pickering project and my recom-

mendations as Ombudsman to the hon. John

Rhodes, Minister of Housing.

On July 7 last, Mr. Rhodes wrote to me
rejecting my recommendations for the reasons

he amplified in a press statement of the same

date. Subsequently, on July 8, I delivered to

the Premier, the hon. William Davis, a copy
of the report. I did this pursuant to the provi-

sions of section 22, subsection 4, of the

Ombudsman Act.

In my letter to the Premier I urged him
to accept my report and its recommendations.
I had useful meetings with the Premier on

Wednesday, July 14, and a further meeting
at 10 a.m. today, Thursday the 15th. I feel

encouraged by these discussions, and feel they
should continue for a reasonable time and so

long as hope exists that a resolution of the

problem arising out of my report can be
worked out.

However, I have a dilemma. The Legisla-
ture is now in session. Section 22, subsection

4 of the Act also authorizes me to make such
a report to the assembly itself on the matter
as I see fit. The statute reads as follows:

If, within a reasonable time after the

report is made, no action is taken which
seems to the Ombudsman to be adequate
and appropriate, the Ombudsman in his

discretion, after considering the comments,
if any, made by or on behalf of any gov-
ernmental organization affected, may send

Thursday, July 15, 1976

a copy of the report and recommendations

to the Premier and may thereafter make

such reports to the assembly on the matter

as he thinks fit.

If I do not report to the assembly forthwith,

the whole affair could not be dealt with by
members of the Legislature until October

when the House resumes again. This delay

would be unfortunate from the point of view

of the Pickering landowners. If I report im-

mediately, the present sitting of the Legisla-

ture becomes seized of the matter and in the

event that my discussions with the Premier

do not result in satisfactory solution, the

matter could then be dealt with either later

this month or very early in August, assuming
the members of Legislature are agreeable to

such an arrangement.

Accordingly and pursuant to section 22,

subsection 4 of the Act, I am now therefore

reporting to the assembly through you. I am
enclosing a copy of my report in connection

with the North Pickering project and I am
also enclosing a copy of my letter to the

Premier, dated July 8, 1976.

Notwithstanding this, I would very much

hope the Premier and I be given the fullest

possible opportunity to continue our discus-

sions and that any review of the matter by
the Legislature would be held in abeyance
until our discussions are concluded. I would
be grateful if you would forward a copy of

this letter and the enclosures to the Leader of

the Opposition, Stephen Lewis, and to the

leader of the Liberal Party, Dr. Stuart Smith.

Additional copies of my report on the

North Pickering project are being distributed

to all members of the Legislature.

Yours faithfully,

Arthur Maloney,
Ombudsman

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order, the matter now being in your hands
and so in the hands of the Legislature by
virtue of the statute, could you tell the

House how you propose to deal with it? The
statute is silent insofar as to what happens
after the third step has been taken. The first

step was, a report goes to the minister. If

the minister does not concur with it, it then

goes to the Premier. If the Premier does not
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concur, it then goes to the House. It is here

now, having taken that route. With great

respect to the Ombudsman, I don't think it

hes within his mouth to suggest when it be

dealt with.

I see the Premier has a piece of paper
there; perhaps he has a resolution. In the

absence of something positive, perhaps I

could pursue this point. But I'll gladly give

way to the Premier if he wants to speak in

regard to that.

Mr. Speaker: Statements by the ministry.

OMBUDSMAN'S REPORT
ON PICKERING

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I have a

statement related to this matter which has

been discussed by the House leaders. As
members are aware, the Ombudsman has

recently filed a report with the Minister of

Housing with respect to land acquisitions in

the North Pickering area.

Pursuant to the report and the response

setting out the position of his ministry by
my colleague, I met with the Ombudsman
twice yesterday and once this morning to

consider the most appropriate fashion for

dealing with the recommendations in his

report.

As members are aware, the Act establish-

ing the Office of the Ombudsman, which

provides for filing with the Speaker 'any re-

poiit whidh the Ombudsman believes should

be filed, after consultation with the minister

involved and the Premier, does not provide
for remedy thereafter.

While the report might be debated that

would not necessarily provide for the remedy
suggested in the Ombudsman's report for

the aggrieved citizens. Similarly, wflhile !a

vote int the Legislature might approve a

report, while that vote may or may not be
deemed by the Legislature to be ia matter

of loonfidence, the end result could still fail

to ladhieve any of the remedies suggested in

the Ombudsman's report.

In essence, tlhercfore, the real purpose of

the Ombudsman's office, namely to identify

administraitive inijiistice and recommend wiays
for justice to be done, might ultimately, in

terms of the individuals involved, still be
frustrated by events beyond anyone's con-

trol.

This government believes it & critical that

the Ombudsman's office not only haive the

oapadty to bargain, persuade and play the

role of advocate for the private citizen who
feels aggrieved but that the Legislature

should as well have the capacity to con-
sider in a thorough and thoughtful fashion

any of those recommendations or findings
of the Ombudsraam that the government has

not, through negotiation, been aible to

accept. A similar view was, in fact, ex-

pressed by the committee on the Ombuds-
man and listed in Votes and Proceedings,
Dec. 11, 1975, and was a procedure in

which the Ombudsman expressed positive

initerest on Nov. 13.

It is therefore tihe intention of the govem-
merit, with the co-operation of the House

leaders, to Istrike a select committee of the

Legislature which shall meet when and if

it is imipossible for the Ombudsman and the

government to reach an equitable agreement
on any findings or reoommendiations in any
report.

With re'spect to the North Pickering situa-

tion, I will continue to discuss the matter

witJh the Ombudsman in an eflFort to find

the equitable solution w'hich I still believe

to be possible. If, however, it becomes clear

tihat both the Ombudsman land the Premier

must agree to disagree, the matter could be
dealt with immediately by the select com-

mittee appointed by this House to deal with

specifically this 'type of circumstance. The

report of that committee would then be

formally before the HouSe to deal with as

it felt appropriate.

It is the view of the government th>at this

mec?hanism will, in fact, provide a formal

legislative vessel in whidh the recommen-

dations of the Ombudsman can he conveyed
to the Legislature for discharge las mem-
bers of this House feel appropriate, based on

the assessment of an all-piarty committee of

this Legislature, a procedure whidh I under-

stand to be acceptable to the Ombudsman.

This procedure enhances the capacities of

the Ombudsman to place matters of urgency
on the agenda of the Legisl'alture while

ensuiring the Legislature's right to participate
in the procdss of ensuring equity and pro-
tection for the broad public interest in the

assessment oif all recommendations in any

report of the Ombudsman which the Om-
budsman, in his wisdom, refers to this

assembly.

Mr. Lewis: I gather there will be a

motion moved l^ter bn ihe Ombud'smlan and

thait will open up an avenue for debate?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Yes.

Mr. Lewis: Fine.
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HOSPITAL CLOSINGS

Mr. Lewis: A question to itihe Premier, if

I may. What possible rationale is there for

providinig an avenue of reprieve, about
wthich all of us are pleaised, for Doobors

Hospital in Toronto without providing the

same avenue of reprieve for the other oom-

mum'ty hospitals which have been closed

down by the government? How can the
Premier justify rthe fuither discriminatory
fcreaJtment against Clinibon, Durham, Paris

and Ohesley?

Hon. Mr. Davis; Mr. Speaker, I think that

matter might be more properly answered by
the Minister of Health (Mr. F. S. Miller). I

would make 'a technical correction to the

Leader of the Oppositions question; the

government has n)ot closed those hospitals.

to.

Mr. Bain: Not because you didn't want

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Lewis: By way of supplementary, I

would turn to -die Minister of Health, but
he s not here.

Hon. Mr. Davis: He will be Ihere.

Mr. Lewis: This may be the laist day for

a bit. Let me hope tfbat he comeis in; if so
I wliH revert.

POLLUTION REPORT

Mr. Lewis: May I ask the Minister of the

Environment a question? He is aware, I take

it, that deep in the catacombs of his ministry
there is something called "Alternative Pro-

posals for Pollution Abatement in the Ontario

Pulp and Paper Industry," by Jack Donnan
and Peter Victor, dealing with northwestern
Ontario in a way highly critical of the govemr-
ment; that the report has been available to

the ministry since 1973 but not yet released?
When is it to be released?

[2:15]

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, I think that

report was made available in 1974. I'm not

exactly sure of the date. I haven't seen it,

but I question whether it is highly critical of

the govenmient. It does make certain observa-
tions regarding our deaHngs with the pulp
and paper industry and what methods we
should use to make sure that they are adher-

ing to our standards—effluent standards and
emission standards—and it makes certain sug-

gestions.

The report, as 1 understand it, is basically
an in-house report. It was commissioned for

the purpose of establishing policy within the

ministry and with the government, and ap-

parently there was no intention of making
the report public or releasing the report.

I have discussed this with the officials in my
ministry as a result of a letter from the en-

vironment critic in the NDP caucus and I

hoj>e to have a decision on that. I think the

report will have to be released and discussed,

but as I say, some of the observations made
in the report regarding how we should deal

with the paper industry have been, in fact,

implemented and some have been rejected,

but I would expect the report will be released.

Mr. Lewis: The rr.inister has an astonishing

grasp for someone who hasn't read it, but

then that's understandable.

I must ask, by way of supplementaTy, could

the minister treat it as a matter of some

urgency, given the Reed Paper negotiations

at the moment, the incipient agreement? I

understand that the way in which the report
deals with the pulp and paper industry is

such a departure fromi the fashion in which

it has been dealt with hitherto that it might
bear on those negotiations. Could he there-

fore get it out quickly?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I'll get it out as quickly
as p>ossible.

Mr. Lewis: Oh I'm sorry, the Minister of

Health isn't here. Where is the House leader?

He's not here either, my goodness.

Mr. B. Newman: He is hiding.

Mr. Conway: Giving Lorne Henderson a

Wintario grant.

HOSPITAL CLOSINGS

Mr. Lewis: I'll go back then to the Premier,

not reluctantly but forcefully: I want to know

why the govenraient is removing from the

other ho^itals
a fmrther non-legal route of

appeal which it is clearly giving to Doctors

Hospital by including it appropriately in a

new survey of beds and utHization rates in

this area? Why should those outlying com-

munity hospitals be chopped off through the

court process when we have opened up an

alternative process for one?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I think if

the Minister of Health were here he would

explain to the Leader of the Opposition that

they are quite different situations. We're

dealing here in Metropohtan Toronto with a



4054 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

study that encompasses several thousand

beds, a number of hospitals and a very large

population.

Mr. S. Smith: And a lot of votes.

Mr. Speaker: Ordler, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I'm trying to explain it as

logically as I can. I think the minister con-

templates in his study, hopefully, other inn-

formation that could assist in the rationaliza^

tion of health services in Metropolitan
Toronto. I don't think it can be related to the
situation of Durham and Clinton. I really
think we're talking about different issues and,
with great respect, I can't really see the

parallel the Leader of the Opposition) is

attempting to draw.

Mr. S. Smith: It feels different being sick

in Toronto, I suppose?

Mr. Conway: Anything to save Grossman.

Mr. Lewis: Ks the Premier trying to put
upon the House that the heialth needs and
the health priorities in Metropolitan Toronto
are somehow more sacred than they are in

Durham or Chesley, or Clinton or Paris? Why
is he making this invidious distinction? They
all went to court. We're giving special rights
to one of them, which we agree with. Why
don't we extend it to all?

Mr. Conway: Anything to save Larry Gross-
man's political neck.

Mr. S. Smith: The others are in Liberal

ridings. It is very simple.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: J think the Leader of the

Opposition, of course, as is his custom on
occasion, has asked a question that is totally
unfair and totally inadourate.

Ilnterjectionis.

Hon. Mr. Davis: It isn't apparently a fair

question. This government has made it very
clear over the years that it is concerned about
health oare, educational facilities and every
other aspect of government programmes
throughout this province, as it is in Metro-
politan Toronto. Any suggestion by the
Leader of the Opposition that some preferen-
tial treatment is being given to Metropolitan
Toronto is untrue and is a point of view that
I just cannot accept.

Mr. S. Smith: Supplementary: Given the
obvious confusion that existed in terms of

trying to establish a proper number of hos-

pital beds in various areas in this province.

and the fact that this is now to be studied in

Toronto, why can a similar study not be
mounted which would take into account

Brant county^, Grey county, Huron county,
and the other areas that have been involved
so that there can be a sensible description of

how it is that hospital beds are arrived at in

each area now that the department of the

ministry has been disbanded, the ones re-

sponsible for that hopeless regression analysis?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Those assessments by and

large have aheady been made. I think even
the member for Hamilton West, who should
have some greater knowledge of this than he
is demonstrating, realizes there are some sig-
nificant differences.

Mr. S. Smith: There are more voters in

Toronto, aren't there?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Nonsense.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

iMr. Roy: I have a supplementary for the

Premier, who prides himself on his govern-
ment's ability and foresight and capability.
Will he explain to me again, as I tried to get
it yesterday, how is it that the government
would embark on a programme of closing

hospitals across this province prior to that

type of study? What kind of planning is that?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I certainly agree with the

first part of the hon. member's question. It is

a delight to hear him acknowledge that this

government has been foresighted, farsighted,

responsible and all the rest of it. What was
the other part of his question?

Mr. Peterson: You are too much.

Mr. Roy: Does the Premier want me to

repeat it?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am sure the Minister of

Health would be delighted to enlighten the
member fiuther.

Mr. Roy: No, you are confused.

Mr. Speaker: Does the Leader of the Op-
position have fiuther questions?

Mr. Roy: No, he forgot the second part of

my question,

Mr. Speaker: No, the Leader of the Oppo-
sition.

Mr. Roy: May I ask the Premier a question?

Mr. Speaker: No. You might have an op-
portunity later perhaps, but the Leader of
the Opposition has another question.
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Mr. Roy: No, he forgot the second part of

the question.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please, U call upon the

Leader of the Opposition for his question.

WINTARIO AID FOR
MEDICAL RESEARCH

Mr. Lewis: May I ask the Premier a sepa-

rate but related question? When did cabinet

mike the policy decision and what spawned
it, to embark on this new Wintario extrav-

aganza with the designated moneys to be

used for medical research and health facilities,

and what exactly does the government mean

by health facilities?

Hon. Mr. Davis: These matters are still

being finalized by cabinet. The Minister of

Culture and Recreation (Mr. Welch), I am
sure, would be able to give some broader

outline, but the general concept is that the

proceeds would be used for certain health

purposes possibly and certain environmental

purposes. If the member asks me to give a

specific example, I think in the area of health

perhaps some of it might be allocated for

specific areas of medical research, perhaps
even in the areas of occupational health.

The fact is that we are going into this other

form of lottery. The Olympic Lottery comes

to an end and this government has determined

that it will move in. I think ultimately per-

haps so will the other provinces. The funds

could be used from the proceeds for those

two areas of interest. It hasn't been defined

or finally settled, but I think those are two of

the very real areas where the funds could

be allocated.

Mr. Roy: Supplementary. Does the gov-
ernment intend to seek legislative approval
for this change in this new lottery or does

the Premier feel that the present Act that was

passed some time ago in this House is ade-

quate to permit the government to proceed
with this type of lottery? Has he sought the

legal opinion of the Attorney General on this?

Mr. Reid: Test it in the courts.

Hon. Mr. Davis: 1 will say to the member
for Ottawa East that this additional lottery

will only be established if we have the legal

basis to do so. I can give him that assurance.

Interjections.

Mr. Lewis: I think my friend from Ottawa
East has fastened' on to something rather use-

ful because doesn't the Act as it now stands

provide money for recreational and cultural

purposes? Would the government, therefore,

not need another law so that the opposition
could have asked about the way in which this

government is ordering its spending by prior-

ities in trying to bail itself out of certain

parts of the health mess this way—which may
be one way, but shouldn't we have a chance

to comment on it?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I think if a

decision is made by the government to have

the funds from this additional lottery allo-

cated into certain areas of government ex-

penditure, the members opposite certainly

should have every opportunity to comment
on it. If the Leader of the Opposition is sug-

gesting that some of the existing proceeds
from the Wintario lottery are not going in the

areas that the Leader of the Opposition would

say have priority-

Mr. MofFatt: That's a cheap shot.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Well, it's the only infer-

ence one can get from the question. I am

glad to have that reaction, because if that is

not the inference, what the member is then

saying to me is that he agrees totally with

where the proceeds from Wintario are

presently going.

Mr. Lewis: No.

Hon. Mr. Davis: That's what he is saying.

Mr. Speaker: Any further questions? The
Leader of the Opposition.

Mr. Lewis: There are several inferences,

and I am not sure I understand any of them.

I simply wanted to get a sense from the

Premier of new legislation. Has the Premier

not been burned or embarrassed suflBciently

in the events of the last 72 hours that he

would bring these things before the House?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, as I say,

there has been no final determination made.
I don't feel burned at all by events; be-

cause of proceedings here, even by the sun.

I don't feel burned at all today. I would say
to the Leader of the Opposition that there

will be ample opportunity to discuss whatever

government policy decisitm. is made. I have

tried to be helpful to the member for Ottawa
East in just assuring him that if there is need

for legislation, we will have legislation. There

is no problem.

Mr. Roy: How is it, then, that when the

Premier says there is no final determination,

Marshall Pollock held a press conference and

said the first draw will take place on Oct. 31?

What's going on?
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Hon. Mr. Davis: I think the question, if

memory serves me correctly, was where the

funds were going. As I say, that has not been

finally determined.

Mr. Speaker: Does the Leader of the Oppo-
sition have any further question?

Mr. Lewis: I don't think I should ask any

TRUCKERS' LICENCES

Mr. S. Smith: I will ask a question of the

Minister of Transportation and Communica-
tions. Is the minister aware that today at

10 a.m. there was a hearing chaired by Mr.
Aiken and two other members of his ministry
to cancel vehicle permits issued to Heaton
Truck Rentals Limited because of the fact

that Mr. Heaton had a number of convictions

for operating without a PCV licence, even

though he claims to be a leasing company?
Would the minister not agree that this is pre-
cisely the subject matter of the committee's

investigations, and should people be put out
of business while this committee is going
about its deliberations?

Hon. Mr. Snow: I was not aware of that

particular hearing and, of course, it would
be dealt with by my staff under the adminis-
tration of the laws of the province as they
stand today. I would presume that imder
those laws, this action would be taken. But I

do not have details on it, and wouldn't wish
to comment further.

Mr. Reid: Supplementary, if I may. Would
the minister not agree, since previous de-

cisions of people in his
ministry ihave been

struck down by the courts, and in fact the

courts have foimd that these people were

operating legally under existing laws, that

his people should not continue to harass these

people until the select committee has made its

report and the government has dianged the

legislation?

Hon. Mr. Snow: I think there are a lot of

assumptions in that question. The hon. mem-
ber seems to be assuming what the select

committee will recommend and what laws

may be changed. Because there is a select

committee studying the trucking industry in

the province. I dbn't believe that should mean
that the ministry should not proceed with

prosecutions where they are warranted. I am
not sure at all that this particular case that

has been mentioned is in any way similar to

any previous cases that are being referred to.

Mr. Reid: One further supplementary, if I

may. Would the minister not agree that he

withdrew Bill 4, which was supposed to clear

up this situation, and set up a select commit-
tee to look into it? He introduced Bill 4 to

clear it up and then withdrew it, and the

purpose of Bill 4 was to clarify the situation

which is still unclear because he didn't pro-
ceed with the bill. Therefore they have no

legal stance to continue these kinds of

actions against these people.

[2:30]

Hon. Mr. Snow: I don't agree at all with

that statement, Mr. Speaker. First of all, the

bill was not withdrawn; the bill is still on

the order paper of this Legislature.

Mr. Reid: It hasn't been proceeded with.

Hon. Mr. Snow: It has not been^ proceeded
with. There are other bills on the order paper
as well.

Mr. Cassidy: You fell back by standing still.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, that does not

mean at all that Bill 4 was designed to deal

v^ath one particular aspect of illegal trucking.

Mr. Reid: You said that yourself—

Hon. Mr. Snow: There are other aspects
of illegal trucking and this may^

Mr. Reid: —that that was the purpose of

the bill.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Snow: These charges which are

being referred to may very well relate to

some other aspect completely unrelated to

Bill 4.

ETOBICOKE OLYMPIC FACILITIES
FUND LTD.

Mr. S. Smith: A question to the Attorney
General: This follows to some extent my
question of June 15 to the Minister of Con-

sumer and Commercial Relations (Mr.

Handleman), which be answered privately
but not in the House, and relates to the

Etobicoke Olympic Facilities Fund Ltd. You

may recall, Mr. Speaker, that I inquired of the

ministry whether it had some information as

to why that fund was able to keep from re-

vealing any information about how it used its

funds or how it elected what use these funds

were put to.

Can the Attorney General tell us whether
he is in a position to report on this fund,
in keeping with the fact that a group of

citizens from Etobicoke have requested him
to look into the matter?
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Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, this

matter was first brought to my attention this

morning. A letter was received in my oflBce

yesterday from the group of citizens to which
the leader of the Liberal Party refers. It is

my intention to do what we can within our

ministry to investigate the matter or at least

to report back to the citizens as to the appro-

priate avenues they might pursue if we are

unable to assist.

LOT LEVIES

Mr. S. Smith: A separate question to the

Minister of Housing. I feel I should ask him a

question during his remaining days in the

ministry.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Don't worry about

him.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: He'll be around longer
than you.

Mr. S. Smith: If I'm to your right, Darcy,

you might be right.

Is the minister concerned about and will

he please comment on the device of lot levies

being adopted by many municipalities to meet
the cost of services, particularly in the city of

Mississauga? Has he considered establishing
a maximum standard—there is a minimum
standard—for hard services so that municipali-
ties can't make increasingly large demands in

order to expand their property tax base and
increase the price of housing?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Are you saying Missis-

sauga's are too high?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Speaker, we cer-

tainly have been concerned about the lot

levies which have been imposed and the in-

creasing size of these levies. One of the

problems which I think the hon. member is

probably aware of is that the moneys realized

from lot levies are not necessarily for hard
services. Many municipalities are simply
placing that money into their general revenue
funds and using it to supply what we might
refer to as soft services which they feel are

required as a result of the increased popula-
tions created by new subdivisions.

We certainly have been attempting to find

some solution to the problem which, I sug-
gest, is certainly adding to the increased
costs of housing in^ this province—these con-

tinually increasing lot levies. It's a system
that's spreading right across the province; it's

not only in one or two municipalities. Frankly,
we had hoped to place some sort of maxi-
mum on the levy which can be charged or to

stipulate where those moneys can be used,

say, for hard services rather than for the
soft-service type of facility.

BROWNDALE OPERATIONS

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Attorney
General, a brief one on Browndale: Is he in

a position to tell us the results of the Ontario
Provincial Police investigation into the fact

that Browndale Ontario has been leasing from
a profit-making parent company? I believe
the rackets division was looking into this.

Could he give us any report on this now that

the audit has been available for some time?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, I've had
no recent report in relation to this investiga-
tion. I'm afraid I have no information that

would be helpful to the House at this time.

Mr. Eakins: Why doesn't the minister re-

lease the document?

TORONTO REFINERS AND
SMELTERS LTD.

Mr. Grossman: I have a question of the

Minister of the Environment. In view of the

fact that Toronto Refiners and Smelters Ltd.
won't be meeting the July 21 deadline for

installation of new p>ollution controls, I

wonder what steps the miinstry is taking to

make sure that these works are undertaken
and completed shortly? Specifically, I would
be interested to know what arrangements are

being forced to be sure that the soil in the

area is replaced, as recommended by the

report?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, I think the

hon. member is referring to an article in this

morning's newspaper which refers to To-
ronto Refiners and Smelters Ltd. and talks

about a July 21 deadline. That has been

delayed for about two months because of the

city of Toronto's 45-ft height limit bylaw
which is having some effect on a stack we're

requiring the company to install. We feel the

company will do this and the company has

assured us that the contract has been let. It

has an approval, a permit, although the OMB
hasn't approved it yet and we hope there

will be no problems there.

Regarding the removal of the soil, I'm

meeting with the heads of the companies next

week, hopefully, to discuss steps and pro-
cedures with respect to removing the soil as

recommended by the hearing board report.

I would like to say that there have been
some newspaper reports to the effect that the
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arrangement will be a shared-cost one be-
tween the province, the city and the com-
panies. I have said in this House on a number
of occasions—and the reports also recommend
this—that the companies would be respon-
sible for removing the soil and for paying the
costs of disposing of that soil as recommended
by the hearing board report. I did indicate
in a press interview that if, in eflFect, we are

not able to force the companies or to require
them to remove the soil we may have to get
into some type of shared-cost basis. The first

priority is that the companies are responsible
for cleaning up and removing the contami-
nated soil.

Mrs. Campbell: I have a supplementary,
Mr. Speaker. The minister has referred to a

meeting that is to take place with the com-
pany. Could he lalso advise us 'as to the status

of the meeting with the local iboard of health
a;s promised by the Premier to Aid. Johnston
as of June 18?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, the mayor of

Toronto has been invited to this meeting. At
that time I hope to be able to discuss the

possibility of meeting with representatives of
the boird df health.

I've also asked the members of the hearing
board if there is some possibility that they
could attend a. meeting which might be ar-

ranged with the Toronto Board of Health
because it's that report about which there
has been some criticism. It's questionable
whether or not it would be proper for the
members of the hearing board to attend such
a meeting. I'm trying to get that straightened
out because I think it's important that they
be here. After that, I hope to arrange the

meeting to which the hon. member is re-

ferring.

Mrs. Campbell: A supplementary, Mr.
Speaker: Could the minister then advise
whether the board has at long last had before
it the statistical information of the task force
which it seemed so urgently inclined not to

look at in arriving at its conclusions?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: That, Mr. Speaker, would
be part of the documentation, shall we say,
that will be included in a meeting between
the board of health and the representatives of
the hearing board.

UNITED ASBESTOS PLANT

Mr. Bain: Mr. Speaker, I have a question
of the Minister of National Resources. Will
the minister indicate to the House if any of
the readings, whether personal or area air

samples taken at United Asbestos since the
mill resumed operation, have exceeded two

parts per cubic centimetre?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Speaker, the parti-
cular plant at Matachewan is still in a startup

stage. They are at aibout a 30 to 40 per cent

production capacity. I am told that they are

exceeding the two fibres per cubic centimetre

as of last week and were told to cut back on
their production capacity and production
levels. We are monitoring it very carefully. I

don't have the exact details, but I would be

pleased to supply the member with all those

facts as soon as they become available to me.

iMr. Bain: Supplementary: Will the minister

table in the House all the readings which
have been taken at the mill since the mill

resumed operation?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Yes, Mr. Speaker. I

would be pleased to table the information

that I have.

Mr. Laughren: Will the minister consider

as well continual monitoring in the mill in

view of the fact that the production levels

now, while he may regard them as startups,
are higher than they have ever been? Will ne

agree to establish continual monitoring, both

air and personal, in the mill?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Speaker, that is an

arrangement that we have already insisted

upon and certainly we will continue to do so
in the future, as the mill is in operation and
if it comes into full operation.

AMUSEMENT PARK
SAFETY INSPECTIONS

Mr. B. Newman: A question of the Minister

of Consumer and Commercial Relationsi in

regard to the second serious' accident that

took place at the amusement park on Bob-Lo
Island: Is the minister considering requiring
the display of a certificate of m.echanical

fitness or of safety inspection on each ride at

an amusemient park, so that the citizen would
be assured that that ride is safe and has been

inspected either by the municipality or by the

minister's own officials?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, we
have suggested on a number of occasions to

the municipalities that because fairs move
from one place to another a provincial inspec-
tion would serve no purpose unless we fol-

lowed them right around the province. We
have suggested to the municipalities that they
undertake the inspections. We have prepared
a model bylaw for their adoption. We hope
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that after they review it through the municipal
liaison committee they will, in fact, adopt
the bylaw. The argument has been put to

us, of course, that the municipalities have no

expertise in this area. I want to say that

neither has my ministry and that they would

have to buy it fromi the same people that we

would, who would be engineers.

Mr. Conway: Send Frank Drea.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: I have no objection

whatsoever, Mr. Speaker, to reviewing the

bylaw to ascertain whether or not a certifi-

cate of inspection is required. I would assume

if a ride is inspected and found to be safe,

there would be some proof of that given to

the owner and operator of the ride. But we
do not feel this is a provincial initiative that

should be taken, because we simply could

not follow every ride, which is usually dis-

mantled one weekend and installed in an-

other location on the following Monday.

Mr. S. Smith: You've been taking the prov-

ince for a ride for quite a while.

Mr. B. Newman: Supplementary: Is the

minister prepared to have his ministry pro-
vide instruction to municipal inspectors so

that they could familiarize themselves with

the requirements of safety inspection of the

various rides? Would the minister also con-

sider the requiring of the operators of these

amusement parks to report to the police any
accident or injury that may occur as a result

of the use of the ride, rather than as- at

present requiring them to report to the minis-

try or to the local police only in the case of

a fatalit)?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: With regard to the

first part of the question, Mr. Speaker, I

don't think we could instruct the municipal

inspectors because we don't have that exper-

tise ourselves. What we would suggest to

them is that they do buy that kind of

expertise from engineering companies and

charge the ride operators for the inspection,

just as we, in the case of elevators, charge
the owner of the elevator an inspection fee

which covers the service.

As far as the second part of the question
is concerned, I don't know what the law

would be in reporting of accidents, and per-

haps we could take a look at the bylaw to see

whether or not there is a requirement. But

certainly I would assume that any responsible
businessman who has an accident on his

premises will protect himself by reporting the

circumstances which led to the accident.

CLAIMS FOR LUNG CANCER

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, shortly

before the House recessed in June, the hon.

Leader of the Opposition asked me to investi-

gate the claims of certain Elliot Lake workers

who had acquired lung cancer in their work

in that area. I have done so, and I would

like to report to the House that this
problem

has been one which the Workmen s Com-

pensation Board was aware of for the past

year. They've had some correspondence with

the union and I know have had recent dis-

cussions with the unions about this problem.

[2:45]

The reliability of working level month

calculations, I think, was the main problem

raised by the union. The board recognized

the lack of absolute reliability of the working

level month calculations and certainly assured

the union at that time, and has reassured the

union recently, that each claim would be

adjudicated on the individual facts of the case,

rather than specifically on working level

months, and that the benefit of reasonable

doubt would apply in all cases. This is still

the basis for all the board's decisions.

The benchmark of 120 working level

months is the point beyond which it is gen-

erally accepted that the incidence of lung

cancer in uranium miners begins to exceed

that of the public and is therefore a significant

figure. But it is only one of several factors in

the guidelines for adjudication which were

established in 1976. The individual working

level months records have not been taken as

mathematical absolutes in any of these in-

stances.

In fact, in the claims already allowed,

several have had individual working level

months records much below 120 months, and

this did certainly not adversely influence the

decision on behalf of those workers. It's only

where there is no other basis for allowance

that working level months are considered as

well, in order to raise the basic figure to the

realm of probability on the basis of the

benefit of doubt. In some cases, however, a

casual relationship cannot be established and

in that case an adverse decision is reached.

Those who are concerned with these specific

cases have been advised and are being ad-

vised of the decision and of their right to

appeal.

The United Steelworkers presently are ap-

pealing the rejected claims which the hon.

member referred to and they will most cer-

tainly be reconsidered in the light of any
additional information or submissions which

are made. The matter has been discussed
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with the unions and they are agreeable to this

procedure.

CAVAN TOWNSHIP
BUILDING FREEZE

Ms. Sandeman: I have a question of the

Minister of Housing. In view of the building
freeze imposed by his ministry on Cavan

township pending the implementation of

proper land-use planning, municipal zoning
bylaws and so on; and in view, too, of the

minister's own state of concern with the ra-

tional growih of urban development and

preserving agricultural land in that township,
could the minister please explain why, after a

request for the development of a new sub-

division in that township on productive agri-
cultural land and removed from the centres

of population had been turned down by the

appropriate people in the ministry earlier this

year, a request for draft approval for that

subdivision has now been received directly
from the minister's own desk?

Hon, Mr. Rhodes: I'm at a bit of a loss

to understand which subdivision request the

hon. member is talking about. I've had a
number of requests come in from that par-
ticular township, some of which have been
endorsed by the hon. member as should be

supported. Would she be good enough to

tell me which she is referring to?

Ms. Sandeman: I refer to the Murray devel-

opment on the border of Cavan and Manvers
townships which it is understood the min-

istry is pushing as a kind of pilot project
for a development in that area. If it all goes
well, the development will be increased even
more than what is being asked for at the

present time?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I'm familiar with that

application, but I would like to check on the
details of it. I don't believe that the member's
information is correct, that I have requested
that draft approval be given to that. I would
like to look into that particular subject and
report to her. If the House is not sitting, it

will certainly be by letter.

HOME BUYER'S GRANT

Mr. Reid: I have a question to the Premier
in regard to the Ontario home buyer's grant
and my letter to him of July 5. Has the
Premier had time to consider my letter and
v/ill he consider amending the legislation to

give those people in northwestern Ontario a

chance to get the home buyer's grant, which

I believe they've been denied because of the

length of time it has taken various govern-
ment agencies to give them approvals for

severances so their deeds could be registered
before the Dec. 31 deadline?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I just happen to have the

letter from the hon. member here and I have
a two-page memorandum which I have not

yet carefully considered but which I will do.

Perhaps if we don't stay too late this after-

noon, we might have five minutes just to

glance at it before the hon. member returns

to his constituency.

Mr. Reid: I appreciate that the Premier has

it because I gave him notice of it, Mr.

Speaker. He's not that well organized over

there, believe me.

Hon. Mr. Bemier: Personal attention.

Mr. Reid: Would the Premier not agree
with me, or would the Premier agree with

me philosophically, that it's somewhat unfair

that people in northern Ontario, who don't

have the services at their fingertips, where
their severances take so long because of gov-
ernment inaction, should suffer because of

this government inaction and lose the home
buyer's grant?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I am just

glancing at the memorand*um now and it

would appear as though there were others

involved in the process and that the delay
was not totally that of government.

Mr. Reid: In some cases it was the govern-

ment, though.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, if I could ask just a

quick supplementary on this. I will just ask

the Premier if, on principle, he feels that the

point raised by my colleague, the member for

Rainy River, has more merit, for instance, than

considering giving home buyers' grants to

people like Michael Pitfield and Otto Jelinek?

Mr. Speaker: I don't see the connection

between that and the original question. The
member for Lakeshore with a question.

Mr. Lawlor: As a matter of fact, neither

do I, Mr. Speaker.

RELOCATION OF COLEMAN
FACILITIES

Mr. Lawlor: To the Minister of Labour:

The Canadian Coleman Co. Ltd. of Etobi-

coke won the "A" for Achievement award for

its contribution to the Ontario economy last

year. What interventions or steps has the



JULY 15, 1976 4061

ministry taken or has it attempted to take in

the proposed move by this company of its

international sales and manufacturing opera-
tions to Wichita, Kansas?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I am sorry, Mr.

Speaker, I didin't catch the last part of that

question.

Mr. Lawlor: The last part had reference

to the removal by the Canadian Coleman
lamp company. Lamp isn't in the title, but I

put it in there so the minister will know what
I am speaking about. It is moving its inter-

national and sales operations out of Ontario
to Wichita, Kansas. I just mentioned that the

ministry had given them a particular award
for its services to the export industry of On-
tario last year.

Mr. Moffatt: Claude Bennett put it on a

moving van,

Hon. B. Stephenson: I thank the member
for all the documentation of the company. I

have not heard from the workers within that

company, which I would gather would be

my source of information about this proposed
move. To my knowledge I have had no letter

from them as yet requesting intervention on
our part. I thank the member for raising the

issue, because I was not aware that they
were proi>osing to do so. But I shall most

certainly speak to the Minister of Ind^ustry
and Tourism (Mr. Bennett) about this, and
we will have a discussion.

Interjections.

Mr. Lawlor: The minister is so informed
and clued in at this particular time; move.

RENT REVIEW OFFICERS' MANUAL

Mr. Shore: Mr. Speaker, a question of the

Minister of Consumer and Commercial Rela-

tions: In the spirit of openness and fairness,
I v\onder if the minister would agree and
would he make available the instruction

manuals given to rent review officers for their

guidance and monitoring, so that all parties
—landlords, tenants and others—who may have
an interest in this, may have some help in

making decisions before they have to actually

present their case.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: There have been
some applications to the courts asking that

this be done. I think the words of the
Ottawa landlords who asked that this be done,
were that the Minister of Consumer and
Commercial Relations "cease sending guid--

ance to the rent review officers." I don't know
how I can stop doing that.

During the examination of the estimates,
Mr. Speaker, I offered all members of this

Legislature an opportunity to review the

manual. One member of the Legislature

accepted that and now has in his possession a

copy of the manual. It's our view that the

rent review officers are simply not equipped
to match the expertise, the sophistication of

resources available to the landlords, and
therefore they have to be given some internal

guidance as to how to flag possible incon-

sistencies in applications for rent review.

It's our view that if the manual were to be
made public it would not be in the public
interest, because it would permit the tenant

to be in a far less advantageous position than

he is now through the rent review officer,

who represents the tenant. If, however, it is

ordered by the courts that it be made public,
or if we can edit the manual in such a way
that some of the inside guidance—and' that's

all it is; these are not rules, but simply

guidance for rent review officers—can be pub-
lished without harming the programme, I

have no objection to it. I am discussing that

with the executive director at the present
time.

Mr. Shore: I don't follow the rationale that

the minister is making it available to indi-

vidual members of the Legislature but not

making it available to the public.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, we
offered it to individuals of the Legislature so

they themselves could ascertain whether or

not its release was in the public interest. The
hon. member who asked the question and the

supplementary has not taken advantage of

that. The member who had obtained a copy
of it has not asked it to be made public; if he
were to do so, I would) certainly take it under
advisement.

Mr. Cassidy: Supplementary: Since I am the

member who did take advantage of that and
since I have now read the manual in its en-

tirety and since the earth did not open up
when I read it, would the minister not agree
that the ridiculous secrecy of the programme
is one of the main factors which is harming
rent review at this time? Since I am now

prepared to make it available—it being so in>-

nocuous—to any tenant or landlord who
wishes to examine the document in my office,

will the minister not agree to make it public
and make it available to anybody who wants
to examine the document at appropriate times

in rent review offices across Ontario?
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Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, this

was the condiition on which we asked mem-
bers to look at it. If the hon. member wants
to take the responsibility of destroying the

programme!—I think that's exactly what will

happen but I don't think he quite under-
stands it. The member for London North
would—no question at all—because of his ex-

pert knowledge in the field of accounting.

I don't think the member for Ottawa Centre
understands the significance of what he has

read but if he wants to make it available to

landlords—I don't mind any tenants seeing it,

quite frankly, because I don't think they can
use it to their advantage—but I think any
landlord can use it to his advantage. That is

exactly why we feel that the rent review offi-

cers, who are not all chartered, accountants,
who are not all lawyers, should have some

equalizing information which would enable
them to note discrepancies in applications for

rent review.

If I may give an example to the hon. mem-
ber-nl don't know whether he even read this

one—on refinancing, we have flagged a per-
centage of refinancing which a rent review
officer should know about in the event the
landlord has gone about that percentage. It

will not help the tenant in any way to know
It but it will help the rent review officer. I'm
sure that if that is made public every land-
lord in this province, quite rightly, would
say, "That's the percentage I'm going to use,"

Many of them are under that now.

Mr. Shore: What is wrong with that?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Because they are
under that now.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The question
period has expired.

Mr. Cassidy: This is a matter of urgent
public importance, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: The oral question period has
expired.

Petitions.

Mr. Cassidy: Will the minister allow the
tenants to photocopy the material if he thinks
the landlords are getting an advantage?

Mr. Speaker: Presenting reports.

Mr. Cassidy: The minister is irrelevant.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Motions.

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that when the
House adjourns today, it do again stand

adjourned to a date to be named by the Hon-

ourable the Lieutenant Governor by her

proclamation.

Motion agreed to.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON
THE OMBUDSMAN

Hon. Mr. Davis moved that a select com-
mittee of this House be appointed to review
from time to time the reports of tlie Ombuds-
man as they become available; to report
thereon to the Legislature; and to make such

recommendations as the committee deems

appropriate; reports and recommendations of

the committee to be placed on the order

paper for discussion after presentation; and
that the select committee have authority to

sit during recesses and the interval between
sessions and have pK>wer to employ such staff

as it deems necessary and to call for persons,

papyers and things and to examine witnesses

under oath; and the assembly doth command
and compel the attendance before the said

select committee of such persons and the pro-
duction of such papers and things as the

committee may deem necessary for any of its

proceedings and deliberations for which the
hon. the Speaker may issue his warrant or

warrants. The said committee to consist of

eight members as follows: Mr. Renwick,
chairman; Ms. Sandeman, Messrs. Davison

(Hamilton Centre), Grossman, Hodgson, Nor-

ton, O'Neil and Ruston.

[3:00]

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, there may be a

few words people would like to express and
I would appreciate being allowed a moment.
I seconded this motion after consultation with
the House leader and, obviously, the chair-

man of the proposed select committee and
some others. I seconded it in the spirit of

goodwill but I do have a serious reservation

which I would like to express on this occa-

sion, and which I did express previously to

the Premier and to the House leader of the

government party.

This select committee process obviously
comes about as a result of the impasse
reached over the Pickering report, and partly
also as a result of the anomaly which has

appeared in the legislation, drafted in good
faith but apparently with a loophole. In a

sense the loophole, the deficiency—and I

suppose there will be many deficiencies

emerge—that has emerged in this case is that

the Ombudsman can have a difference of

opinion with a minister of the Crown, and
that is clearly true; a subsequent difference

of opinion with the Premier of Ontario, and
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that is progressing, hopefully to a resolution;

and would then present tne report to the

Legislature which could be debated but then

be entirely unresolved.

The Ombudsman makes his report, it is

tabled and there is no avenue for subsequent
resolution. I think what in a demonstrably
useful way the government was trying to do
and the Premier was trying to do, is to pro-
vide in this motion a route by which a reso-

lution could be achieved on an ongoing basis

if there is an impasse around the Ombuds-
man's reports.

I think it has in it a veiy good oonicept
and it is probably worth trying. The idea

of the select committee was initially pro-
posed some months ago so it is not new in

any Peruse. I further have to concede that if

the Ombudsman himself feels comfortable

with thfs, although it is a legislative decision

not his, but if he personiaUy feels oomfort-

able -with this then that, too, is a con^'der-

able plus. We are feeling our way, almost

desperately, almost anxiously, as to how the
whole Ombudsman process will work and to

the deffinitJon of his ilgbts and has recom-
mendations.

The one serious reserve I and some of

us have, 'and are willing in a sense to forfeit

now in the hope that this will work, is that

even tliis process doesn't necessarily bring a
resolution of an Ombudsman's report. There
are select committee redommendations by
the tens of thousands bringing dust to their

pages in the confines of Queen's Park; and
because a select committee meets on an
Ombudsman's report, miakes a series of

recommendationls, brings it to the Legisla-

ture, has it debated, that does not mean the

government is obligated to pass idie recom-
mendations of the select committee or to

bring them into law. Therefore, there is

still, here, no obvious way for the House, as

it were, to vote on the nndings of its select

committee.

On the other hand, I concede tfhat there
are some difficulties inherent in that, in

minority govem'ment; tliere are some diffi-

culties inherent in that around the expendi-
ture of dollars—'I don't want to seem in-

flexible albout that, I understand that. So I

suppose that tfhe mere reality of minority
government, the central focus of this partic-
r.lar dispute, and the fact that we have
been guaranteed that this report will come
to the Legislature very quickly after it con-

venes; all of ithat probably means in the

political droumstances of Ontario that it

will be resolved one way or another, even
if one of the opposition parties is forced.

or we are forced to comibine to confront

the government after the debate if it

cfhooses not to move on the recommenda-
tions of the committee. Those options are

open to us.

I like to support it, I am pleased to

second it smd express a certain tentativeness

about it, but tmderstand that the whole ex-

periment is new; tfhat the solution is being
ofiFered in good faith and that if it works
in this instance we may indeed have found
a tremendously useful loute.

I don't know whether the Minister of

Housing, in the extraordinary repudiation
that the select committee implies, gets to

speak or to resign or to engalge in public
antics. But I assume he approves of this

route as well and I assume he will go before

the select committee and argue for an

inquiry or wlhatever it was that he had

argued for that was not part of the resolu-

tion. In any event, I (hope it passes but I

sense that we may not (have resolved it,

even though we tmnk we axe on the way.

Mr. Singer: When this resolution was
mooted about earher this morning, I prom-
ised my coUeaguefs that I wouldn't say I

told you so more than 15 times \3nds after-

noon. So I will start it oflF and say to the

Premier I told you so a lonig time ago. In

December we suggested this. It was a unani-

mous repbrt of a special select committee
of w^hidh I was the chairman, and even the

memlber for Riverdale (Mr. Renwidk), witii

some reluctance, signed t!hat report.

The method of setting up a select com-
mittee to deal with problems raised by the

appointment of the Ombudsman was mooted
some time ago. However, I have certain sub-

stantial reservations als to the form in which
the resolution is placed. I would ask you
to recall with me, Mr. Speaker, a suibstantial

recommendation of tihe select committee

wlhich is reported in Votes and Proceedings
of Dec. 11 last. I tihink its (sufficiently im-

portant that it be read into ithe record yet
once again. The committee recommends:

The committee believes tfhat a perma-
nent committee of the Legislature should

be established immediately so that it may
review from time to time the following
matters:

(a) Reports from the Ombudsman as

they become available from time to time.

That's the first category. The second category
was the estimates, his budget, call it what

you may; and the third category was the

actions or lack of action taken by those per-
sons referred to in the Ombudsman's report.
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I think it's important immediately to es-

tablish the distinction between the general
kind of report, the Ombudsman's annual re-

port, his summary of a complaint that he

has reviewed that has now been remedied,
and the particular one wherein he chooses

to differ with those branches of government
that he has had to report to by section 22(4)

of the statute. That's really the one that has

brought this matter to a head now. Insofar

as his annual report goes, I think it is of

great significance that the committee review

annual reports of the Ombudsman, examine

them as they see fit, comment on them to

the House as they see fit and so on.

I draw your particular attention to section

22(4), Mr. Speaker, and also to the Premier's

preliminary remarks when he made his state-

ment before the orders of the day. I suggest,

sir, that these are of substantial significance.

Here we have a situation in which the

Ombudsman has made a report, as section

22(4) requires, to the Minister of Housing.
He and the minister did not see eye to eye
and he then took it to the Premier, again
as section 22(4) requires. The Ombudsman, for

whatever reason, chose then to take the third

step. The Premier has said his discussions

with the Ombudsman are continuing. How-
ever, I am very concerned as to whether or

not once the report has been given to you,
Mr. Speaker, whether those discussions have

any right to continue any further.

There are three steps. The Legislature says
there are three steps: First, to the minister;

second, to the Premier; and then to the

House. It is in your hands. Those first two
steps are over. I am disturbed by the Pre-

mier's suggestion that when and if he is

unable to resolve the present problem with
the Ombudsman, then and only then should
the committee address itself to it. I don't

think this is the kind of a threat that some
of us had in mind when we voted for or

talked about this Act. We felt that if matters

got to the point whereby the Ombudsman
was not happy vdth the minister's opinion,
was not happy with the Premier's opinion, he
then had the third avenue of appeal to the

Legislature and to its members. What we're
now determining, and which we didn't express
in the Act, is how the Legislature is going
to react to these things.

The fact that you were given that report,

sir, and you read to us the letter of trans-

mittal, I suggest this now places this par-
ticular dispute in the hands, not of the
Premier any longer, but in the hands of the

Legislature. The fact that we are establishing
a select committee to deal with it is most

appropriate, because I don't think 125 mem-
bers can or should sit and hear all of the

evidence in relation to this.

How many members have we got? Eight
members on the committee can appropriately
deal with this and in due course make their

report to the Legislature. I think that's the

route it should take. Therefore, I would think

that some amendment to the wording of the

motion be put there to the effect that what-

ever this committee does has to be in ac-

cordance with the provisions of the statute,

and particularly section 22(4).

I don't think it can go both ways—let me
try to come back to that again and try and
make it as clear as I can. I don't think it

can go both ways. If the Ombudsman is

unsatisfied, as apparently he is because he's

taken the three steps, and he's reported to

you, then I suggest the first two are com-

pletely gone, and that the Legislature is now
seized of it and through its arm, this select

committee, it should examine further and

report back to the House.

Then I think this, sir—and I don't know
whether you can do this in resolution or

whether or not the statute shouldn't be
amended. I think that once this has been
done and the report comes back to the Legis-
lature it demands some sort of action. There
should be written into this resolution and

perhaps at a later stage into the statute, that

the Legislature, once it has received, in this

kind of case, the report of its select com-
mittee—it's not the government's select com-

mittee, it's the Legislature's select committee
and we have to be meticulous about this at

this point—the Legislature then has a right
and a duty and a responsibility to vote on it.

I don't know whether we should write this

in or not, but I think perhaps it can and
should be understood that whatever voting
we're going to do should not be a matter of

confidence. There should be an ability to

have a free vote of the members of this

House in regard to such a matter.

Mr. S. Smith: That's right.

Mr. Singer: It's a distinct and separate
matter. The process has been established, and
that's why I say the Premier should be out of

it at this point; it should be turned over on
the motion of the House to the select com-
mittee which will come back to the House.

They report, and then the House has the

right, the duty and the responsibility to deal

with it, not as a matter of confidence but to

deal, in relation to the report of the Ombuds-
man, with its recommendation; and as I say
it be recognized and/or accepted, and if
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necessary written, that such a vote would be
not a matter of confidence, not a matter of

anything else other than a determination of

the House and a matter that would be gov-
erned by the rules of the free vote.

Having said those things, Mr. Speaker, I

think these are very important. I hesitate to

raise this again but I don't think we can let it

go without mention. There's the question of

the estimates. I think, notwithstanding the

fact that the motion was passed by a majority
of this House earlier, sending the estimates

of the Ombudsman to the Board of Internal

Economy was an illegal and an improper
move.

The government should by now have ac-

cepted the fact—after all, it was nine to zip,

to coin a phrase—that if they act illegally

somebody is going to strike them down. I

would think that if it went that far it would
be nine to zip again, that the examination of

the estimates of the Ombudsman by the Board
of Internal Economy as the legislation pres-

ently exists is improper, illegal and beyond
our statutory power.

So, while we are establishing a select com-
mittee would it not be sensible-

Mr. Lewis: No. No.

Mr. Singer: —that the House adopt the full

recommendation of the select committee
which reported to this House on Dec. 11?

Mr. Lewis: It must be separate.

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, it's important that

we get on with this problem and that we not

have a lengthy debate with amendments and
subamendments. I've sounded what I think

are important warning notes. I don't propose
at this time to move any amendements, but I

put these suggestions forward as matters

which I believe are urgent and important and
that should be considered'; and perhaps some
of them can be adopted quickly and the

amendment put forward in that way.

[3:15]

Mr. Deans: Mr. Speaker, I have two or

three thoughts on the matter that I would
like to express at this time. I did mention to

the Premier and the House leader of the gov-
ernment party my own reservations about
how one comes to a conclusion about matters

referred to a select committee. I felt, as was

expressed by my leader, the need to have
some way of expressing the opinion, not just

simply giving the opportunity for debate but

expressing the opinion of the Legislature on
matters referred to it. I am, however, pre-

pared at this i>oint to accept, somewhat reluc-

tantly, but accept the motion that's before us

order-in

Hon. Mr. Davis: You always do things
with enthusiasm.

Mr. Deans: No; I sometimes do think with

enthusiasm, strangely enough. In fact, I was
enthusiastic when I argued with you that

there should be the opportunity for a vote,

let me tell you, but now I'm reluctant to say
that I accept there won't be right now. All

right?

I do want to make some comments about

one of the matters raised by the member for

Wilson Heights. It is also a matter that I

raised with the Premier and the government
House leader during some discussions we had
before tlie motion was placed before the

House?

I believe that within the interpretation of

the motion before us the select committee is

now seized of or already has had referred to

it—or will have had immediiately after this

committee is set up—this report of the Om-
budsman. I don't deny that for a moment and
I hope everyone understands that, but by
virtue of tabling the report, and by virtue,

then, of the passage of this motion, that report
will automatically go to the select committee.

The question before us isn't whether that is

correct or otherwise, but whether the select

committee is of a mind to give the Premier
and the Onubudsman some additional time in

order to try to find the resolution to matters
still in dispute. I have it on good authority
from my colleague, who is to be the chairman
of the committee, that he thinks the commit-
tee probably would be prepared to do that;
but he, of course, would not be expressing
that opinion until such time as the committee
makes its ofwn deliberation.

Nevertheless, if we were to adopt the

position that the committee had to be meeting
immediately, then of course we wouldn't be

recognizing what is actually happening here

today. This is the last day of a short session.

There's no other alternative but to present
the report today or wait until the fall. The
fall would be too far removed from now. It

would be silly to suggest that the Premier and
the Ombudsman should not continue their

discussions in an effort to find solutions im-

mediately. It would be equally silly to suggest
that the report ought not to be before the

House until the fall, because between now
and then a great deal of work could be done.

So what we're faced with is, again, at the

end of the session unfortunately, or fortun-

ately depending on how you look at it, a
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need to have the committee structured for

the purpose of deahng with the report; the
need for the report to be on the table before
the committee can, in fact, take advantage
of the opportunity to review it, while at the
same time recognizing that the Premier and
the Ombudsman may well be able to resolve

thedr particular differences at or during the
course of the next two or three days, or even
weeks.

I would like to ask the Premier, therefore,
if he would be kind enough to express to the

House, or tell us, how long he anticipates
these discussions with the Ombudsman might
go on, so that the conunittee might give some
consider ition -as to when it could commence
its work? Secondly, the Ombudsman in his

letter, as my colleague mentioned to me, said

early August, and I hope the Premier sees that

as the timetable. Thirdly, I don't think any-
one should be of the opinion that simply
because the Premier and the Ombudsman
oome to some kind of an agreement that

automatically ends the possibility of deliber-

ations by the committee with regard to that

report, since in fact they could, if they so

desired, proceed with the report in any event,

given that they aheady have it before them.

Mr. Singer: What about section 22(4)?

Mr. Deans: I want that to be true. As for

the legal interpretation placed on section

22(4) I listened carefully to what the member
for Wilson Heights said and whether the
Ombudsman can speak to the Premier about a

matter after the report has been tabled I

don't beheve is specifically dealt with.

It says that if the Ombudsman is dissatis-

fied he may then table his report for delibera-

tion. It doesn't say that he need at that point
cease all discussion with the Premier. There-

fore, I would like to think that two reason-
able people looking for the solution to a very
difficult proiblem would be prepared to con-
tinue to debate and discuss the matter, even

though the select committee may be tech-

nically seized of the report, in order that

some kind of reasonable and sensible solu-

tion can be found without undue delay.

Mr. S. Smith: I want to speak briefly, Mr.

Speaker. Basically, I want to support what
the member for Wentworth has said. I cer-

tainly would hope that the Premier and the
Ombudsman would continue their discussion
and naturally we all hope that the resolution
of this problem will be forthcoming.

However, I think it's important we avoid
a dangerous precedent whioh was impHed in

the Premier's statement before the orders of
the day. I understood from the Premier's

remarks that the select committee would meet

only if the Premier and the Ombudsman had
failed to resolve their differences. I think,

however, that once this committee is set up
and once the Legislature has had the report

put into its hands, for whatever reason, be it

the summer recess or anything else, the com-
mittee has an obligation to meet and to look

at the report, and for that matter to look at

the resolution which may even be accepted
by both the Ombudsman and the Premier.

The committee should have the opx>ortunity
to look at that solution and to see whether it

agrees with the solution because the Legisla-

ture has now, willy-nilly, become involved.

For whatever reason, we are involved and I

feel, therefore, the committee must meet. It is

not an if-and-or-but situation as suggested by
the Premier. The committee must meet any-
how and report to the Legislature its finding
with regard to any hopes for a solution which

may be forthcoming from the continuing dis-

cussion between the Premier and the Om-
budsman.

As my second point, I would like to say
that I believe the House, in general in these

matters, should have some recourse other

than merely discussing it and having the

time run out on a discussion. I am not sug-

gesting that the House should be able to

force the government to apply the remedy
suggested by the Ombudsman—or any other

remedy for that matter—because that would
be usurping the prerogatives of the govern-
ment and, clearly, would have to be a con-

fidence matter.

I do think, however, that the House ought
to be able to express the sense of the House

regarding a matter of this kind and the Om-
budsman will function best in an atmosphere
which is not partisan and not jwliticized, in

which each of us comes as a representative of

his constituents rather than as a party person.

Therefore, I think it is terribly imiK)rtant

for future generations and for future opera-
tions of the Ombudsman that we agree to

have some form of expression of the senti-

ments of the House but not in a matter of

confidence way—it should never be taken as

a confidence matter.

This is an opportunity to incorporate that

particular principle. I think members must be

permitted to have a free vote on this matter

so that they can operate strictly on behalf of

the ordinary citizens without regard to parti-

san matters. I think these are very important
matters which I would certainly like to see

accepted by the other parties in this House.

Frankly, I think it would be good to put it in

either resolution form or statutory form.
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Basically I am here not in an argumenta-
tive way but rather to make a contribution to

what I think would be the better functioning
of tlie Ombudsman's office. I think probably
one of the best thingss this government has

done has been to create the Ombudsman. I

accept the Premier's point that he wants it to

function well. I would like to help him in this

regard.

I feel, to summarize my two points, the

matter having come to the Legislature I don't

think we can accept the Premier's suggestion
that the select committee meet only if he and
the Ombudsman fail to resolve tneir differ-

ences. I think the committee must meet no
matter what and it must present something to

the House.

My second point is I think the House
should have the opportunity, all of us as indi-

viduals in a free vote and not as a confidence

matter, to express a sense of the House. Then,
of course, if the government fails to introduce

the remedy which the House suggested is its

sense and its preference, it would be open
to anyone to move a non-confidence motion
at that time. But that would be a separate
issue which would then be a choice which

people could make at that point.

I think, even in a majority government situ-

ation, that would protect the function of the

Ombudsman. Those are my suggestions, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. MacDonald: With all of the reserva-

tions that were expressed by the Leader of
the Opposition, I would support this as an

interesting experiment to work out our own
approach to an effective Ombudsman's pro-
cess in the Province of Ontario.

If I may just speak to a point that has

emerged, and the leader of the Liberal Party
just pointed to it, namely that this committee
should meet irrespective of what happens in

the continuing negotiations between the
Premier and the Ombudsman, whether they
happen to resolve the differences or whether

they don't, one of the reasons I think they
should meet is an aspect of this whole situ-

ation which has developed which absolutely
puzzles me. It puzzles me beyond belief.

I thought the universally accepted concept
of an Ombudsman was an official appointed
to espouse the cause of an aggrieved citizen

who would have the power to go into a min-

istry and get any information that might be
available anywhere with regard to the source
of the grievance. Therefore I just can't under-
stand the kind of situation that has developed
and the confrontation between the Minister
of Housing and the Ombudsman.

I find it inoonlcdvable th&t tihe Ombuds-
man's office would be engaged in a six- to

an eigiht-monlth investigaltiioni, at the end of

which one of the ministers of the govern-
menit would say: "I feave a lot olf inifbnma-

tion which disputes youi oonduisioins." If lie

has a lot of intformation, he sihiould have
submitted thait infonmiation. Surdliy that is

implicit in the iwhoile tradition^ operiation
of the Ombudsmlan. Therefore, without

necessarily going into toy full iniveistigatJon,

it seemis to me one o^f itihe puiposes of this

select ooanmittee with reference to the speci-
fic report in the irtstanice of ttibe Piokerinig

situation, is that it has to resolve this differ-

ence between the OmbudSmanls report and
these unstated oonolusionis-Jl iguess the oon-

clusions have been stated, but the evidence

upon whioh the conclusions 'have been stated

by tthe Minister of Housing.
I hope in the process we all leami a

little bit of a leslson, namely as to what
have ibeen the traditional aoceptance and
operation of the Ombudsman Ctonicept, that

if any ministry is beinlg investigated and has

got info(rmation, it doesn't have to 'be asked
to provide the information, it totomatioaMy
does provide that iiiformafcion). Otherwise,
what Is the puilpiose? It's almost, if I may
put it in somewhat provocative terms
whether he intended it or not, as ff the
Minister of Housing'^ approach to this \vhoIe

process appears to be a calculated effort to

undermine the operation of the Ombuds-
man's ^office.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Nonsenlse.

Mr. MacDonald: Just a minute now. The
Ombudsman has the right to get any in-

formation that is available. If the minister
is sitting on information and doesn't provide
it, then I come to the conclusion that it at

least appears to have been a calculated un-

dermining of the operation of the Ombuds-
man's office.

I'd be very curious to find out from tiie

Attorney General as to whether he disputes

my basic thesis that if the Ombudsman is

looking into a situation that is centred in a

given ministry, there is an obligation on that

ministry to see that the Ombudsman gets
all of the information that it has, and doesn't

hide some of it, so that when the report
comes out, the minister cannot then say the

report is unbalanced, it's incomplete, and
its conclusions are wrong.

Ms. Gigantes: Shame on you!

Mr. MacDonald: If there is any other con-

cept of an Ombudsman's office, I invite the

AG to enter the debate and to expound it.
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Mr. Roy: I don't want to be repetitious,
but I did want to make certain comments
on the record, because I've been concerned
about the whole aspect of the Ombudsman,
the operation and how there seems to be a

void, legally; first of all when we are dealing
with the aspects of estimates; and now in

the interpretation of section 22(4).

I do want to say that I see the debate is

not proceeding in a partisan fashion. I think
all members are striving to make some posi-
tive and objective comments to enhance the

operation of the Ombudsman.
I would like to suggest very sincerely to

the Premier that he accept the comments of

my leader. I would like to hear some un-

dertaking of this. First of all, if the Ombuds-
man is a servant of the Legislature, surely
then as legislative members we should not be
constrained by party lines; it should be a

type of a free vote in this House.

I think all of us should be put into a

position where we can make our own objec-
tive dbcision as to how we should support
him, or not support certain recommendations
that are made.

^Secondly, surely as the Premier said, if

this is not to be a partisan sort of approach,
that it should not be a matter of confidence;
it certainly should not be a matter of con-

fidence.

If it is a free vote in the House, if the

Ombudsman is our servant, surely once we
make a suggestion here and we vote freely
on it, it should not be a matter of confidence.

I would like to hear the Premier's comments
as to those two aspects.

There is another part that I was bothered

about, Mr. Speaker, and I would just com-
ment briefly on it. I think the member for

York Centre touched on it. It's not a very
good precedent that we have here in the
sense that—York South, I am sorry-

Mr. MacDonald: York South. York Centre
is one of your colleagues, in case you didn't

know it.

Mr. Roy: The member for York South,
that's right.

The member for York South, Mr. Speaker,
mentioned that certainly it's not a good
precedent to be setting in this House that

the first major report made by the Ombuds-
man on a problem in this province gets a

bit of stonewalling, I suggest, from the Min-
ister of Housing.

Looking at the Minister of Housing across

the floor, I appreciate his concern about

accepting sort of holus-bolus some of the

recommendations and some of the long-term
implications of the report. But it seems to

me, Mr. Speaker, that if there were evidence
that could rebut what the Ombudsman stated,
it was the minister's duty to make it avail-

able. It was not the minister's d^uty at that

point to be presumptuous enough to say that

the Ombudsman would probably have dis-

regarded it. I think the minister should have
made it available. And if it was disregarded,
then he would have been in a position to

dispute the Ombudsman's conclusions. But

surely he should have co-operated to that

point.

I think many constructive suggestions have

been made, Mr. Speaker. There is the fact

that the Ombudsman feels, because the House
will not be sitting for any length of time, that

he should present his report now, and that

his discussions continue with the Premier. I

would suggest, Mr. Speaker, that either

through an amendment to the Act or other-

wise, that certainly the report of the Om-
budsman should not be constrained or

stopped from being presented to the Speaker
of the House because the House is not sit-

ting.

We should propose an amendment of some
sort at a later date to make it very clear

that when the Ombudsman has a report, that

it proceed through the channel of section

22(4). If he is prepared to present it to the

House, he should not have to wait for two
or three months if the House is not sitting.

There should be a mechanism, Mr. Speaker,

whereby the report is presented to you, and

then from you to the select committee. I

think that's important.

I think that in many cases the recom-

mendations of a report will require some
haste. Time may well be of the essence for

some of the solutions that he is proposing; the

action required in his recommendations should

not always require that the House be sitting.

I think there should be that provision that it

go to you, Mr. Speaker, then to the select

committee.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I very briefly wish to

touch on the several points that have been

raised, in particular one raised by the mem-
ber for York South. The hon. member has

indicated in his comments that I was not pre-

pared to accept the recommendations of the

Ombudsman. Certainly, it is not my intention

at any time—at that particular time, now, nor

in the future—to undermine the office of the

Ombudsman, nor the work that the Ombuds-
man does. I think this is evident.
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It can certainly be shown that over the

past number of months that the Ombuds-
man's oflBce has been in operation, there have
been a number of occasions where he has

had to inquire into matters involving my
ministry. I think he would fully agree, as

would members of his staff, that he has had
the utmost of co-operation at any time. We
have been able to resolve a great many of

the matters that have been brought before

us, either through discussions with the staff

or by accepting the recommendations that

were sent to us from his oflBce, and I want
to state very emphatically that at no time
have I ever had a desire to undfermine the

Ombudsman's office or the work being per-
formed by that office. I totally and com-

pletely support it.

Mr. Lawlor: But you withhold information.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Speaker, that's ex-

actly the point that I wanted to touch upon.
Without going into detail here, I would like

to state that it is not a question of with-

holding information. Understand that a very
extensive investigation was carried out by the

Ombudsman's office. How that investigation
was carried out is a matter that I think will

be discussed by the select committee or what-
ever other forum is used to dtetermine the

eventual recommendation.

I don't want to take the time of the House
in this area. Suffice it to say that during some
of the time that investigation w<as going on,
the staff of the particular project and of

the Ministry of Housing were not totally
aware of exactly what type of investigation
was being carried on. I think the Ombudsman
and his staff will fully agree that at any time

they went to the offices of the project or to

any member of my staff in the Ministry of

Housing they received the utmost of co-

operation and were presented with all of the

information that they requested. They were
allowed to go through all the files, as is cer-

tainly permitted, and they were not in any
way prevented from receiving information.

Mr. MacDonald: But did you volunteer
all the information you had?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: They were given all in-

foi-mation that was there. Remember that we
were not totally aware, and quite properly
so perhaps, at the beginning of that investi-

gation as to what total information was being
gathered by the Ombudsman. Remember,
too, that over 500 pages of evidence was
gathered by the Ombudsman, and eventually

condensed to the 129 pages that was pre-
sented in the report that has been presented
to this Legislature.

We have not had an opportunity at this

stage to go through all 500 pages of that

evidence. It has been offered to us recently

by the Ombudsman's office if we wish to

peruse it, and perhaps we will have to do
that. I suggest to you that there was no
intention to withhold information.

Mr. Roy: You were just following the law.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: It was after the final

report was made to us that we were able to

determine what information the Ombudsman
had gathered and had put into his report.

Again, understand that it was a condensed

version of the total investigation; those mat-

ters which he felt he could incorporate into

his report to substantiate the position of the

recommendations that he's taken. It was then

that we were able to determine what matters

were being brought to our attention as mat-

ters that he took exception to or felt had not

been dealt with properly. It was then that

we started to look for responses to those par-
ticular charges and it was during that time,

with respect, that the report eventually was

brought to me in its final form and we were

obliged to proceed along the trail that wc
find ourselves at now.

The only area, and I emphasize this again,
where the Office of the Ombudsman and the

office of the Minister of Housing—not indi-

viduals or personalities—have any disagree-
ment is in the proposed recommendations to

resolve the problem as he perceives it. It is

not a matter of questioning the integrity of

his office or the integrity of the people who
work in that office. It is a matter on which
he and I have, I think, a disagreement, and
a quite proper disagreement, on how the

problem should be resolved. I suggest to you
that the matter of a select committee is a

good vehicle in which to present that evi-

dence before this committee and allow them
to determine for themselves whether that

recommendation is good. That's exactly what
I said in the recommendation.

Mr. Roy: That is not what you said in the

press conference. You went further in the

press conference.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: That's exiactly what I

said in the recommendations.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Mr. Singer: You said the evidence was

suspect because it wasn't under oath.
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Mr. Speaker: Would the hon. member for

Lakeshore wish to make a comment on this

motion before the House?

Mr. Lawlor: Just a comment, Mr. Speaker,
first of all, about the retention in the

Premier's hands for the time being, I trust,

of this particular matter. I see nothing in the

legislation that proscribes that. I think that

is perfectly all right. I would say, if I may
presume to give a word of advice to the
Premier of this province, don't retain it too

long. Not because I would think that there

would be any element of a delaying tactic

involved, God forbid—I mean, the thought
wouldn't enter my mind—but for this reason,
and having read the report with some assidu-

ity, I think the positions are very moot, and
could go either way depending on the issue.

There are some cases which, on the face

of the report, seem to be very deserving
indeed but other cases perhaps are not quite
so deserving. This has to be worked out and
filtered out and the select committee vehicle

is the best way to do it.

One final word: I and the committee that

met previously did submit to this Legislature
the business of a free vote. It is obvious that

you can't have it divided on partisan lines on
issues of this kind.

Mr. Peterson: Mr. Speaker, I want to speak
very briefly on this and on what I think is a

fundamental problem here. We are now into
the second or third day of discussing, after

the adoption of this Act last fall-as I recall-

ways to patch up the problems which have
arisen now subsequent to the passing of the
bill.

As members recall, before the session ad-

journed we discussed how we would handle
the estimates and many of the arguments and
things we were concerned about I think are
real today. I think we didn't have the fore-

sight then and I don't blame anybody for

this. I think all parties agreed to this and I

would have to submit respectfully that cer-

tain contingencies have arisen subsequent to

the passing of the bill which weren't con-

templated. We have all been patching it up
and we have all been attempting to adapt it

as the circumstances have arisen I would say
very respectfully that I think we have a
little more judgement now; we have some
hindsight and we have some experience with
this bill and it seems to me it is going to

require a redrafting of the bill.

Already in the discussions today—I am sure
we are going to support the bill; that is not
the problem—there are certain differences of

opinion on how a disagreement of this type
should be handled. Certain people feel that
the Premier as well as the select committee
should be dealing with it and there are

various other options and points of view.

If harmony works and people can get along
by just talking about it, then we don't need
to go to the law, but the law as it is vmtten
is tliere for when we run into a head-on
confrontation such as we have in this par-
ticular case. I say with great respect that I

understand and I respect the right of the

Minister of Housing to disagree with the

Ombudsman. I think that is perfectly legiti-
mate and I would never for a moment sug-
gest that it is done in bad faith or for any
other reason as my friend from York South
is suggesting. I don't think that is the case.

I think it is legitimate when tN\o strong men
disagree on certain facts.

The point is, as I see it, we still have not

got the method to resolve this question. I

don't see really, and I say it with respect to

the Premier, that he has got it in his pro-

posal and his suggestion for a special com-
mittee tod'ay. I really believe very strongly
and I would like to recommend that he re-

think some of the holes in this legislation;

one in particular is the estimates.

Now that he is going to start this com-
mittee—this is something our party suggested
in ihe last debate on how the estimates should
be handled—why not clean up the whole

operation at once and let us redraft the bill?

Let's redo it, let's do a good job on it and
avoid this kind of problem because I respect-

fully submit that every time the Legislature
has this kind of d^ebate we are undermining
the authority of the Ombudsman. We are

causing him harm and we all have a commit-
ment to his principles and to the principles
of his existence. I think we are not serving
his cause or the role he should be playing in

this province.

Because of the bad drafting, when the

Premier involves the government in a par-
tisan way, when he gets in a fight with the

Ombudsman either the Premier is going to

suff^er or the Ombudsman is going to suffer.

There is no reason for it; there is no reason

whatsoever because he is a servant of this

Legislature and the people of the province.

I would suggest that this is a fine short-run

solution, but in the long run—probably in the

short run more than the long run—we should

redraft this Act, taking into account all the

possible contingencies. I think the Premier

would find unanimous approval for that kind

of thing and we would avoid this. We would
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avoid embarrassing the Premier, embarrassing
the minister, embarrassing to Ombudsman
and, more important, embarrassing the prin-

ciples for which he stands in this province.

I think it is a sloppy piece of work and
I am sorry about that, but maybe it is under-

standable, none of us having any experience
with this. For God's sake, let's recognize it;

let's clean it up and let's not have to be in-

volved in this kind of a debate any more.

Mr. Grossman: Mr. Speaker, I wanted to

comment. I speak both as a member of the

committee struck last fall to set up the rules

and regulations for the Ombudsman and as

a recommendted member of the select com-
mittee we are now discussing.

[3:45]

The member for Wilson Heights was sug-

gesting to the Premier that he told him so.

He said, "I told you so." I think some of

the members of the committee now must say
to the member for Wilson Heights, "I told

you so," because at that time last fall we sug-

gested that that was the appropriate time

to set out the rules and regulations governing
the operation of the office.

Quite frankly and openly, the Ombudsman
himself suggested it was premature at that

time. The office had not been in operation.

Everyone was new to the operation and the

office and no one quite had the experience

yet to know how exactly the procedure to

report to the Legislature, including free votes,

should be handled.

I might say it was no secret that the chair-

man of that committee, the member for Wil-
son Heights, in his usual heavy-handed
fashion as chairman of a committee, made it

quite clear that he quite agreed with that

suggestion of the Ombudsman. Consequently
the members of the committee-

Mr. Singer: I took your hand and forced

you to sign the report.

Mr. Grossman: —out of respect for the Om-
budsman went along with that suggestion.
We had reservations.

Mr. S. Smith: That's a nice tie.

Mr. Grossman: Thank you.

Mr. Drea: How much did you pay for it?

Mr. Grossman: Why did we go along and

why did we object? We went along out of

respect for the office. But why did we object?
I think the member for Rainy River agreed
with us at that time. I suggested that if we

waited until there was a confrontation, then

one of two suggestions would be made a

year from that time when it did come time to

set down the rules and regulations which
would now govern what was going to happen.
Either the members of the committee or the

Legislature would be accused of trying to

fetter the Office of the Ombudsman by set-

ting out too stringent rules or regulations or

we would be accused of giving him the key
to the Legislature by giving him wide-open
rein on what was going to happen.

What has happened? There are no rules

and regulations to govern what has happened.
The member for York South and even the

leader of the Liberal Party suggested last

week in the press that, going through these

uncharted waters, any suggestion contrary to

the suggestion of the Ombudsman is an

attempt to get rid of the Ombudsman and

destroy the office. This is exactly what we
said would happyen unless we set out rules

and regulations when we were given the job
of doing that last fall.

Now the suggestion is made—and I have
to laugh at the suggestion^that there be a

free vote. That may be a good idea. I haven't

resolved that issue in my own mind as yet

because, like all others, I am just getting

familiar with the operation of the office and
what should happen.

Mr. S. Smith: What do you have to laugh
at about it?

Mr. Grossman: I will tell you why I have
to laugh at it because the suggestion comes
from the Liberals and the last free vote they
were involved in wasn't really a free vote.

That was the capital punishment issue in

Ottawa. It was in name a free vote only.

The Liberal cabinet in Ottawa which for-

merly had a lot of retentionists in that cabinet

suddenly had only abolitionists.

Mr. Deans: But they all agreed.

Mr. Grossman: So I wonder what kind of

free vote we are talking about.

Mr. Deans: Did it ever occur to you that

they all shared the same view?

Mr. Grossman: Maybe they all felt the

same way suddenly. You can never tell. It

could happen. We heard about the member
for Windsor-Sandwich on the teachers bill.

We heard about his free vote on that. I

understand.

Mr. S. Smith: All votes are free votes over

here.
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Mr. Grossman: I want to wind this up by
saying that the whole point of the resolution

of the committee last fall was that the Om-
budsman himself wasn't sure. He wanted to

learn about the best procedure to follow in

getting to this Legislature. We went along
with that. Now the Ombudsman together
with the Premier of the province has sug-
gested a pattern to be followed in this, the

first major confrontation. I suggest that it all

lies in the mouths of those who were part
of that committee and agreed with that sort

of pattern now to be standing up and suggest-

ing that all sorts of different procedures be
followed and a second look be taken, not by
that Ombudsman committee that was struck

last fall but now by a second committee that

was struck for a different purpose.

Surely we ought to do what we said we
were going to do last fall. We said we would
see how it worked; we would see what the

Ombudsman felt with regard to the proper
procedure to be followed. In the first oppor-
tunity the Ombudsman has agreed to a cer-

tain procedure to be followed. Surely, hav-

ing taken that step last fall, we should follow
the procedure that he and the Premier of this

province have agreed upon, seconded by the
Leader of the Opposition, quite properly,
and then work it out with that same Ombuds-
man committee at the end of the first com-
plete calendar year as was always anticipated
by that committee.

Mr. Singer: It was never anticipated.

Mr. Grossman: Of course it was.

Mr. Singer: You didn't even read what you
signed.

Mr. Grossman: That's exactly what you
said.

Mr. Singer: Read it! You signed it but you
should read what you signed.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Godfrey: When the reports are pre-
sented they should be brought forward as

speedily as possible, and I would echo my
colleague's plea to the Premier to bring this

report forward as quickly as possible so that
the select committee can act upon it, I'd

hke to put it, in the terms of the present
Ombudsman's repor, in the human dimension.

This particular report with regard to the

Pickering land problem represents the result

of many months of inquiry, where many in-

dividuals have been involved and at last

their hopes have been raised. For the first

time they see that somebody has come to

their aid and has listened to them. They sat

and listened to me in the House in Novem-
ber when I asked the Minister of Housing
if he was going to do anything about land
which was being acquired under duress,

and they heard his answer that he denied
land was acquired under duress. At that time

presumably he had the information and did

not send it forward to the Ombudsman.

They also heard me in December put the

same question, and at that time once again
their hopes were thrown down by the

response from the Ministry of Housing that

there was no duress involved in these things.

Now their hopes have been raised again by
the publication of the Ombudsman's report.
Once again, they're cast down because the

Ombudsman has spoken and he's been coun-
tered by a minister who doubts somehow
that this rexx)rt is a valid report and will not

accept the recommendations.

So I would urge that in ordter once again
to give justice to the people in this particular
instance and those who in future instances

will be subject of the Ombudsman's reports,

that the matters be brought forward very

speedily and a decision be made. I am con-

cerned as to whether the same practices
which are pointed out in the Pickering report
as to how the province acquires land when
it's expropriating or trying to get it for some

project, are not being carried on today in

other parts of the province and are really not

generating more human discomfiture and

IX)ssibly a future Ombudsman's rejwrt in the

same manner.

I would point out the urgency to have
these matters solved, because there are legal
matters which are going on. There are, for

example, writs returnable in the Supreme
Court which are being acted on at present
which hinge upon whether or not the Om-
budsman's report is accepted. There are

notices of arbitration before the Land Com-
I>ensation Board which hinge upon whether
this report is acted upon speedily or not.

I would support the resolution and would

urge that some decision be brought back so

that we can give some gratification as quickly
as possible to these people, who I feel have
been injured.

Mr. Nixon: Just briefly, Mr. Speaker. I

believe the recommendation from the original
select committee should have been followed
and that the committee that had been estab-

lished under the statute, if the recommenda-
tion had been followed, would have been a

standing committee with powers of a select

committee to continue its deliberations as

necessary. I wish that had been done. I am
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glad that this resolution will establish some-

thing close to it.

1 liave a couple of concerns, however. The
Leader of the Opposition indicated that in

our own way we are groping towards a

procedure that might be very eflfective indeed
in dealing with the recommendations that

come from the Ombudlsman from time to

time. I personally have a concern as a mem-
ber of this Legislature with a procedure that

puts us, as members, in an administrative

capacity. I am concerned that as we move
in that direction we are making problems for

ourselves.

While this select committee is a competent
one indeed, the idea of them spending the

summer reviewing each of the 44 cases that

have been a part of the recommendation of

the Ombudsman, with the opposing, or let's

say parallel, information from the Minister

of Housing, concerns me. It is almost as if

we are establishing ourselves or a part of

ourselves as a royal commission investigating
into this specific area.

I am just indicating that if the committee
does proceed that way and makes a final

recommendation to this House that case A
is good, case B is half good and case C
sliould be decidted in a certain way, then we
are moving in a direction which I simply say
is more judicial than legislative, it is more
administrative than legislative, and I think

we must be aware of it.

I would also say that the only strong feel-

ing I have in this connection is that the

concept of the Ombudsman and the concept
of resxx)nsible government do not mix in all

respects, and as we move further and further

to ihc actual implementation of a procedure-

Mr. Cassidy: You can never stop having
two positions, can you?

Mr. S. Smith: Oh, Cassidy, you're such a
nit-wit. He is making a very reasonable state-

ment.

Mr. Nixon: I don't know what's relevant
about your comments. Oh, he doesn't matter.

Mr. Speaker, just in closing, let me say
this, as for myself, and I'm sure many other
members of this House, when it comes to

the point when an administrative decision
has to be made then obviously it is not the
Ombudsman who can dictate that decision.
Of course, there will be politics involved in

this as well as the individual judgement of

well-motivated people, but every attempt we
have to divorce this matter from poUtics, or

partisan pohtics, while it's admirable that we

can do our best so to do, in the long run it

becomes almost impossible.

If it were going to come to a head now
it would be an issue of is the government
supporting the Ombudsman or is it not, and
this could be a rather inflammatory issue

and a political issue. But I say to you, Mr.

Speaker, and I know you're very interested

in this, when it comes down to the final

analysis it's got to be the government that

makes the disposition of the matter and then

stands or falls on its political basis and there

should be no apology for that on the basis

of the decision.

I'm concerned that we're setting up a

committee of competent, well-motivated

people who, in fact, are going to be acting

as some sort of a royal commission. They
may even be asked to make administrative

decisions, or, in fact, dictate administrative

decisions, and I am concerned about that as

a member of this House.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, i>erfiaps just

to respond very briefly to two or three of the

observations, I hs'tened to 90 per cent of it.

I must say that the member for Brant-Oxford-

Norfolk—I never get them in the right order

but I hope 1 have today—some of his lo^bserv a-

tions, of course, were quite valid but not

necess-arily consis'tent with some of the other

observations.

I think, from our standpoint, we are s'till

feeling our way in the concept of the Om-
budsman and how these things are to be

dealt with, and I would be rdluctant to see

the select committee, without in any way pre-

judging its activities, necessarily reassessing all

44 cases, sort of becoming a forum of inquiry
in that sense of the Word. I VisuaHze it func-

tioning on a somew'hat broader basis de'aling

with ma'tters of concept, of principle, rather

than having to make determinations on 44

cases. That is not the way I would see it.

I presume to say this because the chairman

of this proposed committee is here.

I must say fhalt I share the pbint of view of

the member for Lakeshore, not being nearly
as knowledgeable in the Taw as the member
for Wilson Heights br the member for Ottawa

East, as to whether the Premier sliould or

should not be able to carry on discussions in

that the report is now before the House,

except to say that really what the government
has. With the supporft of the opposition, intro-

duced has been as a result of discussions with

the Ombudsman, knowing that the House
would probably adjourn today. For very good
reasons, reasons Which I supported, his report
should have been filed and yet the leg'islation
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provided no vehicle to do anything about it

once it was here,

Tt would have been, I guess, possible for

the government to have put it on as an order.

We could have called it at 8 o'clock tonight
and debated it for 2^/^ hours and pefhaps
that might have satisfied the situation. But
I feel very keenly that some vehicle should be

found, some way that people would have an

opportunity to express points of view here in

this House and that, in a report of this nature

at least, the more rational way would be to

have a select committee assess it first. But I

would be somewhat disappointed, and I don't

want to lead the members of the House astray
—the Ombudsman and I may agree to dis-

agree, I don't know—but I think it would be
unfortunate because I think that part of the

function of the Ombudsman is to inves'tigate,

lay out a problem and, by persuasion as much
as anything else, get his i>oint of view

accepted by the ministries and by the gov-
ernment. The member for Brant-Oxford-Nor-
folk is quite right, at some point in time, some
of these things could become pyartisan. I would
be reluctant to see that, but it is possible.
There is no question about that.

[4:00]

I was intrigued by the observations about
a free vote but dien I ask those who suggest
this to us to take this pafticular situation;
I think it is conceivable. The minister has

acknow*ledged yes, some without question and
he has accepted in terms of a principle—and
this is where, really, there has been more
agreement between the ministry and the Om-
budsman than some people realize—that his

view was that, where in fact a person had
been persuaded to sign an agreement on the

basis that expropriation was just around the

corner, the February 1974 date would apply.
I think it's a question of finding a vehicle to

make sure that all of this is understood and
is acceptable.

But if there was an agreement to a free

vote, I am sure the member for Sarnia (Mr.
Bullbrook) and others would realize that we
are talking, too, about perhaps very significant
sums of money. It is not an issue like capital

punishment. It is not an issue that I could
see being part of an Ombudsman's report to

this Legislature where we are talking maybe
about a social problem or a matter of some

policy. Here we are potentially talking about
the expenditures of large sums of money. Is it

technically possible? I want to be very care-

ful about being right in the parliamentary
process. I listened to the lecture from the

member for Sarnia very carefully.

Mr. Bullbrook: It was not a lecture.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, it wasn't; I am
teasing.

Mr. Bullbrook : And I am short-tempered.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I understand that. I say
to the leader of the Liberal Party who raised

it, can a government, in fact, say there will

be a free vote on a matter involving several

million dollars of potential expenditures? I am
not going to give )'Ou the answer because I

don't know. I raise it as a question. I am
dubious that we can discharge our responsi-
bilities as ministers of the Crown in a free

vote where we are talking about millions of

dollars.

Mr. S. Smith: It is a sense-of-the-House
vote.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I think with respect that

when you talk about the sense or the am-
bience or the feelings of the House, that is

different from saying: "Yes, it's a free \'ote. I

would like to support the Ombudsman be-
cause I don't have to worry about the conse-

quences in terms of expenditure of funds."

Mr. S. Smith: Then it is up to the govern-
ment and it can be followed by a non-confi-

ence vote.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We have been discussing

things that aren't going to be solved here this

afternoon. There is no intention of solvin;»

them, but I just raise for your consideration

some of the things that I have had to con-
sider in the past two or three days. I felt,

and I still feel, that this is the best interim

sohition so that the House will have an op-

portunity, if necessary, through the select

committee to deal with this while we are in

recess.

I think it would be unfortunate—we could
call the House back, I guess, in the first week
of August if the Ombudsman and I have

agreed to disagree and we could have a

three-hour debate on his report. It would

accomplish nothing—and I don't mean to be
misunderstood. I am not sure that every
member can talk with total knowledge of

what was in the report even if we had that

three-hour opportunity. And so I rejected
that. We could have done it today; we could

do it tomorrow morning. I have discus^scd this

procedtire with the Ombudsman. He will be

speaking for himself but I think he feels rela-

tively comfortable as an interim step with

this sort of approach.

I have taken notice of the points raised

opposite of the need to look at a more perma-
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nent vehicle. I have listened to the member
for Wilson Heights. I would like to give him
credit for part of this in some respects. As I

heard it on the radio apparently this morning,

they really had m<ade this determination to a

certain extent. I am delighted that the Leader
of the Opposition is going to support this

motion and, I assume, the members of the

Liberal Party, because I think probably as

an interim vehicle it is the best route to go.

I can assure the member for Lakcshore or

whoever, the Ombudsm«an and I will not be

delaying it. I have made known to the Om-
budsman that I do have certain commitments
of a semi-official or non-official nature for the

next few days and I will not be dealing with

it for about a week approximately. I do have
those other responsibilities. But we will not

be looking for ways and means to prolong it.

Mr. Roy: Are you in shape to take that on?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I certainly am.

Mr. Singer: For 1,500 metres?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I will conclude my very
brief observations by saying I have listened

to and I think wc have all learned something
from the views expressed by the various

members and hopefully this will be at least

a step in finding a more peniianent route for

the Ombudsman to function properly here in

this jurisdiction.

Motion agreed to.

POINT OF PRIVILEGE

Mr. Bounsall: Point of privilege, Mr.

Speaker. I just want to bring to the attention

of the House a reference in my remarks in

the debate yesterday afternoon relating to the

anti-inflation bill. The bringing to my atten-

tion of a 40 per cent increase in sandpaper
and 52 per cent increase in screws at a par-
ticular Canadian Tire store within a week,
was incorrectly attributed to my neighbour,

George Horobin. It was, in fact, brought to

my attention by my Queen's Park assistant,

Betty Bib. It was she, herself, who was doing
her own home repairs over Thanksgiving
weekend. I ask, Mr. Speaker, that the record

be corrected.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Introduction of bills.

SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL
PROGRAMMES ACT

Mr. Deans, on behalf of Mr. Foulds, moved
first reading of bill intituled, An Act respect-

ing Special Educational Programmes.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Deans: Mr. Si>eaker, the member for

Port Arthur would have me point out to the

House that this bill could also be entitled a

bill of educational rights for handicapped
children. It would, if passed, guarantee access

to education to all children of compulsory
school age who suffer from any kind of

learning disability including but not confined

to the blind, deaf, autis'tic, mentally handi-

capped and perceptually handicapped. It

would reauire boards of education to provide
special education services for all those chil-

dren under their jurisdiction who require
such serNices. In the event that the board

does not have the resources to do so, because

of its size, the board could purdhase the

service from neighbouring boards, or a pro-
vincial institution adequate to meet the needs

of the children in question.

It's ouitrageous that in this day and age, in

a province with the resources of Ontario, that

all children are not guaranteed t5ie right to

an education. This bill would remedy this

situation.

POLITICAL RIGHTS FOR
PUBLIC SERVANT'S ACT

Mr. Cassidy moved first reading of bill in-

tituled. An Act to provide Political Rights for

Public Servants.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, the decision of

the government to overrule the Supreme
Court of Canada and to put public servants

back under the wage controls of the Anti-

Inflation Board has deprived these public

employees of the only vehicle they now have
to influence the government—that is, their

right to bargain collectively. It seems to me,

therefore, that it is more imperative than

ever that action be taken by the Legislature
in order to permit public servants their

full pyolitical rights, which are open to any
other group in society.

Mr. S. Smith: This is not the principle of

the bill. This is his opinion of the bill.

Mr. Speaker: We do not debate the bill
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Mr. S. Smith: The principle of the bill; not

your opinions abou't it.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, lliis bill is de-

signed to g'ive full political rights to public
servants. Right now they cannot even write a

letter to an editor on any matter regarding
the platform of a provincial or federal party.

Mr. Speaker: All right; that is part of

principle—but the other is not.

Mr. Cassidy: The bill provides that public
servants wtill be able to write, speak, con-

tribute, solicit funds, work, join, hold oflBce,

and vote on behalf of, in, for or to a jyolitical

party or candidate in a federal or pmvincial
election. It protects public servants from

punitive adtion by their superiors or from

being forced to carry out partisan duties as

a condition of their employment. We believe

this is a fundamental right and move its

adopition by the Legislature.

'Mr. Speaker: 1 should again remind the

hon. member, althoug*h it should not be neces-

sary, that the Statement accompanying a bill

is supposed to announce a principle, what the

bill does, and It shbuld not be substantiated—

'Mr. Cassidy: That was their reaction.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please, order. It

should not be substantiated by argument.

ANSWERS TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, before the

orders of the day I want to table the answers
to questions 103, 105 and 134 standing on
the notice paper. (See appendix, page 4080.)

POINT OF PRIVILEGE

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, before the orders

of the day I Want to draw your attention to

the transcript I have here, Which is H-2155-3
of yesterday, w'here I was accused by the

member for Kitchener-Wilmot (Mr. Sweeney)
of the most heinous crime, which is the ac-

cusation of high treason.

Mr. Breithaupt: No, it was just ordinary
treason.

Mr. Drea : Well, I regard this as very, very,
very serious, 'all right.

Mr. Lewis: You should not press it as

lightly as that.

Mr. Drea: Oh, I am going to press this.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber will state his jwint of privilege.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. We are wast-

ing time. Order.

Mr. Peterson: Why did^n't you give notice

last night?

Mr. Cassidy: You know you are going to

dig yourself in deeper.

Mr. Lewis: Resign, resign.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Order, please.

Mr. Drea: Wouldn't you love that?

Mr. Lewis: Shall we take a vote?

Mr. Speaker: Order please. The hon. mem-
ber is rising on a point of privilege, will he

please continue and the rest of the House
please refrain from interjections?

Mr. Roy: Plead insanity, Frank.

Mr. Shore: There are two people talking.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of

personal privilege. I am well known in this

House that—

Interjections.

Mr. Drea: —in terms of fair comment, Mr.

Speaker, I very seldom say anything. But
Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Shore: That's right.

Mr. Roy: Plead insanity, Frank.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber for Scarborough Centre has the floor.

Mr. S. Smith: That's so characteristic of a

Tory back-bencher.

Mr. Peterson: Drunkenness is a legitimate
defence.

Mr. Martel: You will never make it to

general manager of Inco.

Mr. Drea: I wouldn't want to be the gen-
eral manager of Inco and neither would you
if you had a brain in your head.

Mr. Shore: Who wrote this for you, Frank?

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, the accusation has

been made against me on those particular

pages about treason. As a matter of fact, on

page A-6 of the Toronto Star todlay there is
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a suggestion—as a matter of fact it is printed,

and that is the matter of treason.

Mr. Peterson: Do you believe in the death

penalty, Frank?

Mr. Drea: Well, of course, if I were in your

position maybe I wouldn't wonder about the

seriousness of this.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. This is not a

debate, I point out. The member should just

simply state the point of privilege which he

feels he has, and I notice the hon. member
for Kitchener-Wilmot is not in the House
so there cannot be any correction of it. If

the hon. member has a point of privilege he

wishes to make, would he do that without

any debate or argument, please?

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, I am trying to

make a point of privilege. I have been in-

terrupted rudely a number of times by other

people.

Mr. Speaker: Would the hon. member
continue with his point of privilege, please?

Mr. Drea: The i)oint is that I regard the

charge that I am somebody who is treasonous

to the Crown to be a most substantial one.

I would suggest to you, Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Shore: We took a vote on that. It

was 9-8.

Mr. Drea: —that I want, at the very least,

that accusation withdrawn. Furthermore, Mr.

Speaker, I want to say to you, and we are

talking as one member to another in this

House, to accuse another of treason, I find

that that is the kind of irrational, con-

temptible statement that really should result

in the vacation of a seat.

Mr. Breithaupt: Then resign.

Mr. Drea: I am suggesting to you, Mr.

Speaker, and I will put my record of service

before you, I will put my record of service

to the community, I will put my military

service record before you—

Mr. Shore: Show us your medals too?

Mr. Peterson: Which war and which side?

Mr. Drea: I think this is a most serious

and a most despicable charge that has been
levied upon me. I realize the particular mem-
ber for Kitchener-Wilmot has chosen for

reasons best known to himself, and I don't

know why, not to be here at this time-

Mr. Breithaupt: No, that's foolishness.

Mr. S. Smith: Because he is afraid of you,
Frank.

Mr. Drea: —and I would suggest to you,
Mr. Speaker, that on the first day we meet

again, I not only want the comments that

were made on this page withdrawn-

Mr. S. Smith: Get the Attorney General to

defend you against the charge.

Mr. Drea: —I also—

Mr. S. Smith: You will probably get oft

with 20 years.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, I suggest to you
that I want the member for Kitchener-Wilmot

called before the bar of this Parliament-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Drea: —to explain exactly why he drew
those—

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I think the

hon. member has made his point of privilege.

The hon, member who is the subject of his

point of privilege is not here and therefore

there can be no correcting action at this

point.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, with all due

respect, it is very easy not to have to answer

for what you have said.

Mr. Speaker: Ordfer, please.

Orders of the day.

ANTI-INFLATION AGREEMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McMurtry moved third reading
of Bill 127, An Act to ratify the entering

into of an Agreement under the Anti-Infla-

tion Act (Canada).

The House divided on the motion for third

reading of Bill 127, which was approved on

the following vote:

Ayes Nays

Auld
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Ayes Nays
Drea
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next cxjuple of days at the Olympics gr^at

success, j^articul'arly 'those from 'the Province

of Ontario. I have to confess that I dbn't

know enough about them to be making any

wagers on any of those particular events-

Mr. Reid: It never stopped you before.

Hon. Mr. Davis: ^but I know that all

members of the House will pin in wisliing

them we'll and express the hope that the

Olympics will be as succeissful as has been

the case in the past. I think we're all looking

forward to it. Once again I m'ade the mistake

of wishing you all a very plda'sant vacation

some three weeiks ago. I -wonlt do it again.

Mr. Breithaupt: See if you can gdt it right

this time.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Have a good hoHday, for

whatever leng'th df time is involved.

'Mr. S. Smith: Mr. Speaker, I wonder if

the House Would join with me in extending

to the member for Essex South (Mr. M'ancini)

best Wishes for his coming m'arriage on Aug.
14. Presumably we won't be reassembled

before then, and everyone is invited, I sup-

pose.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Have you checked With

John Smith?

Mr. Roy : Any advice?

Hon. Mr. Welch moved the adjournment of

the House.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Speaker: This House Stands adjourned

until a date to be named l>y the Lieutenant

Governor by her proclamation.

The House adjourned at 4:55 p.m.
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APPENDIX
(see page 4076)

Answers to questions were tabled as follows:

103. Mr. McClellan — Inquiry of the ministry: 1. Will the Ministry of Transportation
and Communications supply: An itemized list of the income sources of the Urban Trans-

portation Development Corp. including direct payments by the government of Ontario to

the corporation and any payments under contract between the corporation and any agency
of any government or any corporation or individual; for each contracted item, the name
of the contracting agency, the amount of the contract, and the time period over which the

amount is to be paid, a description of the work to be performed under the contract and
a summary of progress to date. 2. Will the ministry supply a list of the work programme
of the Urban Transportation Development Corp. indicating for each project the nature of

the project, the amount budgeted, the estimated completion date, the name, amounts paid
to and role in the project of any contractors or subcontractors to the corporation. 3. Will
the piinistry supply a list of all contractors and subcontractors to the Urban Transportation

Development Corp. and for each contractor or subcontractor the amount to be paid and
the nature of the work to be performed. 4. Will the ministry supply a list of the research

and development projects in urban transportation now in progress within the ministry

together with a description thereof, an estimated completion date, and an amount budgeted
therefor. 5. What is the price to be paid by the Toronto Transit Compiission to the Urban
Transportation Development Corp. for light rail vehicles and how is that price broken
down amongst research and development expenses, overhead, and actual costs of con-
struction.

Answer by the Minister of Transportation and Communications:

1. The Urban Transportation Development Corp. income is derived from the sale

of our various products to a large number of buyers; that is, over 160 spiall buses, a
number of shelters and wheelchair lifts; also through the sale of consulting services to

various buyers and by the licensing of technical development to manufacturers both in

Canada and in various foreign countries; product licenses apply in such products as the
wheelchair lift, the transit seat and small bus programme.

In addition, incopie is derived from the sale of the light rail vehicle (LRV) to the
Toronto Transit Commission, the contract value is $72,793,000. The contract was signed
in August, 1975 and the full 200 vehicles will have been completely delivered by Dec. 31,
1979. All subsystem contracts have been signed with the exception of the Canadian car
builder, and this will be tendered later this year.

The Urban Transportation Development Corp. also has a contract with the Ministry
of Transportation and Communications valued at $6.1 million, for the intermediate capacity
transit system prograpime. This was to carry out a preliminary design and development
programme for an intermediate capacity transit system (ICTS). This contract has been
completed as of June 1, 1976.

In addition, other income sources are derived from various government grants, largely
Federal. For instance. Industrial Design Assistance Programpie (IDAP) and Programme for

Export Market Development (PEMD). They are all for very small amounts—usually approxi-
mately $20,000 or less.

Also, consulting revenue is being earned in a number of contracts — for instance, the

Transportation Development Agency has engaged the Urban Transportation Development
Corp. in various areas with revenue of approximately $150,000 to evaluate various transit

configurations tliroughout Canada.

2. Presently, subcontracts exist with the following copipanies:
ICTS: Canadair; SPAR; S.E.L. (Standard Elektrik Lorenz); K. V. N.; and ABAM.
CLRV: S.I.G. (Swiss Industrial Co.) design contract valued at $2.7 million; production

contract valued at $2.2 miUion. Garrett Manufacturers for the propulsion systepi, $23.4
million. KNORR for the brake system. $4.2 million. Vapor of Canada for door controls
and air comfort system, $1.4 miHion. Railway and Power for lightweight coupler, $1.8
million. OTACO (OTACO Industries Ltd.) for seats, $780,000.

3. Other smaller subcontracts exist or have been carried out with OTACO, Ontario
Bus Industries Inc. and S.E.M. Design Center Ltd. Further programpie activity involves
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Estimated
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Estimated Budgeted Amount Previous

Completion for 1976/1977 Amount
Project Date Fiscal Year Expended

appear 'to work in some municipalities but not

Others.

Propulsion System Design Rationale: This June 1976 $2,340 $8,865

project is a review of propulsion systems
around 'the world in an attempt to establish a

set of fundamental reasons to accoun't for the

chdice of a pai^ticul'ar propulsion system. The

program'me has been exitended 'to cover fly-

wheels, road vehicles and 'the cost benefits

therddf.

Propulsion System Data Search and January 1977 $1,525 $2,475

Analysis: This fprojedt w/ill develop para-
mdtric data and an analysis of ^i^opulsibn

system components such that a realistic assess-

ment can be made of new performance goals

pertinent to ndw equipment specifida'tions for

fu'ture sy'stems.

Application of PCU: This is a literature June 1976 $425 $3,175

survey of the state-of-the-ai^t in solid state

£^ower donditioning equipment for traction

dr'ives.

Electric Vehicles : This project which Odtober 1976 $4,700 $3,300

covers ui^ban cars, vans and buses pl'ans to

obtain all currently aVailable inform'a'tion on

battery powered eledtric ro'ad vehicles to pro-

vide a b'asiis for assessing their viability in

terms of funCti'on'al perform^ance, safdty, re-

liability, maintain'ability, cost, energy and the

eflFect on the environment.

Rolling Stock Reliability Data Bank: May 1976 $3,270 $7,730

This is an inventory of rolling stock reliabdlity

data to estimate the Mean Miles Between
Ddfddts (MMBD), 'the ProbabiKty Density
Fundtions (IPDF) for miles between defeidts,

to eJ^amine the dependence bf MiMDF and
PDF bn vdhicle age 'arid to estim'ate the Mdan
Time to Repair (MTTR) for various sub-

systems.

Transportation Automation: State of the June 1976 $12,600 $12,400

art study and report.

Energy Management Programme: This June 1976 $5,000 $99,000

programme is a compOS'ite project involving
several invdsltigations designed to improve iand

'Optimize energy subsystems in fail transit.

Topiics for invdslti^ation include vehicle aero-

dynamics, flywheel 'and nOn-flyWhedl energy

storage, power Idads simulation and an eco-

nomic eyalu'ation bf energy savin'g systems.

State Space Reliability Models for a October 1976 $5,000 $1,100
Tracked Transit System: This project is to

complete and document previous work spent
on the rdliability modelling Of track bound
tranisit systems indudiing the 'associated com-

puter programme.

5. The price charged to the TTC as of March 31, 1975, was $364,000 per vehicle.
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105. Mr. MofFatt—Inquiry of the ministry: In light of the cabinet's decision of 1974

to add the Second Marsh at Oshawa to Darlington Provincial Park, when will this decision

be implepiented? How much money has been allocated to bring about this programme?

Answer by the Minister of Natural Resources:

The government remains interested in adding Second Marsh to Darlington Provincial

Park provided it can be acquired from the owners, the Oshawa Harbour Commission.

Constraints imposed upon the land acquisition budget of the Ministry of Natural Resources

effectively preclude the acquisition of this holding within the current budget year.

134. Mr. Reid (Rainy River)—Inquiry of the ministry: Would the Minister of Health

advise to which towns and. villages doctors and dentists have been sent under the province's

programme for underserviced areas (doctors and dentists) and advise the total cost of the

programme and the amount of the subsidies paid to doctors and to dentists from the time

the programme began until May 31, 1976?

Answer by the Minister of Health:

Attached are lists of the communities into which doctors and dentists have gone with

support on the underserviced area programme.
The administration costs are for one full-time physician, 20 per cent of the time for

one dentist, three full-tijne secretaries and travel cost for the doctor and dentist in charge
of the programme. To give an exact figure for the administrative costs would entail a

tremendous amount of research because this programme over the years has been reorganized
through several budgets.

The total amount of the subsidies paid to doctors and dentists from the time the

programme began, Oct. 1, 1969, until March 31, 1976, is $2,355,994.16. This figure does
not include the retraining costs of the Czech dentists ($160,000), the mobile dental coaches,
nor the nursing stations developed by the underserviced area programme. Forty to fifty

per cent of the money spent for undergraduate bursaries ($1,374,000 out of the total of

$2,355,944.16) is being, and some has been, recovered from those doctors and dentists

who have failed to return service.

AprO 1, 1976

PROGRESS REPORT

PROGRAMME FOR AREAS DESIGNATED AS UNDERSERVICED FOR DENTISTRY

1. Dentists required—practice locations 105

Programme dentists in practice 67
—contract 1 —on salary (dental coaches) 4

—grant 38 —Czechoslovakian dentists 5
—without support 19

Applicants accepted but not located 5

Open locations 38

2. Undergraduate Bursary Programme
-Bursaries awarded 1969-1973 73
—Number of students that received bursaries 45

—Returning service .'. 3

—Completed return of service 29
—Withdrew from programme 13

April 1, 1976

AREAS DESIGNATED UNDERSERVICED FOR DENTISTS
LIST No. 53

Northern Ontario District

Atikokan RaJiny River

Bfahnerton-Red Lake Kenoi^a

Bruce Mines Algoma
Chapleiau Sudbury
Dr>''den Keriora
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AREAS DESIGNATED UNDERSERVICED FOR DENTISTS
LIST No. 53

(continued)

Northern Ontario

Ear Falls

Englehart
Ger^aldton

Gore Bay
Hornepayne
Ignace

Ii^quois Fals
Lakehead Psychiatric Hospital
Little Current

ManitouWadge
Mlassey
Mattawa
Mcosonee
Noelville

Pickle Lake
Smooth Rock Falls

Temagami (part-time)
Timmins

Whitney (part-time)

Southern Ontario

Bancittft

Barry's Bay-Killaloe
Blenheim

Calabogle (part-time)
Clarence Creek-Alfred

Lucknow
MacTier (part-time)
Maxville

Paisley-Cheney
Petaw'aw'a

Port Rowan
ThamesviHe
Vankleek Hfll

Subject to dhange witliout nolice

District

Kenora

Timiskaming
Thunder Bay
Manitoulin

Algoma
Kenora
Cochrane
Thunder Bay
Manitoulin

Thunder Bay
Sudbury
Nipi's'sing

Cochrane

Sudbury
Kenora
Cochrane

Nipissing
Cochrane

Nipissing

District

Has'tings

Renfrew
Kent
Renfrew
Russell

Huron
Muskoka
Stormount
Bruce
Renfrew
Norfolk

Kent
Prescott

April 1, 1976

PHYSICIANS PROGRESS REPORT
UNDERSERVICED AREA PROGRAMME

1. Designated areas 177

For physicians 160

Primary care nursing services 17

2. Physicians required (designated positions) 300

Programme physicians in practice:
Coirtraot 46
Incenltive grant 125
On location without support 89

Total 260
Recommended but net yet located 7

Vacant positions 83
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BURSARY STUDENTS

Graduate and Undergraduate Students on Bursary Programme 217

Left before completion 5

Deceased 2

Opted out of return-in-service 86

Returning service 58

Completed return service and left area 16

Remained on location 22

Interning 28

Total 217

AREAS DESIGNATED UNDERSERVICED FOR PHYSICIANS

Northern Ontario

Northeastern region Timiskaming district

Algoma district Earlton

White River Northwestern region

Cochrane district Thunder Bay district

Cochrane (summer 1976) Geraldton

Hearst Rainy River district

Timmins Rainy River

Sudbury distri-it Kenora district

Warren, St. Charles Red Lake

Chapleau Pickle Lake

Southern Ontario

Eastern region Central region

Prescott county Suncoe county
Vankleek Hill Angus

RusseU county Washago
Clarence Creek Parry Sound district

Leeds county
Powassan

Newboro South River

Lansdowne

Western region

Essex county Wellington county
Essex Harriston

Kent county Middlesex county

Tilbury Newbury

Areas in southern Ontario do not qualify for financial support. This list is subject to change
w^ithmit nntice. (Revisen': Mav 25. 1976.)without notice. (Revised': May 25, 1976.)
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The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

Mr. Speaker: I am sure that the House

will wish to welcome a distinguished mem-
ber of Parliament of Finland in the person of

Mrs. Mirjam Vire-Tuominen, who is seated

in the Speaker's gallery.

Before we start the business of the day, I

know that the members will be saddened to

hear that Major G. Reginald Soame, who has

served this House with distinction for a num-
ber of years, has been compelled by ill health

to retire. I know that I express the feelings

of all the members when I wish for his im-

proved health.

At the same time I am pleased to announce

that Mr. Thomas S telling, who is well known
to all of you and who has been a diligent

and faithful servant of this House for a great

many \'ears, most recently as chief legislative

attendant and, during Major Soame's en-

forced absence, acting Sergeant-at-Arms, has

been appointed Sergeant-at-Arms to succeed

Major Soame. Mr. Stelling will continue to

exercise the duties that he has performed in

the past, joined with the ceremonial duties

of Sergeant-at-Arms, so that he will continue

to direct the attendants and pages, such

duties properly being the responsibility of

the Sergeant-at-Arms.

Perhaps this would also be an opportune
time to inform the House of the retirement,

as legislative counsel, of Mr. W. C. Alcom-
brack, QC. I know that all the members of

this House are very familiar with Mr. Alcom-
brack's outstanding ability and his services

to the members and the House. He will be
missed but, again, I am happy to advise that

his position will be filled by Mr. A. N. Stone,

QC, who has been Mr. Alcombrack's right-

hand man for many years and whose abilities

are also well known to the members.

Statements by the ministry.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I would like

to welcome the members back from what I

hope was a pleasant and productive summer

Mr. Cassidy: It was too long, actually.

Tuesday, October 26, 1976

Hon. Mr. Davis: Well, I knew the member
for Ottawa Centre would feel any vacation

away from here would be too long. I can

only say to him that all of us—even some of

his own colleagues—share that point of view
as it relates to the member for Ottawa Centre

from time to time, not always.

Before I deal with a matter of constitu-

tional interest, I did want, in this House, to

express the government's appreciation to the

former chief government whip, the member
for Mississauga South (Mr. Kennedy), who
has always acted very fairly and decently
with all members and I know that you will

all want to wish him well in his new respon-
sibilities.

Members will also notice that the very
arduous job of chief government whip is now
being performed by the member for Parry
Sound (Mr. Maeck) and that his responsibili-

ties have been made somewhat more difficult

by an additional member to the government
side of the House.

Mr. Breithaupt: He will make them
difficult.

Mr. Ruston: You will find out how difficult,

too.

Hon. Mr. Davis: It causes us complications
for space, something you people don't totally

understand.

Mr. Reid: I notice he is not sitting right
behind you.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I refer of course, Mr.

Speaker, to the member for London North

(Mr. Shore) and we welcome his presence
here as a Progressive Conservative.

Mr. Cassidy: He is the impending former

member.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We welcome him here as

a great Canadian with a wealth of political

and administrative experience to bring to

bear.

Mr. Peterson: And good judgement too.

Hon. Mr. Davis: And we welcome him to

a cause of a strong and dynamic Ontario and
we want to publicly express this welcome to

him.
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Mr. Peterson: Do you know what he thinks

about you?

Mr. Cassidy: His career will be brief.

Mr. Reid: Is he still dizzy from all the

turns he is making?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, without be-

coming provocative I would like to inquire

as to the health of the leader of the third

party (Mr. S. Smith) and the Leader of the

Opposition (Mr. Lewis) before we resume

these proceedings. But I know they're both

very fit, and I should alert them that in spite

of what I read from time to time I have

never felt better myself, and I say that for

the members opposite and for some of my
own colleagues as well.

Mr. Peterson: You look terrible. You look

just terrible.

Hon. Mr. Davis: In fact my back doesn't

bother me today at all.

Mr. Cassidy: Is this the new Bill Davis?

Mr. Roy: I understand your tennis hasn't

improved at all.

Hon. Mr. Davis: My tennis has not im-

proved, you're quite right. I don't spend as

much time practising as some people I know.

Mr. Roy: That is obvious. You should.

PATRIATION OF THE CONSTITUTION

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I would like

to report to members briefly on the intergov-
ernmental discussions which have taken place
during the past several months on the patria-
tion of the constitution and on federal-provin-
cial financial arrangements.

I say "briefly" at this time, as later in this

session an opportunity will be provided to

debate these matters more extensively.

For the members' information I am tabling
the letter of October 15, 1976, from Premier

Lougheed to Prime Minister Trudeau report-

ing on the results of the discussions among
the Premiers on patriation and the Prime Min-
ister's reply of October 19.

Mr. MacDonald: Do you agree with the

letter?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am also tabling the com-
ments that I released at the conclusion of the

Premiers' meeting on October 2. The provin-
cial Premiers discussed the matter of patria-
tion at their annual conference in Alberta in

August and again at a meeting in Toronto

in October called especially for this purpose.
These discussions were undertaken as a result

of profK>sals put forward by the government
of Canada in a letter on March 31, 1976, from

Prime Minister Trudeau to all Premiers.

The position of Ontario throughout these

discussions has been straightforward. Ontario

would like to see the constitution brought
home and at the same time have incorporated
in it the amending formula set out in the

Canadian Constitutional Charter of June,

1971, the so-called Victoria formula.

Procedurally we would prefer these steps to

be taken on the basis of a unanimous agree-
ment of the federal and provincial govern-
ments. Suibstantively we attach no conditions

to achieving this important result. However,
a number of other governments have other

requirements.

To see whether these could be accommo-
dated in the general intergovernmental agree-
ment on patriation, we have been prepared to

consider additional consitutional items raised

l>y other governments to the extent that any
changes proposed do not weaken the funda-

mental interests of the country as a whole. To
this end, and with a few modifications, On-
tario is willing to endorse the draft proclama-
tion proposed by Prime Minister Trudeau on

M^rch 31. Similarly, we accepted a number
of proposals for constitutional change raised

l^,y
some provinces in the recent discussions.

Others we could not accept.

With regard to the amending formuhi, the

inter])rovincial discussions revealed that seven

provinces joined with Ontario in favour of

the Victoria formula. Two provinces, how-
ever, have put forward separate alternati\ es.

There are thus tvvo sets of proposals now on

the table: those put forward by the Prime
Minister in the spring and those developed
by the provinces over the summer. The next

logical step is a meeting of first ministers to

consider all of these proposals and to deter-

mine if the impasse over the amending for-

mula can be overcome.

I look foi-ward to these discussions with

the hope that we will be able to achiexe the

patriation of the constitution in a manner
that will be acceptable to all Canadians.

As it relates to financial matters, I am also

hopeful that in the next few months we shall

l)e able to reach intergovernmental agree-
ment on the federal-provincial fiscal issues

that are now before us. These issues include

the major shared-cost programmes, the reve-

nue guarantee and the equalization formula.

I do not expect that we shall receive all the

revenues to w^hich we believe we are legiti-

mately entitled. However, recent meetings of



OCTOBER 26, 1976 4093

the provincial Ministers of Finance and Treas-

urers and informal indications from the fed-

eral government indicate that the basis for a

compromise is slowly being established. I am
optimistic that the next round of federal-

j)rovincial ministerial discussions will give us

some indication of success.

FARM INCOME STABILIZATION PLAN

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, later this

afternoon, I shall introduce The Farai Income
Stabilization Act, 1976.

Mr. Reid: For a second time.

Hon. W. Newman: It will be recalled that

before the summer recess this House turned

back Bill 96 for the establishment of a farm
income stabilization programme in Ontario.

Mr. Peterson: If it is no better, we will

return it.

Hon. W. Newman: It called for the incor-

poration of new provisions in a bill to l)e re-

introduced by the end of this month. Mem-
bers will see that the government has com-

j^lied fully. I am confident that this second

version, which was drawn up after close

consultation with Ontario's agricultural com-

munity, will please the hon. members as well

as the great majority of our agriculture pro-
ducers in this province.

Interjection.

Hon. W. Newman: This time, however, I'd

like to proceed a little more cautiously in ex-

plaining the Act's provisions and the reason-

ing l^ehind them.

Interjection.

Hon. W. Newman: You all learned your
lesson last summer. Now you listen. With all

respect, Mr. Speaker—

An hon. member: Caution always. Bill.

An hon. member: You learned yours.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. min-
ister has the floor.

Hon. W. Newman: With all respect, Mr.

Speaker, it became obvious in the original
debate that some members had failed to grasp
a few basic points about the whole concept
of stabilization.

Mr. S. Smith: You have got a new speech
writer anyway.

Hon. W. Newman: This is not said in any

disparaging sense, I assure you. Maybe the

fault was partly mine.

Mr. Cassidy: That is really new.

Hon. W. Newman: Agriculture has become
a very complex subject and I piay have
assumed too much prior knowledge of devel-

opments that deserved fuller explanations.

Mr. Cassidy: That is the first admission of

error in 33 years.

Hon. W. Newman: For the purposes of

this legislation, farm income stabihzation

means putting a floor on farm incopie—saying
the prices that farmers get for their products
can go only so low and no lower. I would
like to emphasize, however, that it does not

mean putting a ceiling on farm income-

saying that farm prices can only go so high
and no higher. There have been some mis-

understandings on this particular point.

Our stabilization programme will not inter-

fere with the free operations of the market-

place. When the law of supply and demand

provides a good price for a commodity, its

producers will get the full benefit of that

price; but when prices slump badly, there

will be a safety net. The floor price will

tide them over hard times and keep them in

the business of growing our food until prices

improve again.

Mr. S. Smith: What an interesting idea.

Hon. W. Newman: When the floor price
is set at the proper level, there will be no
interference in production decisions which

should be up to the farmers alone.

It should also be noted that since this will

be done within the free market system, we'll

retain its built-in incentives for efficient pro-

duction, for orderly marketing, and for fitting

the supply of farm products to the demand
for them. This means consumers should con-

tinue getting better buys in food compared
with their earning power than can be found

anywhere outside North America.

Let us deal for a moment with the risks

we seek to help farmers insure themselves

against.

[2:15]

Mr. Conway: Don't choke.

Hon. W. Newman: For convenience we can

group the risks in two categories. First, there

are the physical risks of farm production and

storage—things like bad weather, disease, pests.

Then there are price risks. These include un-

predictable changes, both in the prices the

farmer gets for his product and the prices

he must pay for necessities such as fertilizer,

feed and machinery.
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The government of Ontario has done a
great deal to reduce farpi production risks.

To cite one example in one area-

Mr. Cassidy: The government took the land
out of production, sure.

Hon. W. Newman: —listen you—agricul-
tural research has brought the development of

high-yielding, disease-resistant varieties of

grain. We haven't done much about the

weather, I confess, but we have done a great
deal to control its effects.

Examples of government-producer ventures
that come to mind instantly are iprogrampies
to improve field drainage and, more recently,
crop insurance.

Every year more Ontario farmers take ad-

vantage of insurance that protects them
from financial losses through crop failures

caused by the weather. The federal govern-
ment pays half the premium, the farmers

pay the other half and the government of
Ontario pays all costs of administering the

programme.

Mr. Nixon: Order. What is this, a speech?

Hon. W. Newman: I just want to make sure

you understand it this time and that's why
I'm taking my ti^me.

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order. You're aware, surely, that the matter
the hon. minister is talking about has been
debated in this House long before he was
even a member and established here by the

law and the action of the Legislature. Why
are we spending time, in the ministerial

statement period, for him to rehash that old

stuff?

Mr. Speaker: I'm sure the hon. member
knows that the purpose of ministerial state-

ments is to make a full and complete state-

ment of a policy. I remember many occa-

sions when this has been demanded by all

members of the House and this is exactly
what is being done. The minister will con-

tinue,

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, as I said

at the opening of my statement, I want

everyone to fully understand it this time.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. min-
ister has the floor.

Mr. Sargent: Tell hipi to start over again.

Hon. W. Newman: Even when production
risks are reduced, farmers must face price

risks. It is an irony of farming, in fact, that

the success of producers can actually cause
their income to decline. All of us reap the

rewards of our farmers' production success

in the form of abundant, top-quality, reason-

ably priced food. Consumers have imphcitly
recognized this by supporting the spending
of millions in government money for agricul-
tural research and development programmes.
Having reduced the production risks, it's a

natural progression to reduce the worst eflFects

of price risks. There are several ways of

doing this.

Through The Farm Products Marketing
Act, for instance, the government of Ontario
has provided a mechanism for farmers to

establish marketing boards for their products
and reduce fluctuations in prices. But they
are still extremely vulnerable to international

events and decisions. Most commodities
inarketed in Ontario are actually part of a

world market, even though the bulk of the

province's agricultural production is oriented

toward domestic consumption rather than

foreign trade. Commodities must compete on
the world market-

Mr. Conway: Did Bill Stewart write this?

Mr. Nixon: This is a second-reading

speech.

Hon. W. Newman: —at prices determined

by the intricate laws of supply and demand.
Our farmers, no matter how united, could

never guard themselves adequately from un-

favourable price changes affecting both their

input and their output—the prices they must

pay to produce and the prices they receive

for producing.

While we have many ways of improving

agriculture's viability, it is in this area that

income stabilization programmes can be most
effective. They won't interfere with these

other programmes; indeed, they should be
considered in conjunction with the other pro-

grammes for a better understanding of the

agricultural economy.

Just as there are many forms of risk pro-

tection, there are many forms that farm in-

come stabilization plans might take. The fed-

eral plan enacted as Bill C-50 last year dis-

tinguishes between commodities that are

"named" in the Act and thereby guaranteed
a support price, and commodities that may
be "designated" for temporary inclusion from
time to time. The "named" products are

cattle, sheep, hogs, industrial milk and cream,

com, soya beans, and oats and barley not

included in the provisions of the Canadian
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Wheat Board. As market prices worked out,

federal payments were made only for fed

cattle last year, and then only from January
to August. There were also industrial milk

payments, but they're administered differ-

ently under a different Act.

The federal plan covers all Canadian pro-
ducers of the commodities to which it ap-

plies. The farmers don't contribute to the

plan. The support price is 90 per cent of

the average market price for the commodity
over the previous five years, plus an adjust-

ment for increases in production costs. This

adjustment is calculated on the current "cash

cost"—which is defined as normal out-of-

pocket expenses incurred in production mi-

nus the average cash cost over the previous
five years. Cash costs, incidentally, do not in-

clude depreciation on buildings and equip-
ment.

I might digress for a moment to clear up
possible confusion about two related phrases

commonly used in federal-provincial talks.

One is "operating costs." These costs do in-

clude depreciation allowances as well as

cash costs. The other phrase is "full cash

costs of production." This is taken to mean
cash costs, plus depreciation, plus all other

overhead costs associated with the production
process.

The government of Ontario has consistently

argued that farm income stabilization is pri-

marily a federal responsibility because, to be

truly effective, it must be national in scope.
We have pressed our arguments from that

basis in almost four years of federal-provin-
cial negotiations, and we'll continue to do so.

Mr. Conway: Like everything else. Pass
the buck.

Hon. W. Newman: As it stands, however,
the federal plan obviously doesn't offer nearly
enough Ontario farmers the type of protec-
tion against price risks that I have been
discussing.

That is the only reason we brought in

Bill 96 earlier this year. It was an effort to

provide coverage for our producers of this

year's farm commodities while we continued

pressing Ottawa to play a far greater role in

implementing a realistic, comprehensive pro-
gramme.

Only the federal government has respon-
sibility for international trade regulations.

Support prices for any commodity cannot be
divorced from international trade, and no
provincial government has powers to set

quotas or tariffs on foreign food imports.

Ontario controls one-third of Canada's farm

production, but we must rely on—

Mr. Nixon: Is it true you're going to im-

port grape concentrates?

Hon. W. Newman: —Ottawa to keep our

programmes from being eroded or erased by
a flood of cheap imports. The current inter-

national controversy over offshore beef im-

ports is a prime example, and a very painful
one for all our beef producers in this country
and this province.

Mr Bullbrook: Offshore?

Mr. Nixon: Anybody offshore?

Hon. W. Newman: Our government has

been urging a federal meat import law since

early August. We face similar problems in

exporting food products and we have to be
sure our price support levels don't conflict

with international agreements and bring re-

taliation against our products by countries that

buy our products.

We must also avoid the risk, the very

genuine risk, of pitting province against prov-
ince if several or all of them should establish

independent varieties of farm income stabili-

zation. The other provinces are aware of the

dangers of destructive competition and price
wars. They are in general agreement with
our stand that the ideal plan would be a

nation-wide one that covers all commodities
and encourages an eflBcient Canadian agri-

culture which would be competitive in the

world marketplaces.

Mr. Conway: How much more of this?

Hon. W. Newman: Quite a bit.

Bill 96 was, therefore, designed to dove-

tail with the existing federal plan to avoid

these dangers. At the same time, no further

obstacles were placed in the way of extending
and improving the federal programme.

Mr. Ferris: Is this a credit course?

Hon. W. Newman: To recapitulate very

briefly. Bill 96 would have established a

Crown commission to set floor prices at the

same level as the federal plan. In emergencies
the base level of support could be increased

above 90 per cent of the five-year average of

market prices, but only on a temporary basis.

It would have excluded commodities al-

ready named or designated in Ottawa's Bill

C-50; they wouldn't need double protection.
It would also have excluded commodities

already regulated by Ontario marketing
boards that set prices and allocate production
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quotas in line with market demand. Dairy

products, poultry and eggs fall in this cate-

gory.

An Hon. member: Is this important?

Hon. W. Newman: Yes, I think it's very

imj^oftant; maybe you don't. We felt dairy

producers already gdt consistently fair prices

that would have made additional protection

unnecessary. With these exceptions, Bill 96

would have applied to every single producer
of every single farm commodity in Ontario-

farm products with a value of more than $600
million.

iMr. Cassidy: That's not what the farmers

tell us.

Hon. W. Newman: We knew we could

afford that plan Within the anti-inflationary

restraints we have placed on government

spending. We knew it would operate without

providing in'centives that would invite over-

production and in consequence, bureaucratic

interference in farmers' production decisions.

Mr. Cassidy: It's an exercise in self-

justification.

Hon. W. Newman: You know—no, I won't

say it; you'll learn someday, you'll learn; just

give you time.

Interjections.

Hon. W. Newman: We felt we were offer-

ing the best plan we could offer at the

time; but the majority in this House dis-

agreed.

Mr. Nixon: Now you've seen the light.

Hon. W. Newman: Permit me to recall the

proceedings bf June 15.

Mr. Ferris: Permission granted.

Hon. W. Newman: First, I moved for

second reading of the bill. The hon. member
for York South (Mr. MacDonald) moved a

reasoned amendment:

That Bill 96, An Act respecting Farm
Income Stabilization, be not now read a

second time but be referred back to the

govemmenlt to have incorporated there'in

principles of a farm income insurance plan
which would be open to the producers of

all farm products on a voluntary basis with

assurance that the government provide a

public forum for full discussion with the

farm community before rdintroduction of

the bill.

Mr. Conway: Now about the telephone.

Hon. W. Newman: Later in the debate,

tho hon. member for Huron-Middlesex (Mr.

Riddell) moved a subamendment as follows:

That Bill 96, An Act respecting Farm In-

come Stabilization, be not now read a

second time but be referred back to the

government to have incorporated therein

principles of a farm income protection

plan which will be open to all producers
of all farm products on a voluntary and

contributory basis, with the government

negotiating with legally constituted farm

spokesmen; and with assurance that the

government provide a public forum for full

discussion with the farm community before

reintroduction of the bill; and that the

bill be reintroduced no later than October

31, 1976.

Mr. Nixon: Good amendment.

'Mr. Breithaupt: Worked, too.

Hon. W. Newman: The subamendment
was carried on division and the amendment
as amended was carried on division, thus the

bill did not move to second reading.

Mr. S. Smith: We wrote your education

policy and your farm policy; what next?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Oh, we're still smarting

on that one.

Mr. S. Smith: Do you want a few more?

Mr. Nixon: When are you going to get the

smarts?

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Let's get on

with the business of the House.

Hon. W. Newman: A committee of cabinet

was subsequently formed to deal with the

problems of reintroducing legislation by the

specified date.

I invited Ontario's farm products market-

ing boards and commodity groups to present

their views to this committee of ministers.

Twenty-four groups were represented at the

meeting on August 3. More of them sup-

ported Bill 96 than opposed it. Several were

noncommittal, usually because their pro-

ducers would not be affected. The views ex-

pressed by the remainder could not be fairly

summed up in terms of pro and con or black

and white; rather they ranged through

various shades of grey. At any rate, no con-

sensus emerged from these discussions and

subsequent written submissions.
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Mr. Cunningham: Bill Stewart he is not.

Hon. W. Newman: On August 12 the same
committee of ministers met with the three

general farm organizations: the Ontario Fed-

eration of Agriculture, the Christian Farmers'

Federation and the Ontario District of the

National Farmers' Union.

An hon. member: They're not supporting
it.

Hon. W. Newman: The Ontario Federation

of Agriculture favoured a plan covering all

commodities and based on insurance prin-

ciples with provisions for contributions from
farmers and the federal and provincial gov-
ernments. The OFA also called for a clearly
defined role for farmer representatives in the

development process. The Christian Farmers'

Federation found Bill 96 sufficient and ade-

quate. It suggested a few modifications, but

supported the plan.

Mr. Conway: Just a few?

Hon. VV. Newman: The National Farmers'

Union filed a national policy statement that

had been adopted in December, 1975. It

dismissed Ottawa's Bill C-50 as irrelevant. It

asked for a stabilization plan based on
current production costs and a formula index-

ing all major cost components. The NFU
also called for federal-provincial-producer
contril)utions to a fund that would operate
in conjunction with quotas, import controls

and other facets of supply management.

Mr. Conway: This sounds pretty irrelevant.

Hon. W. Newman: While we had thus

consulted in depth with the legally con-

stituted farm spokesmen, I wanted to give
individual farmers additional opportunities to

express their views at public forums. Public

meetings were arranged and well advertised

in 10 centres across the province.

Mr. Conway: By telephone.

Hon. W. Newman: I was able to answer
some of the questions that arose at these

meetings on the evening of October 4—

Mr. Conway: Not too many.

Hon. W. Newman: —by means of a tele-

phone conference-call hooked up to loud-

Mr. Nixon: The taxpayers pay-

Mr. Cassidy: Must have been a long hook-

up too.

Hon. W. Newman: In addition my ministry
—I'll tell you they were well-attended meet-

ings by and large, and I'm sorry two meet-

ings couldn't hear me very well.

Mr. Roy: Bill, I'll tell you something else,

you were better on the phone.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Would the

hon. minister continue with his statement.

[2:30]

Hon. W. Newman: Certain key points be-

came evident at these public meetings. The

majority of farmers wanted greater producer

participation and heavy farm representation
on the stabilization commission. They wanted
a voluntary, contributory form of stabiliza-

tion to which farmers wishing protection
would pay premiums to enrol their commodi-

ties; and they wanted the level of support

prices to reflect realistically what was hap-

pening in the marketplace so that they
couldn't have a detrimental effect on the

competitive position of Ontario's agricultural

products.

Mr. Bullbrook: I thought you said we
weren't having a Throne Speech this time?

Mr. Singer: It is another statement of gov-
ernment policy.

Hon. W. Newman With the aid of all this

input from farmers and farm groups, the gov-
ernment was able to evaluate several alterna-

tive types of farm income stabilization plans
which would comply with the stated wisihes

of this House. Each was weighed with pain-

staking care before we chose the plan em-
bodied in the bill that will be tabled in a

few minutes.

Mr. Singer: The speech writers were on
strike—you had to put them to work sometime.

Hon. W. Newman: These are what I con-

sider the highlights of the bill:

It will be a voluntary, contributory plan
run by a Crown commission of at least five

members, predominantly representatives of

Ontario's producers.

Mr. Conway: Resign.

Mr. Peterson: Did you just think of this?

Mr. Singer: It was in the paper last week.

Hon. W. Newman: All marketed agricul-

tural products in this province will be eligible
for coverage.

The commission will establish regulations
for enrolling any serious producer as it sets

up separate stabilization funds for various
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commodities. The govermnent of Ontario will

contribute $2 for every $1 the producer pays
in enrolment premiums.

Prices and costs used in the Ontario for-

mula will be the same as those used in the

federal plan, and federal oflBcials have assured

us of their full co-operation in supplying any
necessary technical data. I have explained

why our plan must dovetail with theirs but

let me stress once again that the government
will continue to press for the type of mean-

ingful, national stabilization programme which
all parties in this House want to see.

Mr. Peterson: You could have spared us all

this.

Mr. Conway: Where is Don Morrow?

Mr. Roy: I hope we get a copy of that

speech.

Hon. W. Newman: The provincial plan will

provide two forms of protection. When a com-

modity is named in the federal Act for sup-

port at the 90 per cent level, as I discussed

earlier, our payments will boost returns to

Ontario producers to the 95 per cent level.

Mr. Cunningham: Now if you only knew
something about farming.

Hon. W. Newman: The Ontario stabiliza-

tion price will be 95 per cent of the average
market price over the previous five years ad-

justed for cash cost increases. The federal

Minister of Agriculture, Mr. Whelan, has said

that any other commodities which need sup-

port on a yearly basis will be designated
under the federal Act for the same 90 per
cent level of support. In these cases, Ontario

payments will also be at 95 per cent. How-
ever, if a commodity is not covered either

way by the federal Act in a year of low
market prices, the Ontario plan will provide
a payment equal to the difference between
the 95 per cent level and the 90 per cent

level.

What agriculture really needs, of course, is

uniform support of every Canadian farm

product at the 90 per cent level plus a three-

way partnership to provide additional pro-
tection to the 95 per cent level for any farmer
who wants to help fund it. The federal gov-
ernment should be sharing the costs of the

voluntary portion on a dollar-for-dollar basis

with the province and participating producers.
We've been telling Ottawa that for years but
we can't wait any longer so we'll put in

Ottawa's dollar to get the programme moving.

Mr. Cassidy: You weren't going to do that
this spring.

Hon. W. Newman: As you will see, Mr.

Speaker, it is impossible to predict what our

plan will cost in any given year. The maxi-

mum cost to the government might range
from $60 to $70 million annually. On the

basis of the two-for-one cost-sharing formula,
the maximum cost to contributing farmers

would be half as much.

Mr. BuUbrook: Give them a Wintario grant.

Hon. W. Newman: The provincial govern-
ment introduced a voluntary contributory

price support programme for our beef calf

producers last year. It will continue to oper-
ate separately from the other stabilization

funds until all cow-calf contracts expire in

1980. I certainly trust that a proper federal

stabilization programme will be fulh' opera-
tional by then.

Mr. Conway: Did you talk to Joe Clark?

Hon. W. Newman: In the event it is not,
the Ontario stabilization commission will de-

cide what arrangements should be made for

beef calf operators desiring continuing pro-
tection.

We intend to leave other operational deci-

sions of a similar nature in the hands of the

producer-oriented commission. As I have said,

the majority of Ontario producers have indi-

cated they want a greater voice in the deci-

sion-making. The new Act is designed to meet
their wishes.

We have complied with the stated wishes
of the majority of members. We have pro-
duced a voluntary participatory plan that

operates through the market price mechanism
but takes account of significant changes in the

farmer's cash costs.

Mr. Breaugh: Anything more than two

syllables.

Mr. Cassidy: It is a hard word to get out,

isn't it?

Hon. W. Newman: We have left the farm-

er free to make 'his own production decisions

and we have avoided the risk of balkanizing
Canada's agricultural economy by retaining

provisions that are compatible with the exist-

ing national stabilization programme while

we continue working for a better one.

I am confident that members will agree
that we have taken a major Step forward in

providing the greater degree of income secur-

ity that Ontario farmers want within our free

market, free enterprise system.

Mr. Lewis: It is a shocking intrusion into

the marketplace—a terrible violation of the

free market system.
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Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, I believe

the government has gone more than half-way
and that the bill being introduced today is a

tremendous protection for the farming citizens

of Ontario.

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order. Before we proceed with a lengthy list

of statements, is it your in'tention, sir, to

interpret the rules of the House in the way
you have apparently already begun to do
so by permitting major addresses by the min-
isters under the heading of ministerial state-

ments? Obviously they are making second

reading debate speeches in this connection;
instead of indicating policy they are giving
us the w^hole load.

Hon. Mr. Davis: It is an important matter.

Interjections.

(Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I think the

hon. member has a point there.

Hon. W. Newman: The members opposite
didn't understand it before so we thought
we had better clear it up for them.

Mr. Speaker: I do recall on many occasions

there has been a demand for further and

complete explanation of whatever the min-

isterial statement might contain, whether it's

an explanation of an up-coming bill or a

chang? in policy or whatever. I would cau-

tion the ministry to avoid debate, where pos-

sible, and stick to the principle of the bill or

the announcement-

Mr. Breithaupt: He told us more than we
wanted to know.

Mr. Speaker: —which the ministry is at-

tempting to make. I would request that in

future the statements do not contain argu-
mentative material or a justification for this

and that and so on.

Mr. Cassidy: That's the point; that's the

problem.

Mr. Bullbrook: It is supposed to be a con-

cise statement; that's what it is supposed to

be.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I think there

was great merit to what the hon. member for

Brant-Oxford-Norfolk interjedted.

Now, the hon. Minister of Labour.

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Speaker, on a further point
of order-you have encouraged me to proceed
on a second point of order. Since we are

now resuming the session and it is expected

we will be here for seven weeks or perhaps
longer, is there something you could do with
the-

IntL'rjections.

Mr. Nixon: —quality or the fidelity of the

public address system? I'm not so sure that

it is the same on all sides of the House but
we found part of that lengthy statement to

be almost incomprehensible.

Mr. Reid : And the other half was—

Hon. Mr. Handleman: You never did

understand.

Mr. Speaker: I did deitect a little bit of

background noise occasionally, I must admit.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. To respond to

that, however, the necessary eorredtions to our

PA system were not completed during the

summer because of the lack of certain parts
and material, but I am assured that every-

thing will be 100 per cent before we return

here after the Christmas break. In the mean-
time, I think if we have fewer interjections

whiL" someone is talking we oould all hear

quite well. Thank you very much.

Would the hon. Minister of Labour con-

tinue with her statement, please?

ROYAL COMMISSION ON
MINING SAFETY

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, mem-
bers will recall that by order in council dated

September 10, 1974, the government estab-

lished a royal commission to investigate all

matters related to the health and safeity of

workers in the mines of Ontario.

The commissioner appointed was Dr.

James Ham, former dean of the faculty of

engineering at the University of Toronto and

now dean of that university's school of gradu-
ate studies. I am pleased to report that he

is in the Speaker's gallery today.

Dr. Ham's report was released on Aug.

23, 1976, and I am sure that all members of

the House will agree that it deals with a

difficult and complex subject with un-

paralleled thoroughness. In its analysis of

the problems as well as in the recommenda-
tions for change, the report exhibits a sensi-

tive and humane approach to the safety and

well-being of persons engaged in an industry
which is of vital importance to this prov-
ince's economy. The commissioner has

touched on every major health and safety
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aspect of the mining industry, including sili-

cosis and dust hazards; lung cancer and ion-

izing radiation in uranium mines; toxic chem-
ical agents; industrial noise and its effect

upon hearing; the matter of health records;
and, of course, important proposals concern-
ing the structure of government programmes
and the reordering of reporting responsibili-
ties.

One hundred and seventeen specific recom-
mendations were made to improve the cap-
acity of employers, employees and govern-
ment to achieve maximum protection for
workers in this industry. We are indebted to
Dr. Ham for the conscientious way in which
he has approached this challenging task and
for the wisdom which he has exhibited in

fashioning his proposals.

Immediately following the publication of
the report, a special committee of cabinet
instructed senior oflScials of the affected min-
istries to undertake a detailed analysis of the
Ham report, recommending implementation
of those recommendations which were sup-
ported by the extensive and sometimes com-
plex evidence relied upon by the commis-
sioner. As I have mentioned, and as mem-
bers know, the recommendations fall into two
broad categories: first, those proposing
administrative or organizational changes; and
secondly, those of a substantive, operational
character. The latter group involved complex
technical and scientific considerations and I

will return to those in a moment.
As to the administrative proposals, I am

pleased to announce that the government
accepts, without reservation, the commis-
sioner's recommendations that there be estab-
lished immediately a single centralized occu-
pational health and safety division within the
Ministry of Labour.

At the appropriate time today, I shall
introduce for first reading legislation which,
among other things, transfers responsibility
for part IX and portions of part XI of The
Mining Act, as well as The Silicosis Act, to
the Ministry of Labour. Administrative
arrangements have already been made to
transfer the occupational health protection
branch of the Ministry of Health to the Min-
istry of Labour.

As members know, the Ministry of Labour
is now responsible for The Industrial Safety
Act and The Construction Safety Act. With
the transfer proposed in the new legislation,

responsibility for all occupational health and
safety legislation will reside within the Min-
istry of Labour. The division will be headed
by a person having the status of an assistant

deputy minister, with whom my deputy min-

ister and I will have close and continuing
contact. That person appointed will have
administrative responsibility for all of the

statutes to which I have referred. I shall be

announcing the name of the appointee at the

earliest possible date.

The substantive proposals of the commis-
sioner's report are now under intensive re-

view by a joint labour-management com-
mittee known as the Committee to Revise
The Mining Act. Members will recall that this

committee was appointed by order in council

on March 24, 1976, and that its mandate
was to conduct a complete review of part
IX and part X of The Mining Act. The com-
mittee has been specifically requested to give

priority consideration to the recommenda-
tions of the Ham report and to provide us

with comprehensive proposals for amend-
ment to those portions of The Mining Act

dealing with health and safety, at the earliest

possible date. I have been assured In- the

committee's chairman that the review will he

expedited and I hope to have its report be-

fore the conclusion of this session in order

to be able to bring forward appropriate
amendments early in the next session of the

Legislature.

Depending upon the findings of the com-
mittee and upon the advice of the legal

officers of the Crown, it is my hope to be

a]:!le to combine the relevant sections of The

Mining Act with The Industrial Safety Act

and The Construction Safety Act, to create a

comprehensive omnibus Act governing occu-

pational health and safety in mines, in indus-

trial establishments and in construction proj-

ects throughout the province. With the cen-

tralization of authority in a single ministry

and with the enactment of a comprehensive
statute, I am confident that we shall have a

much greater capacity to deal with matters of

health and safety in the work place than has

been possible under the existing system.

J should add that the bill which I am

introducing today will also deal with several

substantive matters which were under active

consideration well before the Ham commis-

sion reported. This bill permits the forma-

tion of labour-management safety commit-

tees or the appointment of employee safety

representatives where appropriate. It deals

with the employee's right to refuse to per-

form unsafe work where reasonable grounds
for refusal exist, and provides for relief

against discharge or discrimination for the

proper exercise of that right. The bill provides

for the posting in the work place of the

reports and official directions of safety and

health inspectors. It accords to an employee
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representative the right to accompany in-

spectors during the physical inspection of the

work place, with the right of full consulta-

tion during the tour of inspection. Finally,

the bill provides for employee access to an-

nual summaries of work injury statistics.

Because of my responsibility for The In-

dustrial Safety Act and The Construction

Safety Act, it was my intention to intro-

duce the aforementioned amendments to those

two Acts. However, in the light of the Hajm
recommendations, I believe that similar bene-

fits should be afforded to Ontario's miners at

this time.

All of the substantive proposals to which
I have just referred are discussed in the Ham
recommendations. Indeed, in some instances,

the provisions of the bill are even more

specific in providing protection and remedial
rights to the employees than the recom-

mendations contained in the report of the

commissioner.

[2:45]

I hope members of the House will appre-
ciate that I would have preferred to be in

a position to have the entire task completed

by the resumption of this session so that a

fully developed omnibus bill could have

been introduced ijnmediately. That objective,

however, has proven to be a practical impos-

sibility. We have had the report for a rela-

tively short period of time and in addition,

part IX of The Mining Act is an extremely

complex and technical piece of legislation

containing 452 sections, most of which deal

with detailed matters of a scientific and tech-

nical nature. As the omnibus bill is devel-

oped, there are other provisions of the Indus-

trial Safety Act and the Construction Safety
Act which will require analysis as well.

It was simply not possible to complete this

major undertaking for the resufnption of this

session. However, as I have said, the omni-
bus legislation will be brought forward as

soon as it is humanly possible to do so, and
I can say categorically that there is no other

legislative initiative to which this government
assigns higher priority.

During the debate on the bill I anticipate
that members will have questions concerning
other aspects of the consolidation of occupa-
tional health and safety programmes within

the Ministry of Labour. I shall, of course, be

happy to deal with any such matters, but I

think it must be appreciated that some im-

portant administrative decisions will require
careful assessment by the new head of the

division of occupational health and safety.
For example, there are important questions

concerning the relationship of that division

to the Institute of Occupational and Environ-
mental Health and Safety to be estabhshed.
In addition, the respective roles of the

Labour Safety Council and the Advisory
Council on Occupational Health have yet to

be determined. Everyone will acknowledge,
I believe, that it is essential that the operat-

ing division have the benefit of continued
advice through advisory mechanisms of some
sort from both labour and management, and
our task will l^e to provide the most efficient

mechanism for receiving this advice without

unnecessary duplication of either eff^ort or

resources.

Finally, I hope it is clear from this state-

ment that the government is firmly committed
to the two central themes of the commis-
sioner's report. First, the need for greater

openness and greater employee participation
in matters of health and safety, and, second,
the development of a "responsibility system,"
to use Dr. Ham's phrase, to provide for a
maximum of co-operation between labour
and management in identifying, controlling

and, where possible, eliminating occupational
hazards.

In addition, the government is determined
to provide the most eff^ective external moni-

toring and evaluation system possible. From
the conversations which I have had since the

publication of the report, I am confident that

both industry and labour share a commit-
ment to these goals. This legislation, Mr.

Speaker, is the first important step toward
the achievement of these shared objectives.

FAMILY LAW REFORM

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, this

government has for some time, as you know,
been committed to a comprehensive reform
.of family law. We have recognized that the

existing common and statute law has failed

to keep pace with the challenge of modern

family life.

One of my predecessors requested the

Ontario Law Reforpi Commission to under-
take a full review of family law and the

commission has produced reports on mar-

riage, lawsuits between fapiily members,
matrimonial property, children, family courts

and, most recently, support obligations.

My ministry circulated a film and dis-

tributed a pamphlet on the commission's re-

commendations across the province. In addi-

tion, we initiated public meetings in order to
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have as wide a discussion as possible of the

issues in family law reform.

As an initial step, pending preparation of

more comprehensive legislation, we intro-

duced The Family Law Reform Act, 1975,
which has been in force for over a year now.
That Act declared the principle of equal
status and capacity in law for spouses of

both sexes and abolished many of the legal

disabilities of married women. This year we
introduced The Succession Law Reform Act
as part of our continuing reform of family
law. That bill, which has only received first

reading, deals with the rights of family
members in estate matters.

Now I take great pleasure in announcing
to this House that the government will today
be introducing a new, wide-ranging family
law bill, which will be of fundamental im-

portance to every man, woman and child in

the province. This bill, to be entitled The
Family Law Reform Act, 1976, sweeps away
the ramshackle structures of the law govern-

ing matrimonial property and support obli-

gations in a marriage breakdown situation.

It creates, in their place, a completely new
system of law dealing with the economic rela-

tions between husband and wife when their

marital ties are about to be dissolved.

The bill contains new rights available to

both spouses protecting the security of the

family home and abolishes the ancient right of

dower. It introduces the concept of marriage
contracts to Ontario for the first time.

In short, the bill comprises a code of the

economic relations between spouses and be-

tween parents and their children, a body of

law which may be resorted to for protection
if a family dispute develops but which also

leaves the family free from interference by
the law when its members are living in har-

mony, as the great majority of families do.

The bill comprises five parts, each dealing
with distinct though related subject areas.

Part I deals with the division of family
assets be'tween the spouses where a marriage
breakdown occurs. Part II concerns the obli-

gation of spouses to support each other and
their children and of children to support
their parents in accordance with the needs
and the capacity of each party.

Part III provides rules for ensuring that
the matrimonial home is not dealt with by
one spouse so as to deprive the other or the
children of a home. Part IV introduces the

concept of marriage contracts; and part V
effects consequential changes in the common
and statute law.

There are several basic themes running

through the whole bill. First, the bill re-

cognizes the equality of the sexes. It confers

no privileges and imposes no disability on
either men or women as a group but rather

takes account of the individual situation in

each matrimonial dispute.

Second, it emphasizes the duty of in-

dividuals to take responsibility for themselves
to the best of their capabilities and to aid

the other members of their family who cannot
fend for themselves.

Third, the legislation gives effect to the

principle that family law should be flexible

enough to respond to the particular needs of

individual families and so permits spouses
wide latitude in arranging their own rules

for property, support and the raising of

children.

Finally, the new provisions attempt to en-

courage the settlement of all the issues in a

family controversy at once, so that multiple
court proceedings will be unnecessary and
so that any court hearing a property or sup-
port dispute will have a true and complete
picture of the family situation.

I would like to outline briefly the main
features of each part of the bill to illustrate

to the members of this House the tremendous

importance of its provisions.

Part I, family property, contains a new set

of rules for the sharing of property between
the spouses if a marriage breakdown occurs.

The basic rule is that family assets will be
divided equally between the spouses. Fam-
ily assets comprise property owned by either

or both spouses which they or their children

ordinarily use for shelter or transportation, or

for household, educational, recreational, social

or aesthetic purposes. This kind of property,
the things that a family use together as a

family, would ordinarily be shared equally
by the spouses on a marriage breakdown,
regardless of who had bought the property
and irrespective of which spouse held legal
title.

Where the husband or wife could establish

in an individual case that an equal division of

the family assets was inequitable in all the

circumstances, the court would have power
to vary the shares of the spouses or even
award a share of property that does not fall

within the definition of family assets. This
would allow recognition of the contributions

of one spouse to a business owned by the

other.

Again I emphasize that couples will be free

to determine whether they wanted these new
provisions to apply to them. If they did not,
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they would be permitted to draw up a mar-

riage contract setting out their own rules for

ownership of property.

Part II deals with support obligations and

begins with the declaration that every spouse,
husband or wife, has an obligation to provide

support for himself or herself and for the

other spouse, in accordance with need, to the

extent that he or she is capable of so doing.
This represents a substantial departure from

the existing law, which imposes the obliga-
tion of support during marriage solely on

husbands.

Part II also reiterates the obhgation of

parents to support their children, whether bom
within or outside marriage, and the obligation
of children over 18 to support their parents;
once again in accordance with the needs of

each land their respective capabilities. It is

perhaps little known that the existing law im-

poses an obligation on ladult persons to sup-

port their needy parents. In tnis respect, the

bill merely codifies the present law.

Mr. Cunningham: Is this the first reading?

Hon. Mr. MoMurtry: This part also creates

a limited obligation 6f one common law

sjxjuse to support the other. Where two
per-

sons have lived together as if married, their

relationship often takes on the same financial

characteristics as a marriage. One person fre-

quently becomes dependent on the other,

especially if there is a child of the union. If

one of these two people is no longer self-

sufficient, it seems reasonable to look to the

other to assist in restoring him or her to finan-

cial indepedence. Certainly it is more desir-

able to place a support obligation on com-
mon law spouses than to have a large number
of persons who are Hving common law look-

ing to public welfare for support instead.

Mr. Bullbrook: Jack Spence doesn't like it

at all.

Hon. Mr. MdMurtry: We (believe it is in

the community's interest that some legal re-

sponsibilities flow from a common law rela-

tionship. By imposing a support obligation on
common law spouses in the same terms as the

obligation on married persons, we v^dll be

removing at least some financial advantages of

a common law union over a legal marriage.
Further, we do not propose to allow common
law spouses to enter into contracts to limit

their obligations, whereas legally married per-
sons will be able to do so in a marriage con-
tract. These measures should act as an en-

couragement for common law spouses to regu-
larize their situation by entering in a formal

marriage where possible.

Mr. Conway: Have you even thought about

the clergy?

Hon. Mr. MdMurtry: We propose to allow

a common law spouse to claim support only
after at least two years' cohabitation, or if the

couple live together in a relationship of some

permanence and they have a child. We do not

j>ro}X)'se to give common law spouses rights to

share in family property or have any control

over dealings with the family home.

The third part of the bill deals with the

matrimonial home. This part provides security
for the members of the family by requiring
that both spouses join in any sale or mortgage
of the matrimonial home. The family's right
to shelter is therefore protected against the

unilateral act of either husband or wife. Pro-

vision is also made for either spouse to ob-

tain an order for exclusive possession of the

home and its contents, where financial sup-

port alone would be inadequate.

Part 'IV permits spouses to enter into co'm-

prehensive marriage contracts covering their

respective rights to property, support, cus-

tody and education of children and any other

matters arising during their marriage or on an

eventual marriage breakdown. A marriage
contract could prevail over any of the provi-
sions of the Act except where it limited a

spouse's rights in the matrimonial home, re-

duced a sjxxuse to dependence on welfare or

included provisions contrary to the best in-

terests of the children of the marriage.

The last part of the bill contains many
amendments to statute law and abrogations
of the common law consequential upon the

previous four parts. The Family Law Re-

form Act of 1975 is incorporated as part of

this Act. Part V abolishes the last vestiges of

the inferior status in law of the married

woman and completes the work begun in this

area in The Family Reform Act, 1975.

This bill is obviously a major piece of

legislation of fundamental concern to every-
one. As a result, my ministry has prepared a

pamphlet and an information booklet ex-

plaining the bill, and these documents will

be distributed free, and as widely as possible

across Ontario.

[3:00]

Mr. Roy: Have you got your name on it?

Hon. Mr. MoMurtry: Members of the pub-
lic will be invited to write my ministry for

copies and to submit their comments on

the bill.

Mr. Nixon: Just write to Roy.
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Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I want to make it

clear that—

An hon. member: Darcy is sending one
out too.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I want to make it

clear that this bill does represent govern-
ment policy—

Hon. Mr. Davis: I could be unkind and ask

who over there is smarting?

Mr. Nixon: Is it regional government for

Chatham-Kent?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. min-
ister has the floor.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: This bill does re-

present government policy, although in a

bill which sweeps away centuries of legal
tradition and provides entirely new measures
in their place there may, of course, be a

need for some adjustments. I am confident,

however, that the basic principles of The
Family Law Reform Act, 1976, represent a

positive response to the needs of the people
of Ontario.

While the family law reform bill is in itself

very significant legislation, Mr. Speaker, it is

only one of two important bills I will be in-

troducing today, and only one of four major
family law measures which the government
plans to bring forward this session.

The second bill which I will be intro-

ducing for first reading today is a new
Marriage Act. This bill does not contain the
same kind of sweeping changes as The Fam-
ily Law Reform Act-

Mr. Conway: Was that written by John
Smith?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: —but it does give
effect to many of the recommendations of

the Ontario Law Reform Commission report
on marriage.

Mr. Breithaupt: You found a new way?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: One of the main fea-

tures of the marriage bill is the authorization

of justices of the peace and other prescribed
classes of persons to solemnize marriages, so

that it will now be easier for couples to have
a non-rehgious marriage ceremony if they so

desire.

Mr. BuUbrook: Keep this up you will be

doing away with the opening prayer.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: The third major piece
of legislation, Mr. Speaker, on the govern-

ment's family law programme is Bill 85,

The Succession Law Reform Act, which has

now received first reading. That bill substan-

tially reforms the rules of inheritance of

property and the right of dependants to

claim support from an estate. It incorporates

many of the recommendations of the Ontario

Law Reform Commission reports on children,

support obligations and family property.

The Succession Law Reform Act contains

provisions equalizing the treatment in estates

matters of all children, whether bom within
or outside marriage, and equalizing the posi-
tion of men and women in their inheritance

rights and rights to support from the estate

of a deceased spouse. The bill effects a gen-
eral modernization of the law of estates to

bring it more in tune with the values and

expectations of today's society.

We have received a number of comments
and suggestions from lawyers and other mem-
bers of the public in relation to Bill 85,
and it is the government's intention to in-

corporate some of the suggestions in the bill

and to proceed to enactment.

The government has also been considering
reforms in the procedures by which family
law disputes are resolved in the courts. It is

well recognized that existing court s'tru'ctures

do not serve as well as they might in family
law cases. Often spouses must Start proceed-
ings in different courts and go through two or

more trials before all the issues in their dis-

pute are finally laid to rest.

Mr. Roy: You are starting to listen a little

bit.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: The courts are geared
to an adversary process and this approach
tends to add bitterness to a diflBcult s-ituaticn.

Th3 family division of the provincial court,

commonly known as the family court, has

access to support services whi<yh can help
families settle 'their difficulties without resort-

ing to a trial. However, that court has no

jurisdiction over many kinds of family law

cases, such as divorce and property disputes.
On the other hand, the Supreme and county
courts, which have the necessary jurisdiction,

simply do not have the support services.

We beheve we have found a means to

provide a family court that has the jurisdic-

tion needed to deal with any kind of family
law case and the necessary range of support
services to assist spouses to come to a nego-
tiated settlement of their problems wherever

possible. I have reached an understanding
with the federal Minister of Justice on the

creation of a unified family court for a three-
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year developmental project in Hamilton. The
court is called the unified family court be-

cause it unifies the exercise of family law

jurisdiction in one court, instead of the four

different courts that have jurisdiction now.

The court at Hamilton would make exten-

sive use of conciliation and pre-trial pro-
cedures within the court and social service

resources in the community to assist the par-
ties in resolving their problems short of taking
the case before a judge.

We are currendy resolving the details of an

agreement with the federal government, which
is necessary under our constitution to give the

court the necessary jurisdiction. We expect
these matters to be finalized in the next

several weeks, and we will then bring forward

legislation to create the luiified family court

at Hamilton. If the three-year Hamilton proj-

ect proves a success, as I believe it will, we
hope to be able to extend the unified family
court across Ontario.

I have spoken of four family law bills

which the government plans for this session,

but there still remains one extremely im-

portant area which I have not yet directly

addressed, the law relating to children.

In our new family law reforni bill, we
propose to give all children the ^ame rights
to support from their parents, whether or not
the child's parents are married. Bill 85, on
the law of succession, contains the same kind
of provisions in relation to children's rights of

inheritance.

In addition, I am developing a proposal to

abolish once and for all the status if illegiti-

macy for all purposes of Ontario law. I am also

considering proposals for legal means of ascer-

taining the parentage of children bom outside

marriage; a procedure to appolint a guardian
for one's children by will; independent legal

representation for children in family disputes;
and guidelines for a court in making decisions

on custody in accordance with the best inter-

ests of the child. I Will be discussing those

areas with my colleagues in the cabinet with
a view to producing further legislation on
these subjects.

I have gone into some detail in 'this state-

ment because I want the members of this

House and the public at large to be fully

aware of the scope and importance of the

government's legislative plans in the area of

family law. These measures abolish the la^t

remnants of the married woman's inferior

status and guarantee to both spouses a fair

share of matrimonial property if their mar-

riage breaks down. They provide for new
support remedies which will recognize the

obligation of both husband and wife to be-

come self-suflBcient if they can, and the right
of either husband or wife to claim suppbrt
from the other when in need. The security
of the matrimonial home is protected by new
measures for controls over deaHngs with it

and for orders for exclusive possession bi it.

This legislation is the culmination of years
of work by successive Attorneys General, the

Law Reform Commission and officials within

my ministry. We believe that it is a com-

prehensive legislative recognition of the need
for change in our law and that it responds to

the wishes of the people of this province.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Solicitor General.

Mr. Cassidy: How long is it?

CITIZEN COMPLAINTS
AGAINST POLICE

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, I wish to

comment briefly on my ministry's plan for a

new system for dealing with citizens' com-

plaints against police. Out of courtesy to

those opposite and so they may know that I

mean briefly, if they wish to keep track of

my progress as I turn the pages, I have two

pages.

We propose that a civilian authority be
created to oversee the handling of these com-

plaints and the consequential disciplining of

police officers. It has been said, quite rightly,

that the police should not be the final arbiters

in their own cause. Complaints and discipline

would be the special focus and special re-

sponsibility of this new authority. It would
be independent of the police and would re-

port to the Solicitor General. It would
monitor the handling of less serious com-

plaints by police and would be directly in-

volved in the investigation and adjudication
of the more serious complaints. This author-

ity would be a final court of appeal both

for citizens who feel aggrieved and for police
officers whose employment or employment
status might be affected. This independent
authority would have sufficient power and re-

sources to ensure that justice is done to all

parties.

We have extensively reviewed recent

studies and reports on the subject and I

might mention in particular those of Mr.

Arthur Maloney, QC, His Honour Judge
Rene Marin and the Hon. Mr. Justice Mor-
and. The underlying philosophies contained

in these reports are perhaps more striking in

their similarities than they are in their differ-

ences. I might say that our proposed scheme
draws extensively from these reports.
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I feel that the system should apply to all

municipal police forces and the Ontario Pro-

vincial Police, and I am therefore unable to

adopt any one scheme in its totality. Further-

more, we want to establish a system which

includes the best features of existing and

proposed systems. The system will be flexible

and capable of expansion as the need arises.

Every attempt will be made to avoid un-

ne'cessary expense and the creation of un-

necessary bureaucracies. At the same time I

am determined that the system be made to

work and will do everything in my power to

see that it is equipped for this objective.

At the present time, I have just completed
the first round of discussions with police

associations, police governing bodies and

other interested groups. I might add that

these groups are giving us full co-operation
and many useful suggestions. The points of

view are many and varied and sometimes

conflicting.

I do appreciate the need for action. In the

words of one writer, we must venture into

this field in a highly visible way and then

let the experience, in action, decide whether

the structure created is doing the j<^b it was

intended to do. The government's approach
has now been finalized and a second round

of discussions centring on these proposals
has now commenced. This consultation com-

pleted, we wfll be in a position to introduce

the legislation before the end of this session.

WINE CONTENT

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, this

afternoon I will be introducing The Wine
Content Act, 1976, the purpose of which is

to help the Ontario wine industry gain a

greater share of Canadian and foreign wine

markets.

This legislation marks a major change in

our policy in that it will permit the limted

use of foreign wine-making materials in On-
tario wines. Grape growers and wineries have

jointly accepted this change.

In recent years, the public taste has turned

toward dry table wines rather than fortified

dessert wines. This development in the mar-

ket has demanded great adjustments from our

wine industry. Grape growers have responded
with new plantings of the varietal grapes

capable of meeting the public demand.

Mr. Cunningham: You guys buy it at elec-

tion time.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: The government's
loan support for this programme has been

welcomed by the growers. This transition is

proving successful and the quality of Ontario

wines has improved dramatically.

Mr. Nixon: As long as the federal go\ern-
ment buys the surplus and you let the con-

centrate be imported.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Nonetheless, it is

apparent that some importing of grapes and

blending wines, not concentrates, may be

necessary to sustain the transition and enable

the industry to continue to meet public

expectations.

As members are aware, the health of the

Ontario wine industry is essential to the

preservation of the unique tender fruit land

of Niagara. If we are able to maintain

healthy sales of wine, we can keep—

An Hon. member: How many seats?

Mr. Warner: Talk to the Minister of

Housing (Mr. Rhodes).

Hon. Mr. Handleman: —thousands of acres

of valuable land in the Niagara Peninsula

from conversion to non-agricultural use.

About 54 per cent of the cultivated land in

the peninsula is in grapes and 70 per cent

of the crop goes into wine.

Mr. Nixon: Have you decided to stop that

conversion of land?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Expanding the

markets for domestic wines is therefore one

of the most practical and inexpensive ways
to preserve this land for future generations.

It is obviously necessary to maintain a

careful balance between the use of imported

rnaterials to help wine sales and the market

for Ontario grapes. To that end, the regula-

tions will provide two important safeguards.

First, the amount of imported materials will

be limited to a fixed percentage of the total

materials used. Secondly, the yield of wine

per ton of grapes will be reduced so that

more Ontario grapes must be purchased for

every gallon of wine produced. The entire

blending procedure covered by this legislation

will be subject to review in five years

tipie.

Probably the most meaningful future pro-

tection is the development of a set of wine

standards to improve sales. The government
will be working with the wineries and grow-
ers to establish these standards, hopefully for

introduction in 1977.

I would also like to take this opportunity
to announce another initiative taken by the

government recently to assist Ontario's grape
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growers and wineries. In the past two years,

French producers have taken steps to enforce

the terms of a 40-year-old treaty which sub-

jects Canadian business to foreign laws. The

treaty in question threatens the right of our

wineries to use names like champagne, des-

pite the fact-

Mr. Conway: Take it easy on the French.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: —that all labels

clearly show the Canadian origin of the

beverage.

Last week, I sent a telegram to the Hon.

Jean Chretien urging him to consider abrogat-

ing this treaty.

Mr. Nixon: Did you thank the federal

government for buying all the grapes?

Mr. Conway: Easy does it.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please..

Hon. Mr. Handleman: No other wine-

making jurisdiction has had to accept such an

insulting loss of sovereignty.

Mr. Nixon: You only buy the grapes in an

election year.

Hon. W. Newman: Nonsense. We bought

grapes this year. You don't know anything
about the Niagara Peninsula.

Mr. Nixon: They were the ones who wanted
to stop the importing. You are the one who is

criticizing the government of Canada for not

importing the grapes

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

minister has the floor only.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, I

understand that trade talks between Canada
and France are expected next month. We
urged the government of Canada to place
this treaty on the agenda and to insist that

it be changed or rescinded to reflect modern

usage..
I have a second statement, Mr. Speaker,

while I am on my feet.

CORPORATIONS INFORMATION ACT

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Later today I will

be introducing for first reading a revised

Corporations Inforpiation Act and comple-
mentary amendments to The Business Corpo-
rations Act and The Corporations Act. In this

legislation we have attempted to ease the

burden of both large and small corporations

by eliminating the annual filing and the pay-
ment of a filing fee.

[3:15]

We are also taking steps to make it easier

for consumers and small businessmen to take

legal action against corporations they do

business with. Instead of the annual rdtum

now required from each corpora'tion carrying

on business in Ontar^io, the new Act requires

filing only when a change occurs in the in-

formation kept on file. The amendments

provide for cancellation and dissolution for

non-payment of taxes rather than for failure

to file annual returns.

In the case of a non-share corporation, the

amendmen'ts provide for cancellation and dis-

solution for failure to file a notice on demand.

This demand will be made every three years

with a view to removing inactive corporations

from the records.

The cost of enforcing the existing legisla-

tion has been climbing steadily. Under the

new amendments, even when the $10 filing

fee is dropped, the nCt administrative cost

will be lower. However, up-to-date informa-

tion on corporations will continue to be avail-

able in one central location.

I think everyone in this Legislature agrees

that small businessmen have been deluged in

recent years with too much government paper-
work. While the federal government has

talked about doing something to help, we
are taking this practical action to help to

improve the situation.

iMr. Samis: That's what an election can do.

Mr. Roy: You should have saved aU this

for a spring election.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: With certain excep-

tions, every corporation carrying on business

in Ontario will be required to file an initial

notice setting out basically the information

which is now required under the existing

legislation. Returns now on file will be treated

as the initial notice required by the amend-

ments provided they are up to date.

By reciprocal arrangement, corporations

chartered federally or in Quebec do not re-

quire a licence to carry on business in On-
tario. These corporations will be required to

file an initial notice setting but only informa-

tion as to name, date, manner and jurisdic-

tion of incorporation. Notices of change will

still be required. Names and addresses of oflB-

cers and directors of Canadian and Quebec
corporations are available to creditors and
others in the files maintained by the Canada

corporations branch at Ottawa or by the Que-
bec companies branch in Quebec City.

The amendments will also require an extra-

provincial corporation to file an initial notice
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as well as notices of change containing the

name and address of its attorney in Ontario,

the name and office address of its chief oflBcer

or manager in Ontario, and the location of its

principal oflBce in this province.

Under the exis'ting legislation, a corpora-
tion is prohibited from carrying on business

or identifying itself by other than the regis-

tered name or style. This rule will be strength-
ened in the new legislation by further dis-

closure requirements. A corporation wiU
henceforth use Its corporate name in all con-

tracts, invoices, negotiable instruments and
orders for goods or services. To permit cor-

poratlions time to use existing stocks of sta-

tionery this provision will not come into force

until July 1, 1977.

In the process of developing this legislation

we recdlved very valuable advice from repre-

sentatives of the commercial, consumer and

corporate law sedtion of the Ontario branch

of the Canadian Bar Associaltion and I would
like ito acknowledge that contribution with

thanks. These amendments will provide better

service to the public at consistently less cost

both to the taxpayer and to Ontario's small

businessman.

Mr. Speaker: Just before we call for the

next statement perhaps we might have the

TV lights turned down; the cameras seem to

have gone their way. Secondly, there's a

great-

Mr. Nixon: Arthur, you are not going to

be on TV tonight.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. There is a

great diflBculty in hearing everything 'that's

said and that's part of our cause right there.

The difficulty is mainly because of the iriter-

jedtions, most of which are totally irrelevant.

Also, please, WiU 'those people who are carry-

ing on private conversations please keep them
at as low a level as possible.

iMr. Roy: Can we have a coffee break?

Mr. Deans: On a point of order, if I may.
I wonder if it might be possible to turn the

volume on the microphones down, and wheth-
er that would interfere with the transcribing
of it in the itranscription room. If the tape still

works from the lower volume we could prob-

ably hear people much more readily in their

normal speaking voice.

Mr. Speaker: It is worth a try, but it seems
to me the background noise appears to be the

main difficulty; it echoes.

Mr. Singer: Did they throw out the bid

system? Could we not bring that one back?

'Mr. Speaker: The hon. Minister of Revenue.

Mr. Roy: Art, just file it.

HOME BUYER GRANT AUDIT

Hon. Mr. Meen: Back in July I issued a

statement to the press concerning the audit of

Ontario home buyer grant applications. I said

at that time that audit statistics would be re-

leased at the completion of the programme,
scheduled for the end of this year. In light of
recent articles in the press, I think it would
now be useful to provide an interim report on
the progress to date of the home buyer grant
audit.

Mr. Cassidy: It sure would.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Meen: As members will recall

the home buyer grant programme was one of

a number of measures introduced in the pro-
vincial budget in April, 1975, to counteract

weakness in the Ontario economy.

'Mr. Ruston: During an election year.

Mr. Nixon: To buy votes.

Mr. S. Smith: It is called a pre-restraint

programme.

Hon. Mr. Meen: It was a short-term meas-

ure intended to have immediate economic im-

pact and, therefore, our primary objective

was to establish the administrative machinery
to ensure payments of the grants as quickly as

possible with minimum red tape. To verify by
external audit or field audit every aspect of

every grant application prior to payments be-

ing made would clearly have nullified the eco-

nomic impact of the programme and caused

unnecessary delays and hardship to the great

majority of people who were properly quaH-
fied.

Mr. S. Smith: Delayed it past election day.

Mr. Nixon: Right. You wanted to get the

cheques out before election day.

Hon. Mr. Meen: Further, statistics prove
that in any kind of programme, whether it is

a tax collection programme or an income re-

distribution programme-

Mr. Sargent: It was a bribery programme,

Hon. Mr. Meen: —the vast majority of ap-

plications—-and I emphasize this Mr. Speaker-
die vast majority of applications for assist-

ance and tax returns are basically correct.
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Programmes are therefore designed to provide
the least amount of inconvenience to me per-
sons submitting that majority of applications
and reliance is placed on auditing techniques
to deal with the exceptions rather thian subject

every grant application and tax return to the

same degree of detailed scrutiny.

To deal with the home buyers' grant pro-

gramme, a three-step plan was used which, in

the first instance, was based on a self-assess-

ment approach common to many government
programmes. The first step involved scrutiny
of submitted declarations and documents.
Grants were paid primarily on the basis of

people's declarations that they met the neces-

sary conditions cited on the application forms,

supported by certain documentary evidence.

The second step was the request for addi-

tional documentation or information in cases

where our initial scrutiny indicated insuffi-

cient information had been supplied to deter-

mine the eligibility of the application.

iln the course of the first two steps, approxi-
mately six per cent of all applications were
rejected.

The third step was an audit based on a pre-
determined selection of files Where it was

judged that the highest number of ineligible

applicants would be found.

This post-audit of grant applications began
in earnest in April of this year with 46 audi-

tors seconded from corporation tax and retail

sales tax branches of my ministry. To October
22 of this year 9,453 files had been audited
and of these, 1,016 grants, that is 10.7 per
cent of those audited were disallowed.

Mr. Sargent: That was a great make-work

programme wasn't it—46 auditors?

Hon. Mr. Meen: This percentage is higher
than it would have been had our audit been
based on a random sampling of all applicants.

Mr. Sargent: You should be ashamed of

yourself.

Hon. Mr. Meen : Since, as described earlier,

it is not necessiary to audit all 87,000 ap-
proved applications, and since by the end of

this year the auditors seconded to this pro-
gramme will have to return to their normal

duties, the audit was concentrated on areas

where we anticipated the highest number of

ineligible applications and hence the highest
rate of return, with particular emphasis on

higher-priced homes. In that portion of the
audit sample selected randomly, disqualifica-
tions were considerably lower than in other
areas of specialized selection on which audit

activity has been concentrated.

Mr. S. Smith: What was the rate?

Hon. Mr. Meen: The greatest single reason

for post-audit disallowance of grants has been
the applicant's previous ownership of a prin-

cipal residence. In fact, 72 per cent of dis-

allowances fall into this category. Other sig-
nfficant categories include housing units found
to be tri-plexes, four-plexes, and housing units

not occupied as the applicant's principal resi-

dence. These categories account for 12 and
nine per cent respectively of post-audit dis-

allowances.

As to the procedures used in our audits, the

report in last Wednesday's Globe and Mail
indicated that investigators are appearing un-

announced at doorsteps across the province. I

would simply like to point out that it is impos-
sible to estimate the length of interview which

may be required with any particular applicant
and, therefore, it is difficult to schedule a

series of such interviews ahead of time.

Mr. Sargent: Can you tell us the cost?

Hon. Mr. Meen: Were we to attempt to

make advance appointments in all cases, the

audit would be slowed considerably.

As I indicated earlier, the audit of the

initial $1,000 payments of the home buyer

grants will continue until the end of this

year-

Mr. Sargent: An $87 million bribe.

Mr. Cunningham: Do they pay interest?

Hon. Mr. Meen: —and I will be releasing

complete statistics at the conclusion of the

audit. Mr. Speaker, while I'm on my feet, I

have another short statement.

ASSESSMENT, GIFT TAX
AMENDMENTS

Hon. Mr. Meen: Later this afternoon I

shall be introducing The Assessment Amend-
ment Act and shall propose amendments to

The Ontario Gift Tax Act, 1972.

Mr. Conway: What about Willis Blair?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Meen: As you are aware, Mr.

Speaker, in the 1976 Ontario budget the

Treasurer (Mr. McKeough) introduced 15

proposals to reform the property tax system
of this province. Subsequendy, the Property
Tax Reform Commission, under the chair-

manship of Mr. Willis Blair, was established

to review these proposals and encourage

public response concerning their implementa-
tion. The changes proposed in The Assess-
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ment Act, 1976, will delay for one year,
until 1977, the return of assessments at full

market value throughout Ontario.

Interjections.

Mr. Sargent: The election ploy.

Hon. Mr. Mean: This delay will preserve
current levels of assessment and existing pro-
cedures under The Assessment Act for the

year 1977.

Mr. Cassidy: This is the fifth time in a row.

Mr. Nixon: That is the third withdrawal.

Hon. Mr. Meen: This, of course, is the
deferral in the assessment process which I've

been talking about for months and all of the
rest of you have known about it for months
as well. This delay-

Mr. Conway: I bet Eddie Goodman had a
few things to say.

Hon. Mr. Meen: —will allow time for re-

sponse to the report of the Blair commission
expected later this year and for the prepara-
tion of legislation by my ministry based on
the commission's report and the public re-

sponse to it. In addition, Mr. Speaker, I shall

introduce The Gift Tax Amendment Act,
1976, No. 2, in which I shall propose a
number of changes to The Gift Tax Act. In

general, these are housekeeping amendments
with little revenue implications for the prov-
ince.

Three changes I shall propose in this

amending bill arise out of the provisions of
the proposed Succession Law Reform Act,
1976, introduced by the Attorney General on
May 11, 1976, as Bill 85. That Act was not
concerned with taxation but with a more
generous and equitable treatment of illegiti-
mate children, common-law spouses, and
various types of defendants and survivors.
With some necessary modifications the rele-
vant provisions of that Act are to be incorpo-
rated into The Gift Tax Act.

An additional change I shall propose will
extend tax-free benefits gifted to a spouse to
include the establishment of an inter vivos
trust for his or her benefit. Through this

amendment we hope to incoporate a change
which was first put forward to my stafiF by a
joint committee of the Canadian Bar Associa-
tion and the Institute of Chartered Account-
ants of Ontario. Under the current Act, a
gift to a spousal trust is subject to tax. This
proposed amendment will permit us to
extend the current interspousal exemption to
include a gift to a spousal trust. In order to

qualify for this exemption, all of the income
must belong to the spouse of the donor and

anyone else benefitting from the trust must
be alive at the time the gift is made to the

trust for the spouse's benefits to be exempt.
The third major proposal in the package

of amendments to The Gift Tax Act concerns

the collection of tax where the donor, who is

primarily liable for the gift tax, does not pay
and the liability then falls to the recipient of

the gift. This proposed law would allow my
ministry to file a lien upon property located

in Toronto and owned by the non-resident

recipient of such gift.

I believe the proposed amendments I've

described today combine to demonstrate this

government's commitment to maintaining an
ejffective and thoroughly useful dialogue with
interested parties and, importantly, the people
of Ontario, as we continue to implement
property and other tax reforms.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The Minister of

Natural Resources.

Mr. Cassidy: The minister has been hiding,
eh?

REED PAPER

Hon. Mr. Bemier: Mr. Speaker, I shall be

tabling later on this afternoon a memoran-
dum of understanding signed today by myself
of behalf of the government and on behalf

of Reed Paper Limited, by Mr. R. W. Bill-

ingsley, president and chief executive oflBcer

and Mr. K. D. Greaves, group vice-president,

forestry and wood products.

This understanding sets out a series of

steps to be taken, both by the company and

by the government, to investigate the desir-

ability of proceeding with a proposed de-

velopment of a new integrated forest indus-

try complex in northwestern Ontario.

The understanding also guarantees full

public disclosure of all data-gathering pro-
cedures and public hearings before any de-

cision is taken by the government concerning
the feasibility or the desirability of proceed-
ing with any forest harvesting plan for the
area under study.

This understanding established the frame-
work within which studies will be imdertaken
of the forest resources of an area to "the north
and the east of Red Lake. In addition, it

provides for a hearing by the Envirooimental

Assessment Board and for public partidpation
in northwestern Ontario. Today's signing of
this understanding follows, by 2% years, a

proposal made by the company to the

government.
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[3:30]

In that proposal, Reed Paper Limited in-

dicated that it was prepared to consider the

feasibility of developing an integrated forest

complex in the Ear Falls-Red Lake area. This

proposal, in turn, resulted from a request I

made to all pulp and paper companies in

Ontario to provide the government with their

long range development programmes to

achieve a fuller and more effective utilization

of provincial forest resources.

Members will recall that in 1971 the gov-

ernment accepted the recommendations of the

Design for Development Phase II report to

be a policy objective for the social and the

economic development of the northwest region

of this province. This report made a number

of recommendations on the role of the pulp

and paper industry in this vast region. It

recommended that some 4,000 to 5,000 new

jobs be created by this industry by 1990.

It also recommended better utilization of the

forest resources by the harvesting of over-

mature trees and all forest species to achieve

a more balanced forest management pro-

gramme.

It recommended that a study be made of

the feasibility of establishing at least one

new pulp and paper mill in northwestern

Ontario, with priority being given to the

areas of the noi'thwest re^on where the for-

estry resource was under-utilized.

It recommended that particular attention

should be given to the possibility of establish-

ing an integrated forest products complex in

what the report termed strategic B communit-

ies, such as those in the Red Lake area.

It is recommended that both the govern-
ment and industry joindy develop special

training programmes for the people living in

remote areas to increase their opportunities

for steady employment, both in the mechan-

ized woods operations and in the mills.

Following the government's acceptance of

these recommendaltions, I asked each pulp
and paper company to present the govern-

ment with their proposals on how their opera-

tions might be expanded to reach these goals.

To date, two companies have embarked

upon major expansion programmes totalling

$358 million, and projecting almost 1,700

new jobs. The proposal ffom Reed Paper
Limited projects an investment of $400 mil-

lion and the creation of up to 1,200 new jobs.

This proposal was announced in this Legisla-

ture by the Premier in March of 1974. Since

then, the company has been engaged in its

own technical study of a possible kraft mill

in the Red Lake-Ear Falls area.

It is now appropriate to undertake an in-

vestigation into the forest resource of this

part of northwestern Ontario lying north of

the 51st parallel.

While other jurisdictions in Canada and

many other countries have successfully carried

on forest harvesting operations considerably

north of this parallel, Ontario has not con-

ducted an intensive forest inventory of this

region or studied its possible economic values

to the province. The time has now come to

do this.

Together with my ministry's emphasis on

improved foreSt management and greater spe-

cies utilization, there is also an obligation on

my ministry to expand and improve its forest

regeneration programmes. A further statement

of our plans in this regard will be made when
Studies now under way have been completed
and our requirements are more fuUy under-

stood and assessed.

This understanding provides for the carry-

ing out of a complete forest inventory of the

area under study. The study should be com-

pleted within 18 months. It will be under-

taken by the government and our costs are

to be reimbursed by the company. In addi-

tion, the company will reimburse the govern-
ment for its costs, related to the operating
studies for that portion required for the com-

pany's forest operating plan, if and when the

company and the government agree that they
should proceed.

The company will submit to the govern-
ment and will be required to make available

to the public, Within 60 days from the sign-

ing of this understanding, its environmental

impact and site selection study for a possible

mill in the Ear Falls-Red Lake area.

The company agrees to provide the govern-
ment with its proposals for a comprehensive
forest management plan, and an operating

plan 12 months after the completion of the

forest inventory. These reports wdll be made
available to the public.

These studies and plans will be designed

to: 1. Develop plans designed to optimize

the utilization of the forest; 2. Raise the

growth potential of the fore^; 3. Improve
the standard of forest pibtection; 4. Conform
with the government's plans for the economic

development of northwestern Ontario; 5.

Maintain or enhance the area's fish and wild-

life resources and its recreational potential;

6. Improve the employment opportunities for

all local inhabitants placing particular em-

phasis on meeting the economic and social

aspirations of the native people in that region.
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The company has agreed to participate in

a hearing of the Environmental Assessment
Board of the Ministry of the Environment to

determine, in a public manner, that a new
pulp mill would be environmentally accept-
able. The company will not be allowed to

proceed to construct the integrated wood-

using manufactories at any location until the

Ministry of the Environment gives the neces-

sary approvals.

Should the company and the government
agree that the development of the complex
is in the public interest and its social benefits

are commensurate with its economic benefits

to the public of this province, the company
has agreed to provide the government with

an irrevocable and valid letter of credit in

the amount of $500,000 as a guarantee that

the company will fulfil its various obligations.

Mr. Lewis: You said that in March, 1974.

You still haven't got the money.

Hon. Mr. Bemier: This memorandum of un-

derstanding provides a comprehensive frame-
work—

Hon. Mr. Davis: Really, I am surprised.

Mr. Sargent: It's a steal.

Hon. Mr. Bemier: —to ensure that an ex-

haustive investigation of the forest resources

of this area is undertaken and that any
possible harvesting operation will conform—

Mr. Lewis: We understand what's going on.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No.

Hon. Mr. Bemier: —to the strictest possible
environmental safeguards known to us.

Mr. Lewis: You are giving them the agree-
ment to bankroll them.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, nonsense.

Hon. Mr. Bemier: It is also the first time
that a private company in this province has
been asked and has agreed to participate in

an Environmental Assessment Board hearing.

Mr. Conway: Anything on the Metro Zoo?

Hon. Mr. Davis: We thought it would be

very appropriate for you to raise it.

Mr. Conway: You really are a zoo gang.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Show us the long right
arm hanging from the limb.

Mr. Conway: Turn your coat around.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Withdraw your tail and
sit down.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Will the hon. mem-
bers for Renfrew North and Sault Ste. Marie

conduct their private conversations outside

the chamber?

Oral questions.

REED PAPER

Mr. Lewis: A question of the Minister of

Natural Resources: Is he prepared to table

in the Legislature this week all the documents
which he received over the last several

months, which were never shared with the

public, relating to the Reed Paper expan-
sion—the documents on the environmental

studies, the documents dealing with native

peoples' rights, the documents dealing with

statistical analysis of the economic implica-

tions? Is the government prepared to table

those documents or must we wait until they
are doctored by Reed?

Hon. Mr. Bemier: Mr. Speaker, I don't

know what the member is referring to because

we have not, in the Ministry of Natural Re-

sources, in my office, received any official im-

pact studies or reports to which he is re-

ferring.

Mr. Lewis: May I ask the Minister of the

Environment? Will the Minister of the En-

vironment table in the Legislature-

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order-

Mr. Lewis: I'm sorry.

Mr. Nixon: I have a supplementary on the

question that was put forward. With refer-

ence to the minister's statement on documents

pertaining to the negotiations with Reed, did

the minister indicate that there would be no

public hearings held out of northwestern On-
tario in this connection?

Hon. Mr. Bemier: Mr. Speaker, I said that

the Environmental Assessment Board hearings
would be held in Red Lake, Ear Falls and

Dryden; that is in northwestern Ontario.

Mr. Nixon: A supplementary: Does that

preclude hearings in Toronto or other juris-

dictions across the province, pertaining to

these resources which are held in trust by all

the citizens?

Hon. Mr. Bemier: Mr. Speaker, that would
be a decision of the Environmental Assess-

ment Board.
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I'Mr. Nixon: The minister has no objection?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: No.

Mr. Reid: A supplementary: Do I under-
stand the Premier's statement of March, 1974,

correctly, that if Reed did not begin con-

struction by December, 1976, it would forfeit

the $500,000 bond it posted?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr, Speaker, if one

reads the statement correcdy, there was an

agreement to be reached. That agreement
was never reached and the bond was never

posted. Until this memorandum of under-

standing and all the various sequences of

events had been clearly outlined—

Mr. Reid: The bond was never posted?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: No, it was not.

Hon. Mr. Davis: There's been no agree-
ment.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: There's been no agree-
ment to post a bond.

Hon. Mr. Davis: That's what you people
don't understand.

Mr. Lewis: No.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: We've got the structure

in place now whereby the timetable is set

and if all the various steps are taken and the

timetable is reached, the deposit will be made
to the government.

Mr. Foulds: In View of the fact that in

the minister's statement he tied the agree-
ment so closely to Design for Development
for northwestern Ontario, does he not think

it appropriate that at least a hearing be held

in every town of major size in northwestern

Ontario, from Manitouwadge to the Manitoba
border?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Speaker, as I said

to the member for Brant, that would be a

decision of the Environmental Assessment
Board. Certainly I have no objections to them
holding public meetings in any part of this

province where there is an interest and is a

concern.

Mr. Lewis: A question to the Minister of

the Environment: Is the minister prepared to

table in the Legislature this week all of the

documents relating to the Reed Paper pro-

posal which came to his ministry and "other

involved ministries"—I would have thought
Natural Resources, perhaps not—revealed in

the various memoranda which have come to

light, apiong staflF members of his ministry.

involving the environmental assessment, the

native peoples' assessment, the statistical

data, the economic implications? Why cannot
that now be made public as part of this dis-

cussion?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, as a result of

the environmental assessment conducted by
the company, that report was turned over to

my jininistry for assessment by my ministry
officials for a period of time, and during that

period there were some inter-office memor-
anda exchanged and also discussions with
officials of the company, people involved in

the assessment for the company, and other

ministries.

I haven't had a chance to look at any of

those papers or any of the mejnoranda, nor

have I had an opportunity to discuss them
with any officials of my ministry.

Mr. Lewis: It's only 16 million acres; no
reason why you should be concerned.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I realize that. But these

are all very preliminary assessments as a

result of receiving assessments from the

company's agents, the people who did the

assessments for them. That assessment wasn't

complete, as the hon. member probably

knows, and that is one of the reasons-

Mr. Lewis: No, I don't.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: —why the company asked

for it back. The assessment wasn't complete
in their opinion.

Mr. Reid: Why did they give them to you
in the first place?

Mr. Lewis: Where are the documents?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: As far as the environ-

mental assessment is concerned, it is with the

company. That document is with the com-

pany, not with my ministry.

Mr. Foulds: You didn't make a copy when

you had it?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Allow the min-

ister an opportunity to answer the question
that was asked and asked legitimately.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: As the hon. member knows,
some of these memoranda were, as reported
in the press recently in articles, exchanged
between officials within a departpient of my
ministry. I would like to be able to look at

that file to see just what is appropriate to

be tabled in this Legislature.

Mr. Lewis: Appropriate?
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Hon. Mr. Kerr: Yes.

Mr. Lewis: 1 want to pursue this. Why is

it not possible for the minister to share

with the pubhc of Ontario, now that the

government has signed a formal agreement
with Reed, as he tables the agreement, all of

the studies and data which have come to his

attention and about which his staff has writ-

ten fully one to the other and claimed "other

involved ministries have reviewed it as well"?

Which other ministries? Where's the material?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: As I say, Mr. Speaker, I

have no objection to tabling relevant material

in respect to the assessment done for Reed

Paper by, I believe. Acres Limited. But I

think the hon. member can appreciate that

apparently a file of an official of my ministry
was copied in some way, including a lot of

inter-offics memos, some of it illegible, and

types of material of that kind. I want to make
sure that anything I table here is relevant and

appropriate to the particular proposal being
submitted by Reed.

Mr. Cassidy : And you'll make that decision?

Mr. Held: Can the minister tell us today,
or tell us tomorrow, or Thursday, what other

relevant ministries in fact received the in-

formation? Would it be the Ministry of

Natural Resources, or Health, or who? Will

he give us that information? Who else re-

ceived the report?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, I'm not sure

exactly what other ministries may have re-

ceived it from the company or from other

ministries. Certainly I would be happy to

table anything which passed between my mto-

istry and some other ministry that may relate

to this subject.

Mr. Lewis: You sign agreements but you
don't know what you've got.

[3:45]

Mr. Speaker, a question of the Minister of

Natural Resources. Is the Minister of Natural
Resources not concerned about entering into

this kind of agreement with the Reed Paper
Company when he has such a damning con-
demnation of that company submitted by his

forest management officer, Mr. J. R. Gary as

recently as September, 1976, pointing out
that the regeneration is running at less than
half the level it should be and indicating that
the cutting and high-grading practices are no
part of any forest management system to his

knowledge? How can the minister enter into

an agreement With a company with that

record?

Hon. Mr. Bemier: Mr. Speaker, the hon.

Leader of the Opposition should realize this

is a memorandum of understanding. It sets up
the framework in which all the various steps

and time'tables have been spelled out for pub-
lic participation. Let's make that point clear.

With regard to an individual's comment
with regard to the reforestation practices, I

think the member is aware that since 1962
the Ministry of Natural Resources has been

responsible in taking the lead in regeneration
and management practices.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Bemier: If there is a criticism

it has to come right back to the way we are

approving those particular plans. I will in-

dicate to members, in the course of my esti-

mates, which start tonight, that we will be

reviewing many of the actions which have

been taken, and these plans.

Mr. Conway: But you are responsible.

Hon. Mr. Bemier: While it may be one

individual's opinion within that particular

field, we will certainly correct anything that

has gone on, and with other companies, too.

Mr. Lewis: A supplementary: Is the min-

ister aware that there is a memorandum from

M. D. Kirk, environmental planner in the

Ministry of the Environment, to V. W. Rudik,
assistant director, environmental approvals

branch, dated April 26, 1976, relating to a

seminar on forest management and environ-

ment, April 20 to April 23, 1976, at which

there were 15 private sector foresters and
three Ministry of Natural Resources foresters

in attendance, including Cary from Reed, in

which they indicated everything from undue

industry, administrative and political influ-

ence on the Ministry of Natural Resources,

indicated that we may have a timber short-

age in the province by the year 2000 and

that regeneration was virtually non-existent?

How can the minister continue to grant to

Reed a part of Ontario as large as the prov-

ince of Nova Scotia with the record which

his own people are chronicling? Why is he

doing it?

Hon. Mr. Bemier: I think the hon. Leader

of the Opposition is ignoring my earlier com-

ments and he just refuses to accept them. All

kinds of people can make all kinds of com-

ments. If there is any truth or depth to those

particulars-

Mr. Lewis: They are your people; they are

your memos.
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Hon. Mr. Bemier: —it's certainly some-

thing I would like to look into. Certainly
I am not aware of these practices to which
the hon. member refers.

Mrs. Campbell: You should know.

Mr. Angus: I would ask the minister if,

in his earlier comments, he or his ministry
took the blame for highgrading within the

Reed area? Is that what he said?

Hon. Mr. Bemier: No, we don't, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Angus: Who does?

Hon. Mr. Bemier: It was just an indi-

vidual's opinion, if it is high-graded or not.

We have a forest management plan for every
licensed area in the province of Ontario. The
member may think it is highgrading. We
think it is forest management.

Interjections.

GASOLINE PRICES IN
NORTHERN ONTARIO

Mr. Lewis: A question of the Minister of

Energy: Since the Isbister commission report
has now been out for several months, is it

possible for him to act on one tiny particle of

it and begin to equalize gasoline prices in

the north as in the south, which is so pro-

foundly felt by those people?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, I will be

responding to the various reports of Isbister

in a few weeks' time here in the Legislature
and the question of gasoline prices and dif-

ferentials, not just between the north and the

south but around the province, will be dealt

with in that response. I might say that I

note with great interest some of the com-
ments made by the members, particularly
that particular member, and I will have a

great deal to say to challenge some of the

assumptions they make which are misleading
the people of the north.

Interjections.

REED PAPER

Mr. S. Smith: A brief question to the Min-
ister of Natural Resources on the previous

topic, Mr. Speaker: Is the minister satisfied

that the environmental assessment hearings
which he is reporting will take place in

northwestern Ontario, will be sufficient to

give proper consideration to the impact of

the proposed Reed deal on the nsttive peoples'

situation as well as on the whole matter of

forestry generation in Ontario, and if he is

not satisfied with that, can he assure us that

a separate public inquiry into these matters
will be considered by the minister?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Speaker, there is a
real concern by this government with regard
to the native peoples and—

Mrs. Campbell: When did that happen?

Hon. Mr. Bemier: —this development, if

and when it ever goes ahead, and certainly

we will do everything in our power to make
sure that their views are properly expressed
and made known to the Environmental Hear-

ing Board so that they in turn can make
recommendations. I don't think at this point
in time though I would be committed to have

a separate, public inquiry, because I think

that this will be an all-encompassing one,

held in different places in northwestern On-
tario where they could provide that input.

Mr. S. Smith: I'll leave that topic for now,
Mr. Speaker.

RACIAL ATTACK

Mr. S. Smith: A question to the Attorney

General, if I might. Has the Attorney General

received a letter and petition dated October

9, from the Toronto East Indian community,

complaining of a racial attack which allegedly

occurred on September 30, on Weston Road,

and can he explain if he has received this

why it is that although the petition says, and

I quote:

The attackers were still visibly present

when the police were there. Although they

were identified to the police, no action was

taken against the attackers.

My understanding is that as of today no

charges have been laid. Can he give some

comment on this?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, I have

some recollection of a letter of that nature

and upon receipt of the letter I requested

the Metropolitan Toronto Police Department
to give me a full report of the incident and I

have yet to receive a reply.

Mr. S. Smith: Just by way of brief sup-

plementary, I presume that the Attorney

General will report to the House when he

receives such a reply?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Yes, Mr. Speaker.
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PUBLIC HEALTH
NURSES' NEGOTIATIONS

Mr. S. Smith: A question to the Minister of

Labour and this regards the pubUc health
nurses situation where, as she knows, Mr.

Speaker, 29 of 37 units are still without a
contract. Is she intending in fact to do some-

thing about this? And may I ask if this is part
of the policy outlined in the Ministry of

Health's brochure called "Ontario's Health
Units Looking After You" where it says, "It's

been said when you walk through the door of
a good health unit you'll find nothing but

empty desks. An exaggeration of course, but
one with a great deal of truth." I'd say there's

a lot more truth nowadays than was intended.
"A health unit doesn't sit back and wait for

trouble to happen." Can she possibly explain
to us what the government is planning to do
in this regard?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I am
sorry that I can't explain the brochure which
the hon. leader of the third party has just

produced. I haven't seen it.

We are in fact still discussing the problems
with the executive group of the Ontario
Nurses' Association. We have had conversa-
tions and a great deal of communication from
the various boards of health throughout the

province. Each side to this dispute is of
course intent upon presenting their point of
view regarding the dispute and we are listen-

ing with a good deal of interest to both sides.

Mr. Mackenzie: It's taking an awful long
time.

Hon. B. Stephenson: It would seem to me
that because of the fact that there has been
the capability demonstrated by some boards
of health and by some units of the public
health nurses to achieve a settlement that in

fact this should be a possibility throughout all

of the negotiations at this time.

I understand that there is a campaign afoot

by at least a group of the Ontario Nurses*
Asisociation to persuade some individual to
introduce a private member's bill to ensure
that-

Mr. Sargent: That would be a big help,
wouldn't it, eh? Would you support a private
member's bill?

Hon. B. Stephenson: —the nurses in public
health units will in fact be capable of achiev-

ing compulsory arbitration, for their specific

membership within the health unit. This is a

possibility, I would anticipate. However, the
communications which I received iprom
boards of health would lead me to believe

that they are not entirely enamoured of that

kind of concept, and I think we have to listen

to both sides within this dispute.

Mr. Cassidy: How can they bargain when
it is shut dowoi?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Are you supporting com-

pulsory arbitration, Mike?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Why don't you ask Mike
to arbitrate?

Mr. S. Smith: When the minister speaks of

some pa rticular person among the nurses, is

she referring to the letter from tlie chief ex-

ecutive officer of the Ontario Nurses' Asso-

ciation, Anne S. Gribben, in this regard?
And is it in fact the intention then of the

ministry to proceed with arbitration and to

continue to deny this one possible remedy
to the public health nurses whose work is so

important in this province?

Mr. Lewis: Some remedy.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, it is not

my intention to deny any group any right at

all. It would seem to me that the employers
of the nurses also have a right to express their

opinions-

Mr. Cunningham: Did they tell you they
needed more money?

Mrs. Campbell: For how long?

Hon. B. Stephenson: —about the move to

compulsory arbitration which would in fact

place the—

Hon. 'Mr. Rhodes: Cassidy advises compul-
sory arbitration.

Mr. Cassidy: The employees bargained in

good faith.

Mr. S. Smith: Pay no attention to him.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I am sorry, Mr.

Speaker. I have difficulty in overcoming Mr.
Motor Mouth—pardon me—across the way.

Mr. Reid: That lowers the level.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I apologize. In the

heat of the moment, I allowed my thoughts
to run away with me.

Mr. Conway: Is this your Kitchener speech?

Mr. Lewis: That's the phrase for the week;
you blurted it out.

Hon. B. Stephenson: This is a very difficult

situation and there might possibly be a solu-
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tion to it if we could persuade both parties to

this to meet again together to discuss the

possibihty of going this route with the kind of

mediation which we have provided for them.

We have provided mediation services in many
of the instances and in some of them have

been successful in reaching an agreement.
The agreement I gatlier is satisfactory to the

Ontario Nurses' Association in those instances

in which in fact it has been achieved.

Mr. Deans: A supplementary question: Does
the minister have any of her staff currently

working on any of the disputes in an effort

to find a solution? Is the minister satisfied

that there has in fact been bargaining in good
faith taking place, at least during the last

three or four months of the dispute, since

the dispute has been going on for some con-

siderable period of time?

Mr. BuIIbrook: About 18 months.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Yes, Mr. Speaker, I

am completely satisfied that in several of the

instances where senior fnembers of my staff

have been involved there has been bargain-

ing in good faith.

Mr. Deans: Is it carrying on now?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Today, no; last week,

yes.

Mr. Sargent: In view of the cutbacks in

health by the minister and the great job

these pubhc health nurses do up our way
and across the province, would the minister

support a private member's biU in this

regard?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Well, Mr. Speaker, I

am not aware of any cutbacks in health. To

my knowledge, there have been increases

right across the board in all areas. I am also

aware of the tact that local boards of health

do have another source of income if they
wish to negotiate beyond specific guidelines,

and in fact they might approach that source

of income, which is their local taxpayers, to

improve the financial situation. I would have

to see the bill which is being proposed before

I could agree to consider it seriously. I

haven't seen it.

Mr. Lewis: May I ask the Minister of

Labour, instead of driving the public health

nurses, who are clearly now frantic and

driven to extremity, advocating compulsoy
arbitration on one side to resolve it, why
doesn't she break through the collusion

among tlie local units and the bad faith

bargaining and insist—even through her

appointed representatives, if she has to, dis-

solve some of the health units in the pro-
cess—that they reach a contract? Why is she

doing it to the nurses for 18 months?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr, Speaker, I don't

appoint the public health units. How on earth

could I dissolve them if I don't have the

authority to appoint them? The hon. Leader

of the Opposition should know whereof he

speaks.

Mr. BuIIbrook: In view of the fact that

the minister wants to know the wording of

the statute, I would like to send a copy of

the proposed legislation that I intend to

submit for the consideration of the House
at the appropriate time, but I want to ask

a question supplementary to that submission.

Since this dispute has been going on now for

approximately 18 months—and recognizing

totally the need for sincere collective bargain-

ing and recognizing also that we don't want
to interfere with free collective bargaining—
in view of the fact that this government has

always seen fit to impose arbitration when
the public good is at stake, would the minis-

ter answer me in this context: After 18

months, doesn't she think it's time that we
gave some justice to these public health

people?

[4:00]

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I can

only say, with all humility, that's precisely

what I have been attempting to do over the

last eight months.

Interjections.

Mr. Sargent: Because they have no political

clout, that is why.

MINE CLOSINGS

Mr. Ferrier: I have a question of the Min-

ister of Natural Resources. I wonder if the

minister is aware that Pamour Mines has

announced the closing of the Hallnor and

Aunor divisions to take place about the end

of the year, adding another 100 men in the

gold mines who will be out of work, to about

650 in the Timmins area? Is the minister

prepared to announce some imminent action

by the Ontario government to try to protect

the jobs of the gold miners in this province
since we don't seem to be getting much
result at the federal level?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Speaker, I'm very

pleased that the member for Cochrane South

is most interested in the jobs of the people
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in northern Ontario. I wish his leader was

equally concerned about the jobs in north-

western Ontario on the lakes and in the non-
renewable resources.

Mr. Lewis: All the resource-based com-
munities will collapse when you are through
with them.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Speaker, this gov-
ernment took the leading role with respect to

the problems facing the gold-mining com-
munities in this province—and indeed, Canada
—ahead of the federal government.

We made a passionate plea at the mine
ministers' conference in St. John's, New-
foundland, asking the federal government,
first, to approach the International Monetary
Fund to put some form of moratorium on
these gold auctions that it was approving and
of which the federal government had a part
in the decision. We had other countries in

the world asking for the same thing. We have
not yet received any consideration from the

federal government.

We also asked the federal government to

look at some possibility of assisting those

gold mines which may have to phase down
over a short period of time.

Both of those requests are still before the

federal government. It is studying them, to

my information. I have taken it upon myself
to meet with the gold committee, led by
that very able mayor from Timmins, Leo del

Villano, at which meeting the member was

present.

Mr. Laughren: Spare us.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: We reviewed the entire

situation as it relates to the gold-mining
communities, not only in this province but,

indeed, Canada. They are serious; there's no

question about it. We will continue to press
the federal government for some decision as

it relates to the gold-mining industry because
it has that responsibility. I can assure you
this government will apply all its weight in

that direction.

Mr. S. Smith: Has Joe Clark given you his

position on that?

Mr. Ferrier: I have a supplementary, Mr.

Speaker. Before it becomes even more critical

than it already is, would the minister be pre-
pared to make further representation at this

time to the federal government to try to get
some action out of them? If that fails, is there
some action, such as was requested by the

gold study committee last week for a loan,

that the minister is considering and on which
he will try to have some answer for us as

soon as possible?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Speaker, I can only

repeat that we will use all the weight of this

government on the federal government to

listen to our request-

Mr. Nixon: What are you going to do?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: —because even the

senior civil servants of that ministry indi-

cated that otu: proposals were the soundest

yet received from any province in Canada.
We intend to use everything we've got in

our power to get them to pay attention and
do something about it.

Mr. Conway: Send Ed Havrot.

Mr. Bain: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker:
If the federal government refuses to act, will

the provincial government do something on
its own for a change? Will the government
provide a subsidy or will it provide a low-

interest loan, or is it going to sit back and do

nothing if the federal government refuses to

act?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Speaker, that's a

hypothetical question.

RELEASE OF INDIVIDUAL
FROM MENTAL HEALTH CENTRE

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, J have a question
of the Attorney General. I wonder if the

Attorney General could tell us, in view of the

release of one Max Bluestein from the pro-
vincial mental health institution, just the pro-
cedures whereby the order in council was

passed, the reasons that the order in council

was not available for examination by members
of the public; the reason the Metropolitan
Toronto police force was not advised of the
man's release; and the ground rules that the

cabinet has, if any, governing this kind of

decision prior to passing suc£ an order in

council?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, I think

there were four or five questions asked by
the hon. member. I don't know if he wants
them answered in any particular order. As
the hon. member knows, the recommenda-
tions to cabinet are brought forward from the

advisory review board, headed by Mr. Justice
Edson Haines of the Supreme Court. They
are brought to cabinet by the Minister of

Health because once the person is found not

guilty by reason of insanity the person is no

longer in the justice system but is treated as
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a mental patient. As I recall, I believe 1 was
in cabinet on one occasion when the Minister
of Health brought forward a recommendation
of the advisory board in relation to Mr. Blue-

stein. I can't recall for certain but I believe I

was there.

As members know, this advisory review
board is constituted of not only a judge of

the Supreme Court but two psychiatrists,
neither of whom has anything to do with the

institution which is treating the patient; and
two members of the community, including a
member of the legal profession. It's my view,
without delving into confidential cabinet dis-

cussions, that I have great respect for this

review board and speaking very personally,
Mr. Speaker, )I would not be prepared to

reject a recommendation of that review board
unless for very cogent reasons. There was no
such reason as I recall in my view on this

occasion.

As to the publishing of the order in council,
I am not prepared to give a definitive legal

opinion, except to say that the medical staff

of these institutions—more particularly the
Clarke Institute, whom I happened to confer

with recently—are very concerned about the

publication of these orders in council in view
of the often detrimental effect it can have on
a mental patient. As to whether or not this

cabinet is wise to accept the best medical

opinion available in that respect, with respect
to making these matters public, I am not in

a position to state any precise legal opinion
at this time other than to state Siat to mv
knowledge the non-publication of any sucn
order in council, loosening a warrant, is done
because the psychiatrists of this provice think
it would be very detrimental to the progress,
the treatment, the rehabilitation of our mental

patients to do so.

Mr. Singer: By way of supplementary: Does
tile Attorney General believe that the recom-
mendation of this committee which, up to the

time this matter was made public, its mem-
bership was kept secret, should be conclu-

sive? Does he not believe it is reasonable that

the law enforcement authorities be consulted?

Certainly the death of another citizen had
been involved, even though there was an

acquittal on grounds of insanity, and the

safety of the public had to be considered.
Does he not think that the whole procedure
demands a review and an enforced consulta-

tion of the law enforcement authorities, at

least for their opinion, and, certainly as with
other matters concerning the imprisonment
of citizens, that the matters be done in public
and the public be allowed to become aware
of what has happened?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I think the hon. mem-
ber opposite labours imder an almost total

misunderstanding of how the system works.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: First of all, Mr.

Speaker, the individual is not in prison. He
is not an accused person. He has not been
found guilty of a criminal offence. Under
the law of this land he has been found not

guilty and is regarded as a mental patient.

Mr. Singer: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker. If the Attorney General had listened,

he would have heard that I did not say the

accused had been found guilty. I said that

he had been acquitted by reason of insanity,

and I wish the Attorney General, before he
builds up a straw man to attack, would listen

carefully and answer the question that was

put to him.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I listened very care-

fully, Mr. Speaker, and—

Mr. R. S. Smith: Maybe Darcy would help.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: —he went further

than talking about an accused person, he re-

ferred to a form of imprisonment, so I would
remind him again that the person is a patient
and is not in a correctional institution.

Mr. Worton: Driving a car.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I think the Minister

of Health (Mr. F. S. Miller) made it quite
clear last week his instructions are for the

local police department to be advised in rela-

tion to a loosening of a warrant and that he
had a clear understanding with the Clarke
Institute that this was, in fact, to be done. I

further understand that although there may
have been some confusion in the minds of

some persons at the Clarke Institute that the

Toronto police, in fact, were aware of the

fact that Mr. Bluestein did have some priv-

ileges in the community and had known this

for some months.

In relation to the advisory review board

consulting the local police before they make
a recommendation, I would have grave reser-

vations about endorsing such a procedure.

Mr. Bullbrook: By way of supplementary-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Bullbrook: There has been one ques-
tion and some supplementaries.

Mr. Speaker: Multiple questions and

multiple supplementaries.
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Mr. Bullbrook: Yes, but may I—

Mr. Speaker: We'll allow a final supple-

mentary to the member for Sarnia.

Mr. Bullbrook: Thank you very much.

Peripheral to the response, on a matter that

I consider extremely important, do I under-

stand the Attorney General correctly to say
that the question of the publication or other-

wise of an order-in-council should be a

matter of legal opinion, because I want to

say, should he not consider it to be a matter
of legislative approval or not? Should not

those guidelines that assist the government in

assessing, for example, in a situation like this,

whether an order-in-council should be with-

held from public knowledge, those guidelines
should be established by us in the Legisla-
ture.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I have nothing
further to add to what I said earlier.

Mr. Kennedy: Mr. Speaker, a question for

the Minister of the Environment.

Mr. Renwick: Go get him, Doug.

Mr. Breithaupt: It is tough not being in

cabinet any more.

TRICIL WASTE MANAGEMENT

Mr. Kennedy: Would the minister advise

the present status of the air pollution abate-

ment control order at the Tricil Waste indus-

trial plant at Clarkson? As I understand,
negotiations have been going on for some
time now and could he bring us up to date,

please?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Yes, Mr. Speaker, there is

a new control order issued against that com-
pany and also a violation notice was issued

about the end of August. The problem is

there, they are burning wastes that their

incinerator can't handle and they are re-

quired to do certain things to the plant in

order to be able to do that.

Mr. Kennedy: Supplementary: Could the

minister give us some indication that the

problem of—

Mr. Sargent: Don't make it too difficult

Mr. Kennedy: —noxious odour will be
remedied?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Yes, if the combustion pro-
cess that they hope to change is adequate to

handle the waste that is being delivered to

that plant, that should eliminate the odour

and that is a requirement of the control

order.

DUNDAS P.U.C. INQUIRY

Mr. Deans: A question for the Treasurer:

Today's Hamilton Spectator on page 10

quotes someone in his ministry—Mr. Spencer

Hope, I believe it is, in the ministry—as say-

ing that the ministry is going to launch an

investigation into the Dundas PUG. On page
10 it also says, and it quotes Dennis Timbrell

as saying that the ministry is not going to

launch an investigation, that it's a matter for

the local municipality to resolve. Who am I

to believe?

Mrs. Campbell: Neither one of them.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I have

not yet seen page 10 of today's Hamilton

Spectator-

Mr. Lewis: Why not?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —for which I ofFer

my apologies to you, sir, and to the House.

Mr. Deans: All I am asking is, who do I

believe?

Mr. Bullbrook: You are labouring under
delusions again.

[4:15]

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We are wast-

ing valuable time here.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The carriage of this

particular matter has been with my colleague,

the Minister of Energy (Mr. Timbrell), and
if the hon, member is waiting breathlessly to

decide who he should believe when he reads

the Spectator, I would suggest that he follow

the advice given by whoever it was from the

Ministry of Energy rather than from my
ministry.

Mr. Deans: A supplementary question: Is

the story wrong that the Treasurer's ministry
is going to investigate the PUG? If it

is, why then is it that his ministry officials

are quoted extensively as to exactly what
form the investigation will take? And thirdly

—let me ask this and get it all over at one
time—why won't the minister hold an election

there to clear the air and allow the people to

decide, since it will be at least two years
before any finalization of the restructuring is

reached?

Mr. R. S. Smith: Because he is not sure

you won't run.
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Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, not

having read the story, I am not in the posi-

tion to say whether it is right or wrong.

Mr. Deans: So you don't know.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: It is not my inten-

tion to have some sort of an invstigation, as

I have said. That matter has been looked into

by my colleague, the Minister of Energy, and

I believe it is not his intention to have any
further investigation. As to whether there will

be an election or not, I would suggest that

would be an appropriate question to put to

the Minister of Energy, who is not in his

seat at the moment.

Mr. Deans: But it is your responsibility

under The Municipal Act.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Yes, but as the mem-
ber is well aware, there are a series of con-

sultations going on across the province under

the aegis of a committee set up by Ontario

Hydro, by the Ministry of Energy and by the

OMEA, and the carriage of that is with

Minister of Energy. The ultimate solution

and the legislation may well come within

The Public Utilities Act, but I would expect
that the legislation would be carried by my
colleague, the Minister of Energy, rather than

by myself, and I would suggest that the hon.

member address the question to him. I will

certainly alert him to look at the Hamilton

Spectator.

Mr. Speaker: Is this a supplementary,
member for Wentworth North?

Mr. Cunningham: Yes.

Mr. Deans: Is there any significance in

that document?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I can't hear you.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The member
for Wentworth North with a supplementary.

Mr. Cunningham: A supplementary to the

provincial Treasurer: Given the continuing

difficulty that exists within my riding on this

subject, the pressure by the council in asking
the province of Ontario to intervene directly
on this and the fact that we have had two

inquiries, I'm just wondering whether the

provincial Treasurer will address himself to

Section 135 of Bill 155, passed in 1973,
wherein the government says that the mem-
bers of the Public Utilities Commission shall

continue to hold office until a date to be
determined by the minister. Given that it has

been three years, would the Treasurer please

kindly have an election and straighten this

out? You know, we're getting tired of the

whole thing. Show some leadership.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I would

like to address myself to the preamble of

that question: Given the difficulty which

exists in your riding . .
,
How true that is.

How true that is.

Mr. Breithaupt: Only for Tories.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I can only suggest

that the hon. member address his question to

the Minister of Energy.

Mr. Cunningham: Do the municipalities

not relate to the Treasurer's portfolio? Isn't

that his concern, his domain?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I've

already explained this. If you'd like me to

take a little more time, I'd be glad to do so.

Mr. Sargent: Answer his question.

Mr. Lewis: Tell us about your domain.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: There is a consulta-

tive committee, which was announced in this

House and which is meeting with the muni-

cipalities, with the regions and with the

utilities, and consisting of representatives

from my Ministry, from Energy, from On-

tario Hydro, from the OMEA and from the

local utilities. Those committees ultimately

report to Ontario Hydro and through Hydro,

to the Minister of Energy, and through the

Minister of Energy to the cabinet. At such

time, then the legislation will be introduced.

If the member is seriously interested in the

progress or otherwise of those various com-

mittee studies, then I suggest that he address

his question, as I have said, I think now for

the fifth time, to the Minister of Energy.

Mr. Cunningham: How long do we have

to wait?

Mr. Speaker: Any further questions?

LAND ANNEXATION IN BARBIE AREA

Mr. Good: A question to the provincial

Treasurer: In view of the fact that he has

endorsed the application by the city of

Barrie for a mass of land in Vespra, Oro and

Innisfil, I believe—he has endorsed that ap-

plication in his letter to the OMB-and taking

into consideration the fact that this will take

over 90 per cent of the industrial and com-

mercial assessment of Vespra township, does

the minister not feel that the townships are

going to be left in a position where they will
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not have a viable tax base? And could he

comment on their fear that the Treasurer is

using their endorsement of this as an under-

handed manner to force them eventually into

a regional government situation in that area?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I have not endorsed

that particular application. What the govern-
ment has endorsed and will continue to

endorse is the growth of a large urban area

in the Barrie area, centred on Barrie and
also ultimately, I think, on Orillia, on Col-

lingwood and on Midland. How large or

small that application should be is a matter

to be determined by the Ontario Municipal
Board. I have made no secret of the fact,

though, that if that kind of growth is to be

achieved then I think it would be more

easily achieved under one government, pre-

sumably the city of Barrie, rather than hav-

ing three or four or five governments com-

peting for the same kinds of growth.

I have indicated to Vespra and to other

municipalities that if they feel they are going
to be financially disadvantaged by whatever
form the annexation might ultimately take

then we, as a government, are prepared to

assist in ameliorating that financial disadvan-

tage.

Mr. Good: Supplementary: In that the

words of the minister as used in his letter

state that the government is prepared to

look favourably on the provision of a portion
of the funds for the purpose, would the

minister assure both the citizens of Barrie

and the citizens of the townships that the

application, when brought to its completion
by the annexation, will not bear unduly on
the tax burden in either the annexing city
or the areas to be annexed, and would he
be prepared to put up the money to elimi-

nate the hardships even if the Municipal
Board should not make awards under section

14 of The Municipal Act?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I doubt that very
much, I have great confidence in the board's

fact-finding skill in this particular area and
I certainly wouldn't commit the government
to doing something until the Municipal
Board has had a look at the situation.

Mr. Speaker: The oral question period has

expired.

Petitions.

Presenting reports.

REPORT
Mr. Renwick presented the first report of

the select committee on the Ombudsman and

asked in accordance with the terms of refer-

ence that it be placed on the order paper
for consideration.

Mr. Speaker: Motions.

MOTION

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that Mr. Ferris

be subs^tituted for Mr. Hodgson on the

select committee on company law.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Speaker: Introduction of bills. The
Minister of Transportation and Communi-
cations.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Speaker, I changed
portfolio in February, 1976.

Mr. Foulds: It hasn't been noticeable.

Mr. Sweeney: You see how unnnoticeable

it was.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I did my job. I am a

lot like your leader.

Mr. Cassidy: Did you feel left out earlier

today?

'Mr. Lewis: You are making quite an

impact.

PLANNING AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Rhodes moved first reading of

Bill 130, An Act to apiend The Planning Act.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Speaker, this bill

deals essentially with two subject matters:

namely, the exercise of the consent-granting
function with respect to subdivision and part

lot control; and the exercise of the minis-

terial powers in respect of land-use control.

Consistent with the pohcy of delegating

power to the local level in appropriate cir-

cumstances, section 1 will enable the delega-
tion of the consent-granting function in the

territorial districts to local planning boards

or to newly created district land division

committees. As well, the day-to-day involve-

ment of the ministry in the review of the

decisions of the committees of adjustment
and land division committees is being ter-

minated, with the deletion of the require-
ment for forwarding copies of all decisions

to the ministry.

Provision is made, however, to reinvoke

the requirement in respect of individual com-
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mittees by giving of registered notice. Re-

lated to the foregoing section 31 of the Act

is amended to authorize withdrawal of the

consent-granting function from a land divi-

sion committee the same as is presently pro-
vided for in respect of the committee of

adjustment.

Section 4 of the bill clarifies the proced-
ures to be followed in the making of minis-

ter's orders and amendments thereto, includ-

ing the giving of notice in respect thereof

and subsequent hearings by the Municipal
Board.

Mr. Nixon: This is the one the courts say

you don't have the authority to oppose.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: A substantive provision

contained in section 5 of the bill verifies the

status of all minister's orders made hereto-

fore.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, The
Coroners Amendment Act, 1976, provides for

two changes to the present legislation. The
first would eliminate the need for mandatory
reporting to a coroner of deaths which occur
in nursing homes and subsequent investiga-
tion by him. However, such reporting and in-

vestigation procedures would become manda-
tory in facilities designated under The De-

velopmental Services Act, 1974.

ASSESSMENT AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Meen moved first reading of Bill

133, An Act to amend The Assessment Act.

Motion agreed to.

[4:30]

FARM INCOME STABILIZATION

Hon. W. Newman moved first reading of

Bill 131, An Act respecting Farm Income
Stabilization.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. W. Newman: There's a very short

explanatory note. The bill provides the estab-

lishment of the Farm Income Stabilization

Commission of Ontario and empowers the

commission, subject to the approval of the

Lieutenant Governor in Council, to make
regulations establishing, amending and re-

voking voluntary plans for farm income
stabilization respecting farm products and

governing the terms and conditions of stabil-

ization under any plan.

The commission in exercising its powers
may ascertain farm product receipts applic-
able to any farm products under a plan, may
establish a stabilization price or prices re-

specting any such farm products, and may
pay to persons enrolled in the plan the

amount, if any, by which the appropriate
stabilization price exceeds the appropriate
farm product receipts. The stabilization price,

where fixed in relation to farm products, will

be fixed at 95 per cent of the five-year aver-

age price adjusted for cash cost changes.
Farm product receipts would be established

at a level representing not less than 90 per
cent of the five-year average price, adjusted
for cash cost changes.

CORONERS AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. MacBeth moved first reading of

Bill 132, An Act to amend The Coroners Act,

1972.

GIFT TAX AMENDMENT ACT (No. 2)

Hon. Mr. Meen moved first reading of Bill

134. An Act to amend The Gift Tax Act,
1972.

Motion agreed to.

WINE CONTENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Handleman moved first reading
of Bill 135, An Act to provide for the Lim-
ited Inclusion of Grapes grown outside On-
tario in Ontario Wine.

Motion agreed to.

CORPORATIONS INFORMATION ACT

Hon. Mr. Handleman moved first reading
of BiU 136, The Corporations Information

Act, 1976.

Motion agreed to.

BUSINESS CORPORATIONS
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Handleman moved first reading
of Bill 137, An Act to amend The Business

Corporations Act.

Motion agreed to.

CORPORATIONS AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Handleman moved first reading
of Bill 138, An Act to amend The Corpora-
tions Act.

Motion agreed to.
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EMPLOYEES' HEALTH AND
SAFETY ACT

Hon. B. Stephenson moved first reading of

Bill 139, An Act respecting Employees'
Health and Safety.

Motion agreed to.

FAMILY LAW REFORM ACT

Hon. Mr. McMurtry moved first reading of

Bill 140, An Act to reform the Law respect-

ing Property Rights and Support Obligations
between Married Persons and in other Family
Relationships.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Bullbrook: That's the one for the

nurses.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Your last hurrah.

Mr. Bullbrook: By way of explanation, the
bill permits public health nurses and any
other employees of a public health unit to

avoid a strike or lockout and consequent dis-

turbance of service to the community by
permitting their trade union to elect to

arbitrate any collective bargaining dispute.

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, I have five bills,

all of them related. I would appreciate intro-

ducing them in a series and then giving a

quick explanation.

MARRIAGE ACT

Hon. Mr. McMurtry moved first reading of

Bill 141, The Marriage Act, 1976.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Speaker: Are there any further bills?

Mr. Bullbrook: Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Leader of the Op-
position was on the floor.

Mr. Bullbrook: I had your eye first, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Had you? I had my eye on
the hon. Leader of the Opposition.

Mr. Bullbrook: I thought I was rising as

he was rising, sir, but I'll yield. I'll yield to

the Leader of the Opposition.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: You are not an elder
statesman yet.

Mr. Bullbrook: That's my obhgation.

Mr. Speaker: Thank you very much. The
hon. member for Sarnia is always a gende-
man.

Mr. Bullbrook: I'll go first then.

Mr. Lewis: Yes, why not.

HOSPITAL LABOUR DISPUTES
ARBITRATION AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Bullbrook moved first reading of Bill

142, An Act to amend The Hospital Labour
Disputes Arbitration Act, 1976.

TOXIC AND HAZARDOUS
SUBSTANCES ACT

Mr. Lewis moved first reading of Bill 143,
An Act respecting Toxic and Hazardous Sub-
stances.

Motion agreed to.

OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH DATA ACT

Mr. Lewis moved first reading of Bill 144,
An Act respecting the collection of Occupa-
tional Health Data.

Motion agreed to.

RIGHT TO REFUSE TO PERFORM
DANGEROUS WORK ACT

Mr. Lewis moved first reading of Bill 145,
An Act respecting the Ensuring of Rights of

Employees to Refuse to Perform Work that

is Dangerous to their Health or Safety.

Motion agreed to.

HEALTH AND SAFETY
COMMITTEES ACT

Mr. Lewis moved first reading of Bill 146,
An Act respecting Health and Safety Com-
mittees.

Hon. Mr. Welch:
nurses?

Is that the one for the

Motion agreed to.

WORKER-INSPECTOR ACT

Mr. Lewis moved first reading of Bill 147,
An Act respecting the Establishment of

Worker-Inspectors in the Work Place.

Motion agreed to.
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Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, I have introduced

these bills as part of the New Democratic

response to the Ham commission report,
which we, unlike the government, however,
feel has application to workers' rights across

the province.

Therefore, the two bills dealing with

worker-inspectors and health and safety com-
mittees have application to every work place
in Ontario with a number of employees
greater than 10, and which is mandatory
rather than the permissive nonsense that I

judge I read in the minister's statement
earlier this afternoon. The right to refuse

work is set out explicidy with protective

features, and I'll be glad to take a look at

the bill again in light of what the minister's

bill may or may not include.

The two bills dealing with occupational
health data and the testing of substances in

advance of their introduction into the work
place are qualitatively different from anything
which the minister has even mooted here

today, and which we think have absolute

application across the province.

HIGHWAY TRAFFIC AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Breithaupt moved first reading of Bill

148, An Act to amend The Highway Traffic

Act.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Breithaupt: Mr. Speaker, this bill

limits the use of the left lane on highways
of four or more lanes to passing and left

turns.

ANSWERS TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, before the

orders of the day, I wish to table the answers

to questions 58, 74, 89, 90, 99, 113, 121, 124,

126, 132, 133, 135, 136, 137, 138 and 139

standing on the notice paper. (See appendix
B, page 4144.)

Mr. Speaker: Orders of the day.

Mr. Laughren: Would you lean on Mr.

Kerr for No. 145?

CREDIT UNIONS ACT

Hon. Mr. Handleman moved second read-

ing of Bill 97, The Credit Unions Act.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Since this is mile-

stone legislation, I think I should be excused

a little bit of reminiscing about the back-

ground and history of the bill.

When I became Minister of Consumer and
Commercial Relations back in early 1975 I

found my predecessor had been working long
and hard on a complete revision of The
Credit Unions Act, and that I was scheduled

to meet with the credit unions to discuss

the provisions of that Act before bringing it

into the Legislature, so that we could obtain

some form of consensus before actually draft-

ing it into bill form. I found very quickly,

somewhat to my surprise I must confess,

that many of the credit unions and caisses

populaires in the province were nOt com-

pletely enamoured of the provisions of the

bill. After a certain number of meetings, I

think very wisely and with the kind of judge-
ment that this government often displays, we
felt we should not proceed with something
that this movement did not want, and we
went back to the drawing board.

After a full year, I think I can say with

some justification that we did manage to

arrive at some consensus in 'the movement.

With the consent and backing of the Ontario

Credit Union League and the Federation des

Caisses Populaires we were able to bring

in Bill 97 last spring, and it has sat on the

order paper ever since. During that time, we
have of course continued to receive submis-

sions from both the league and the federation

as well as the many independent credit

unions and caisses populaires that were not

involved in discussions leading to the drafting

of the bill.

We will be introducing in the committee

stage more than 100 amendments to the

legislation. I want to say that these are al-

most entirely as a result of submissions

which have been made to us by members
of the movement, the legal profession and

the accounting profession. The bulk of the

changes—in fact, to the best of my recollec-

tion almost all of the changes—are minor

in nature and wall not in any way alter either

the intent or the principle of the legislation.

I had hoped to have on members' desks

before the beginning of this debate, copies

of the biU reprinted with all of the amend-
merlts. Somewhere in the printing process,

unfortunately, and I apologize to the House

for this, we have not been able to achieve

that. However, I am told that they should

be available by 8:30 tonight and that the

debate can proceed. However, since this de-

bate is on the principle, I want again to

inform the members of the House that the

amendments that we will be introducing are
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relatively minor and should not afiFect the

debate in any way.

I would like to repeat the basics of the

legislation, since it has been several months
since it was introduced here. In general terms

the Adt provides new powers for credit

unions and improves security for depositors.

The provision of deposit insurance at

amounts up to $20,000 is, of course, the

very basic new provision in the Act. This

insurance is the same as that which was
offered by competitive financial institutions

such as banks and loan and trust companies.
It will be adminstered by a new Ontario

Share and Deposit Insurance Corporation
which will have a nine-member board of

directors. One of the disputes during the

original stages of the bill was representation
on the board of directors. It has now been

agreed that there will be six representing
those credit unions and caisses populaires
which are affiliated with one of the centrals,

while the other three members will represent
th^ public or those credit unions which are

not members of one of the central associa-

tions.

The Deposit Insurance Corporation will

be funded by an assessment of one per
cent of the total share deposits of every
credit union and caisse populaire in Ontario.

We expect that a total of $17 million will

be raised in this way and that the contribu-

tions will be treated as an investment rather

than an expense, which was another point
of contention in the original draft that we
had discussed laSt year. Interest paid on the

invested funds should be more than is re-

quired to cover the administrative oos'ts of
the corporation, so we do not anticipate any
additional assessments to cover the adminis-
trative expenses.

In this way the insurance scheme will not
burden the public purse or the piovement,
and we don't believe that additional assess-

ment should ever be required unless the
fund sustains very serious losses. I must say
that, in view of the movement's excellent

record in Ontario and indeed everywhere
in the world, losses certainly are not antici-

pated.

The provincial government will retain res-

ponsibility for supervision and inspection of

credit unions in Ontario. The superintendent
of insurance will examine the share and

deposit insurance corporation in the same

way that he would examine any other insur-

ance company. So obviously the corporation
will have to meet the same requirements as

other insurance companies. The superin-

tendent of insurance will have that respon-

sibility.

On the basis of providing deposit insur-

ance the government feels the movement
should have wider powers and faster growth.
To this end, the legislation includes the fol-

lowing new powers—these have been listed

before but I'd just like to go over them for

the benefit of the members—the power to

invest in guaranteed or insured mortgages;
the eligibility of business partnerships for

credit union membership; the power to act

outside of Ontario in certain matters; the

elimination of the requirement that credit

union members must make up 51 per cent

of the voting shareholders of corporations
which have membership in a credit union;
the power to invest in real estate for income

purposes; the power to act as an agent on
behalf of credit union members; the power
to purchase life insurance for members and
the power to establish and support funds,
trusts and pensions for employees or former

employees and their dependents.

Not too many people really are aware of

the size and importance of the credit union

movement in Ontario. I think I should again

say to the House that at last count and
from the best statistics we have approxi-

mately two million Ontarians are memjjers

of the movement. In view of that fact. I

think it's understandable that there would
not be unanimity in support of this Act.

There are some who have minor differences

and, as I understand it, will be coming to

the standing committee, and I propose it

to go to standing committee to discuss their

individual points of view. But the consensus

has been reached with the movement re-

garding the large majority of changes to be

made. I anticipate the Credit Union League,
as well as the Federation des Caisses Popu-
laires, will have some suggestions as well

a some of the independent credit unions and
caisses populaires in the province.

We have held a great many meetings with

piembers of the movement and with boards

of directors of individual credit unions and

we have received a great number of briefs

from credit unions and such organizations,

as I said, as the Institute of Chartered Ac-

countants. We've held discussions with many
other interested parties and it was ascer-

tained that there was no disagreement on

the basic principles. For this reason, none
of the amendments are really substantial in

nature.

I think, because we don't have the printed
bill here, I'd just like to mention some of the
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amendments for the benefit of members who

may wish to touch on them in their com-

ments. Originally the Act required every
credit union to have the words "credit

union" or "caisse populaire" in its name.

We'll propose an amendment to permit those

which didn't contain either phrase prior to

the introduction of the Act to maintain their

original names. I think probably the out-

standing example of that is the Civil Service

Co-op, which is the largest credit union in

Ontario, but did not use the words "credit

union" in its title.

In addition to giving recognition to some

of the existing practices the words "credit

union" need not be in English and we will

permit French translations as well as the

words "caisse populaire" which is a different

form of credit union. To allow greater flexi-

liility for growth potential credit unions will

be allowed to build, purchase or lease prop-

erty in excess of current needs, if, in the

opinion of their boards of directors, the extra

space may be required in the future. The

original draft did not permit that. A sub-

section which allowed advertising in "the

press" will be changed to permit advertising

in other media as well to meet the obvious

needs to advertise in media other than the

printed media.

To assist small municipalities and school

boards the investment powers of credit

unions have been expanded to specifically

allow investment in the bonds or debentures

of any municipality or school corporation
which will provide of course an extra source

of funds and broaden the capital markets for

those local governments. Originally in the

first reading draft investment in bonds or

debentures had been limited to those of any
Canadian province.

Another amendment will permit a further

expansion of investfnent powers by allowing
credit union leagues to invest in ancillary

corporations which provide services to indi-

vidual credit unions or in any corporation

registered under The Loan and Trust Cor-

porations Act. An example of such a sub-

sidiary corporation might be one which
would provide data processing services to

member credit unions.

To save time and expense for credit unions

an amendment will be introduced to em-

power the director—the director of the credit

unions branch in our ministry—to revise by-
laws to proper legal form without having to

convene a membership meeting provided the

board of directors agrees and the intent of

the members is not altered. In many cases,

minutes and resolutions are passed which re-

quire translation into legalese in order for

them to be effective and not be confusing.

We will also introduce an amendment to

allow credit unions to grow in size with a

minimum of red tape by eliminating the con-

cept of authorized share capital and a fixed

number of shares.

Another point which was brought to our

attention by the movement was that we had
said that members must be 18 years of age.
We have removed that requirement. It is

now up to the board of directors to decide

whether or not persons under that age may
become members of the credit union.

A new section will be introduced at the

committee stage to provide that money pay-
able by a member to a credit union will be
a debt recoverable in court. In addition, to

protect the interest of all members, credit

unions will be able to place a lien on the

shares of a member to cover outstanding
debts.

We had originally intended that the period
of notice required to convene an annual meet-

ing would be 21 days but some of the smaller

credit unions felt that was too lengthy a

period and they requested that we reduce it

to seven. An amendment will be introduced

to permit that.

To encourage investment in co-op housing
ventures or other socially desirable develop-

ments, the powers of credit unions will be
amended in committee to clarify that unions

may invest up to five per cent of assets in

investments not otherwise authorized by the

Act. To reinforce the investment aspect of

the one per cent assessment, a provision will

be added so that it is refundable under

appropriate circumstances, such as a winding
up of the lien. This would be a refund of

their one per cent assessment as recorded on

the books of the deposit insurance corpora-
tion so that it is not money completely given
to the corporation for ever.

To allow for situations where an individual

may reside in one province and work in On-
tario an amendment will be introduced to

provide that if Ontario makes reciprocal

arrangements with other provinces, credit

unions will be allowed to act in those prov-
inces to the extent of the agreement. This is

of particular interest at the present time in

Ottawa and Sault Ste. Marie and perhaps
other centres in Ontario which have not been
in touch with us.

Those are only a few of the amendments
but I hope that the amendments and the

original Act make the intention of the gov-
ernment quite clear because our position is
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clear. The legislation reflects our desire to

assist the credit union movement in retaining
an indpendent stance and in remaining one
of the most self-reliant and responsible

groups with which I have had the pleasure
to deal as minister.

We want to improve their competitive
situation with regard to other financial inter-

mediaries such as the banks and trust com-

panies. We have recognized that credit

unions have traditionally been very respon-
sive to local conditions, particularly in rural

areas, and sometimes constitute the only form
of financial service available in small com-
munities. Sometimes those small communities
have been ignored by the larger financial

institutions.

For this reason, we see a strong, healthy
and independent credit union movement as

one of the best possible ways to increase

competition within the financial system and
assuring at the same time, of course, that the
financial needs of Ontario residents are ade-

quately met.

I should at this time say that it has been
a long process in developing legislation and
a number of people have been involved. I

would like to pay tribute right now to at

least one, the former Superintendent of In-

surance, Mr. Gordon Grundy, who accom-
panied me on that tour. The late Mr. Grundy
was widely respected in the credit union
movement and I am sure that those members
of the movement would join with me in ex-

pressing our gratitude to him. Unfortunately,
of course, he is not here today to see his

efforts come to fruition.

I would also like to pay tribute to the

present Superintendent of Insurance, Murray
Thompson, and the director of the credit

union branch of my ministry, Mr. Bill Jaffray,
who have worked so hard on this together
with the hundreds, if not thousands, of dedi-
cated credit union directors, voluntary
workers and managers, all of whom have had
their input into this legislation with the re-

sult, I believe, that it is one of the best

pieces of legislation I have introduced during
my period in cabinet.

[5:00]

Mr. Moffatt: The comments which the
minister has made are, I think, going to be
echoed by a number of people. I'm glad that

the government recovered from the 15-stop
tour last February and March. I sense the

government has recovered from that rather

shocking tour, where the credit union move-
ment stood up and told them exactly what
they wanted in terms of legislation which

would enable them to undertake the kind of

development policies which we in this party
have for a number of years felt is properly
the role of the credit union movement and
the caisses populaires in the province of On-
tario.

Mr. Nixon: Do you remember we wanted
to take over their funds?

Hon. Mr. Welch: Ontario is fortunate in

having a government wflhng to—

Interjections.

Mr. Nixon: Take over all their deposit in-

surance. If you ever got an opportunity you'd
do it again.

Mr. Moffatt: Indeed it's odd to hear the

comments being made by the former leader

of the now third party. He said "Back oflF"

during the election as well. I don't diink that

the term "back ofiF" really applied in this

case. I think that what happened is that the

government went out and, for the first time
in 30 years, listened to at least one group of

people and they heard something that they
heard again on September 18. That is, if

you don't listen, you're not going to be here.

Interjections.

Mr. Moffatt: I think the credit union move-
ment has been a service to the province of

Ontario by proving that if you do stand up
and yell loud enough, even a Tory govern-
ment is apt to hear you once in a while.

Hon. Mr. Welch: That's the reverse-

Interjection.

Mr. Roy: Then they back off after the

election.

Mr. Moffatt: I'm sorry that the amend-
ments that the minister has promised us are

not available. I want to deal with a couple
of things that I hope will be available in

amendment form and if they aren't included

in the list perhaps we could include them

during the committee stage. We also have
contacted all of the credit unions, the leagues
and the independents. I might add one point
I wish to draw to the minister's attention in

this connection is that when we went to

contact all of the independent credit unions

and caisses populaires we had some difficulty

in getting that list from his ministry.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Why don't you ask

me?

Mr. Moffatt: I don't know whether he was
afraid we were going to shred it, or just what
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he was afraid we were going to do, but I

would ask that where one of the opposition

parties, and particularly a person who has

been designated as a critic for that party,

asks for such a list, that we not be required

to sign our names in blood before a hint is

even given. Perhaps it would be appropriate

to have asked the minister, except that the

minister wasn't here at that time and we
talked directly to his office.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: How long was I

away?

Mr. MofFatt: I have no idea how long you
were away. I don't have time to follow you
around.

Mr. Nixon: Were you abroad again,

Sidney?

Mr. MofFatt: What I would like to say is

that the hint at amendments that the minister

has just mentioned, where the main problems
have arisen between the various groups, I'm

glad to see he has changed his mind on that.

I think that's one area that was going to be

contentious and yet it wasn't really going to

have any effect on the spirit of the bill. So

he has moderated that particular stand.

I'd like to direct the minister's attention

at this point to a number of other sections.

On section 12 of the bill, there was no hint

that he had amendments to Section 12, and I

think that's one of the areas that we're going
to have to look at rather carefully. The mini-

mum of 50 is given there, and I think that's

going to cause some difficult>' for some of

the smaller credit unions. It might be pos-
sible to put forward an and/or amendment
which would take into consideration the num-
ber of members involved in a credit union
as opposed to putting a number of credit

unions affiliated to a league. As I say, I think

the minimum number which is mentioned in

section 12 is going to need some change.

I'm interested also in section 62, and the

limited amount of money which is indicated

there, of $300,000, will in fact today include

perhaps most of the credit unions in that par-
ticular section. It would seem to me that if

we asked all of the small credit unions to

spend significant amounts on auditing fees

and services each year because tliey fall into

that $300,000 bracket, or whatever it turns

out to be, that's an additional expense that

they really don't need to bear. The main
beneficiaries of tliat clause, I would suspect,
will be the people who are involved in the

business of auditing.

I recognize though that that is one of the

recommendations from the select committee.

I am pleased to see that the minister has,

in the drafting, followed the recommenda-
tions of the select committee but perhaps
this is one area where there should be a

little flexibility. Some of the credit unions

and otlier organizations to which we have

spoken suggest raising that amount of money
to $500,000; others suggest $1 million might
be a more reasonable amount in today's

economy. Obviously you are going to get

input at the committee level.

There are a number of errors in the bill,

printing errors and so on, and that has led

to some difficulty. I know from discussions

with some of the people in the credit unions

branch that they have been caught and are

being worked upon. I should say that some
of the people who are new to that branch
are really doing a lot toward making the

credit unions branch within your ministry
a viable agency now.

One of the things I hope will happen
eventually though is that in the province
of Ontario there will be a ministry which
deals almast exclusively with the credit

union movement. This would give it the

kind of support that it must have if it is

ever to be the kind of competition to the

major lending and financial institutions that

we, in this party, envisage a co-operative
movement and credit unions to be. We think

that that's one of the areas where this gov-
ernment has not in the past taken advantage
of initiatives that could come from the people
instead of from foreign companies and from

lending outside and so on. My colleague

points out that BC and Manitoba have moved
significantly ahead of Ontario in that area,

and I hope that we will move towards that.

In the minis'ter's comments he made refer-

ence to the provision of funds and the sup-

port of co-operative housing. I welcome that

comment. I hope that he will confirm that

in writing and perhaps engrave it in stone

and leave it on the desk of the Minister of

Housing (Mr, Rhodes) because that ministry

really has no interest in putting forward co-

operative housing schemes. If you want in-

formation on co-op housing from that min-

istry, you have to find the group of people
that have been designated. They are hiding
off somewhere in a little cubby-hole and
while they may be good people, they haven't

the support from the ministerial function to

put anything together to assist in the devel-

opment of co-operative housing.

That's one of the areas where we reaUy
need to move and I submit to the minister

that if he will push the Minister of Housing
in that area, perhaps all of the people in
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Ontario—not just the credit union movement
but all of the people—will benefit from sig-

nificantly lower housing costs.

I am going to conHude my remarks at

that point, Mr. Speaker. I understand the

bill will go to the justice committee and
that the pubilc and any interested person
will be able to make representation. I trust

that we will have some timetable now which
allows those groups the chance to have

organizational staff put together their input
so that we will know when it might be that

they will meet.

I realize that that would be a ruling of the

Chair but I want to point out that if we
schedule those meetings at too early a date,
the chance for input will not take place.
A number of people want to have input.
I think we wdU all benefit. I hate to do this

but I will congratulate the minis'ter on hav-

ing put forward a bill that this party will

have no reservation in supporting. I hope
that the medhanics of the bill are in keeping
with the spirit of the bill as it is presented
now,

Mr. Cunningham: Mr. Speaker, we too, in

the Liberal Party welcome the movement of

this piece of legislation which many of us

feel is long overdue. I Will speak to it very
briefly as I understand it is going to the

standing committee on justice. I would like

to add my personal congratulations to the

people who participated over seven years

ago in the select committee on company
law who examined the credit unions. Just for

the record, because so many of their recom-
mendations are adhered to in this current

piece of legislation, they were: Mr. Carton,
Mr. De Monte, Mr. Johnston (St. Cath-

arines), Mr. Meen, Mr. Reilly, Mr. Rowe,
Mr. Sopha, Mr. Trotter, Mr. Shuhnan, Mr.

Renwick, Mr. Price, Mr. Lawrence, Mr.
Rraithwaite and last, and likely not least,

Mr. Henderson.

To that end, I would oflFer my congratula-
tions to them as I, personally, having read
that report, think it bears a great relation-

ship to this one. As a person who is quite
keen as a Liberal in not seeing any more
government regulation than we need, I ap-
preciate the thesis of the legislation as it

relates to self-regulation. I commend the

minister in that particular regard. I think it

bears a similar kind of relationship to the

home warranties programme which, I under-
stand and I think, will be administered very
well by HUDAC; at least it's my intention

that it will be. Some of us are optimists any-

way.

I do wish we had a copy right now of the
series of amendments that I understand are

going to take place. I'd like to echo the wor>is
of my associate from Durham East (Mr.

MofiFatt) in hoping that proper notice will be
given to all the credit unions and that some
length of time be given to afford them the

opportunity to participate with us in these

discussions, as I think we'd all have to con-

cede they have a great deal of expertise in

this growing method of investment savings
and loan opportunities.

To that end, I can only suggest that the

movement of this Act will in many ways keep
people out of the clutches of the finance

companies and, more appropriately in some
of the big cities, the loan sharks we all kno-v

exist. Personally , I welcome any competitive
move to assist the people of Ontario to bor-

row money possibly at more competitive
rates than our banks and trust companies are

currently offering. I'm sure that will be of

great benefit to us all in the future.

While I don't want to get into the specifics

of the bill, I would hope some consideration

would be given to changing section 40(2)

wherein it is stated that "A deceased member
shall deem to have given notice to a credit

union of his intention to withdraw on the

day of his death." It seems to be kind of re-

dundant and it almost borders on being mor-

bid.

Mr. Moffatt: I don't know what you can

do with that.

Mr. Cunningham: I'm sure we could speak
to that within the committee framework, but

I would think sufficient notice would be

given upon death. However, I look forward

to discussing this with the minister during
the course of the committee. I guess it's been

seven years but I commend them for their

action at this time. I'm sure it will be of

great benefit to the people of Ontario.

Mr. Renwick: I would like to comment
very briefly on the principle of the bill. As

my colleague has said, we will suppwDrt the

bill.

I noticed in looking at the report of the

select committee which was tabled in 1969
that but four of the 14 members are still

members of the assembly. I have never been
able to understand why it has taken the

government so long to implement this par-

ticular piece of legislation which is in accord-

ance with the provisions of the report of the

select committee. I've never been one who
thought that select committees' reports were

wholly read but the impetus given to the re-
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form of the law relating to credit unions by
that report should not have been delayed
this long in implementation by the govern-
ment.

It does seem to me that it has now made
it extremely difficult for the credit union

movement—and perhaps we may hear more
of this later on—to deal with this legislation

and the impact which this legislation will

have on their operations, necessary as that

may be, when it comes forward at exactly
the same time when the credit union move-
ment is faced with the revisions inherent in

the banking system under the decennial revi-

sions of The Bank Act. There are serious

problems about the interrelationship between
financial institutions which by incorporation
and otherwise are under the control and juris-

diction of this assembly in some aspects of

their aflFairs but in other aspects of their

aflFairs are subject of course to the overriding

authority of the federal government insofar

as the banking and financial institutions in

the country are concerned.

I think one of the great benefits has been
lost in the work of the select committee. At

the time of its report in 1969, if a bill had
been implemented at that time and passed
into law with substantial agreement, which
could have been achieved very quickly with

the credit union movement, the select com-
mittee's report envisaged a further review

after those changes had been implemented in

the archaic structure behind the credit union

movement, so that when the decennial re-

view of The Bank Act came up we could

have all focused our attention upon the im-

pact which that revision is going to have

upon the credit unions as financial institu-

tions, peculiarly related mainly to local con-

ditions within the particular areas in com-
munities which they serve.

[5:15]

I notice, for example, that while we are

providing significant changes with respect to

protecting the depositors in the province of

Ontario with credit unions, not that they
haven't got that protection now, the credit

union movement is faced with additional ex-

pense, indeed, very significant costs to thepi
if the implementation of the white paper in

the decennial revision of The Bank Act re-

quires them to put up the reserve which is

presently forecast for them. It will be a tre-

mendous drain on their resources, and it

will be a burden under which they, in their

competitive role within the banking system,
will have a difficult task to maintain their

competitive position. I don't know what the

government's intentions are to assist the

credit unions in jnaking whatever represen-
tations they may want to make in Ottawa
in the next few months on that whole ques-
tion of the revision of The Bank Act, to

make certain that the Ontario position is put
clearly before the federal government and to

militate and to assist the credit union move-
ment from having any unnecessary burden

imposed upon them because of those pro-

posed amendments to The Bank Act.

I have here, and I'm sure the minister has

seen it, the response of the National Asso-

ciation of Canadian Credit Unions to the

federal white paper. They do make two or

three very clear points. One is they want to

make certain that they remain under provin-
cial jurisdiction and that there's no entrench-

ing or attempt by the federal government,
in the course of the ainendments to The
Bank Act, to destroy in any way the solid

basis in provincial jurisdiction which the

credit union movement has. The credit union
movement wants to become a part of a

national clearing scheme for payment pur-

poses; that's very clear. I think that is one
of the major advances which may come
about for the credit union jnovement, to be

part of the national clearing system rather

than to have that clearing system basically
at the present time hmited to the chartered
banks and those who have traditionally been
able to clear their payments through the

clearing house system of the chartered banks.

The desire, however, of the government to

appear to want to involve the credit unions
as financial institutions within the monetary
policy of the federal government is the point
and the clear area where the credit union
movement feels very strongly. At the presen*^

time, the proposal is that they must main-
tain reserves with the Bank of Canada of

some two per cent of their assets for the

purpose of ensuring the stability of the

monetary system. The response of the

National Association of Canadian Credit
Unions indicates that that burden of $40
million in idle balances would be a burden
which would seriously impinge upon the

capacity of the credit union jnovement to

engage competitively in providing the serv-

ices on the local and community basis that

they do with the other financial institutions,

be they other near banks or with the char-

tered banks.

I think it's an area where the government
of the province of Ontario has got to be in a

position to assist the credit union movement
in ensuring that there is no unnecessary
burden placed in the way of the credit union
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movement being able to continue to expand
and to deliver the services to the community
which they presently deliver.

My own particular concern is that we do
now recognize that the credit union move-
ment as such has become an integral part of

the financial institutions of the province.

Indeed, the expansion of the credit union
movement which dated for practical purposes
from 1940 to 1976 has been nothing short

of phenomenal. I think that all of us recog-
nize that they do play an impiensely signifi-

cant role in the life of the ordinary citizen

of the province. As the minister said, some
two million people in the province may very
well be participants in the credit union

operations throughout the province, both
with respect to the provision of consumer
credit, and with respect to the provision of

mortgage loans.

The statistics show and the charts show
and the graphs show that in the 10-year
period from 1967 to the present time—or
just about a 10-year period—that the actual

growth rate of the assets of the credit union

movement, if charted on the basis of 100 in

1967, would be today in the neighbourhood
of well over 450, which would be the largest
acceleration of expansion of assets of any of

the financial institutions, including the trust

companies and the banks and the other near-
bank institutions which operate in Canada,
and of course a good part of that growth
took place in the province of Ontario.

One of the other areas which I think was
of immense concern to us in the select com-
mittee dealing with this area and, subse-

quent to this particular report in 1969 with
the co-operative movement, was to be able,
in a financial environment and in a business-

environment so largely dominated by the
share capital organization of the traditional

business corporation, to maintain in some
sure and efi^ective way the co-operative ethic.

That ethic, because of the demands of size

for economy and efficiency of operation, has
been in many areas in the co-operattve move-
ment lessened in the way in which it infuses

the operation of the credit union movement
and of the oo-operative movement.

I recognize that those persons who are

devoted to the credit union movement spend
a great deal of their time in educational

programmes and other programmes designed
to reinforce and to strengthen that co-

operative ethic. It does seem to me that,

when all of this legislation is passed, when
the new framework for the credit union
movement is established, wlien the consulta-

tion which has finally taken place has re-

sulted in a statute which is acceptable to

the credit union movement and acceptable
to the government and acceptable to the

Legislature, we must stiU—as we tried to say
in both the report on co-operatives and in

the report on credit unions—do a great deal

to ensure the democratic control inherent in

the co-operative ethic on the basis of one

person, one vote, with no relationship what-
soever to the particular share investment or

other investment which a particular mem-
ber might have. How to retain that kind of

democratic response, both through the com-
mittees which are provided—the credit com-
mittees and the supervisory committees—the
s^tructure of the credit union movement must
of necessity be one of the main purposes
that Within the dry bones of a statute such
as this should infuse the spirit of the min-

istry in ensuring that to tlie extent possible
that co-operative ethic is maintained in an
otherwise extremely competitve society.

I would appreciate it if the minister

would, in the course of his remarks, Com-
ment about any study which his ministry
has done, even in a prelifninary way, about

the impact of the government of Canada
white paper related to the banking system
in the country; what role it intends to play
in reinforcing the legitimate positions of the

credit union movement to make certain that

its position as a provincial institution is re-

spected; and at the same time to make
certain that no further burden is imposed
upon it other than is necessary under the

federal jurisdiction of the government of

Canada to ensure that there vnW be a stable

and nationwide financial system under the

government of Canada and under the Bank
of Canada.

Within those limits we are dealing with

a very fragile form of financial institution if

the oomoetitive capacity of that ins^titution—

the credit union movement as a whole—if
the balance of that is tipped away from its

capacitv to compete with the other institu-

tions. I'm suggesting to the minister that

when all is said and done, and all of the

provisions of the statute are passed into law,
the remaining problem will be the way in

which the government can assist the credit

union movement in its negotiations with the

government of Canada, in its appearances
before the standing committees of the House
of Commons and of the Senate on the revi-

sions to The Bank Act, to make certain tihat

the competitive position of the ins'titution,

of the credit union, is maintained in the

province in an atmosphere, in a framework.
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which will permit it to expand and develop
in the way in which it has done in the last

25 years and particularly within the last 10

years when its growth has been quite

explosive.

1 think all of us who have now had con-

nections with 'the credit union movement in

the work of the development of this bill-

even though it has taken a long time-4iave

•come out of the experience with an immense
sense of respect for those who are in charge
of the credit union movement; the dedication

which they have to the co-operative ethic in

the otherwise competitive society in which
we live; and the care and attention which

they have taken to ensure that no particular
credit union would get into the land of

serious financial diflBculty which might reflect

in any way upon the financial stability of

the credit union movement as a whole; and
of the apprehension of the public of lihe

security of the credit union movement.

There has been, as the minister is well

aware, a number of consolidations, a num-
ber of absorptions one way or another, of

credit unions which have run into diflBculty.

That, of course, has been for the purpose of

ensuring that the stability of the overall

credit union movement is enhanced, I have
never clearly understood what is, if I may
use a dreadful term, the so-called interface

between The Canadian Credit Societies Act-
or whatever the appropriate tide for that Act
is—and the credit union movement in the

province of Ontario.

Somewhere along the line, some day, per-

haps the minister will explain to me why
there are these parallel statutes at the

federal level and at the provincial level which

appear to me perhaps to be an unnecessary
exacerbation in the work of the credit union

movement. I don't understand—and even dur-

ing the time of the select committee never

did clearly understand—what the relationship
between the federal legislation, apart from
the banking system, was to the provincial

legislation dealing with these co-operative
credit societies or credit unions as we know
them.

I did notice that one of the matters we
were concerned about was the relatively

small number but very substantial size of

those credit unions which didn't choose to

belong to the Ontario Credit Union League
or to either of the two federations of Caisses

Populaires in the province of Ontario. We
were very concerned and we looked very

carefully at the problem as to whether or not

we should require them to become members

of one of the leagues. In trying to weigh,
as a judgemental value, what our position

would be the committee felt we shouldn't

force any particular credit union to become
a member of a particular league unless it

chose to do so itself, provided that the pro-

vincial legislation was suflficient to ensure, by
inspection and other mechanisms, that no one

of those credit unions that didn't have the

support of league membership would get into

financial diflficulties.

[5:30]

I notice now, of course, that if the Can-

adian Payments Association is implemented,

one of the terms-so the white paper says-is

that every credit union is going to have to

become a member of presumably one of the

leagues in the province of Ontario before it

can participate in the Canadian Payments

Association. I would be somewhat concerned

as to what the minister's response would be

to have the federal legislation require the

kind of compulsory membership in a league

system of those credit unions which have

chosen up to now to remain independent, and

what his concern would be if federal legisla-

tion requires what we certainly felt from a

provincial point of view was not a necessary

requirement for the security of those persons

who were dealing with, I think at that time,

some 34 independent credit unions.

Those are the major points. I am quite

certain that as we go through the bill, clause

by clause, in committee and have the beneht

of the comments of the ministry oflRcials and

the persons involved in the credit union

movement of Ontario, I think we wQl come

out of it with a very fine bill. I do hope that,

somehow or other, the delay in the govern-

ment's bringing forward the legislation to the

point where it could be passed will not deter

the government from taking a very cold, hard

look at the impact of the white paper and

the proposed revisions to The Bank Act on

the credit union movement insofar as its

competitive capacity on a local basis for the

people in the various communities across the

province is concerned, so that we can be cer-

tain that the very real benefits of the exist-

ence of those credit unions scattered across

the province to the variety and stability of

the life of the province will be maintained.

I am very much concerned the government

has a significant role to play in ensuring that

that competitive position and the place of

the credit union movement in Ontario are

preserved and its capacity for development

enhanced.
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Mr. Nixon: I wanted to join in this debate

simply to give every encouragement to the

minister and to the other members of the

House to work in support of amendments and

changes in regulations which will encourage
and enhance the usefulness and the impact
of the credit union movement in the prov-
ince.

The minister in his opening remarks to

second reading said he didn't feel that all the

members were aware of the importance that

the credit union movement has now. Well,

coming from a rural community I am very

much aware of it. I must admit that I still

keep my savings, such as they are, with the

Bank of Montreal,

Mr. Warner: Ah, Bob. Shame!

Mr. Nixon: But having declared that as

perhaps a conflict of interest I would say

that I was deeply disappointed when I read

the reviews of the federal provisions having
to do with the amendments to The Bank Act

which the government of Canada brings for-

ward on a regular—five-year basis?

Mr. Samis: Ten.

Mr. Nixon: Ten-year basis. Because I felt

that the government missed an opportunity

to bring more or less into modern focus the

importance of the credit institutions or the

banks particularly in Canada. Over more

than a century the banks as they are pres-

ently chartered have had the advantages of

legislation which in my view restricted com-

petition and gave them the opportunity to

grow without the bounds that one would

normally have expected in the absence of the

kind of competition you find, let's say, in the

United States and perhaps in other jurisdic-

tions.

Mr. Samis: Dead on!

Mr. Nixon: So I felt disappointed when I

read the experts' reviews and accounts of the

amendments proposed by the government of

Canada. As a matter of fact, the Prime
Minister had made some rather interesting

extemporaneous comments about the banks

before the amendments had been introduced

and I had the feeling that perhaps we were

going to be treated to more far-reaching
amendments than were the case when they

finally saw the light of day.

I am not too sure who had the moderat-

ing influence on the views that the Prime
Minister had expressed personally, but of

course from my point of view there is very
little, if anything, he does that's wrong, and

it must be the fault of his advisers, both

past and present.

I feel also that the minister has been able

to slide out from a rather serious load of

blame, if not almost an indictment on the

inaction of the ministry and his predecessor
in connection with credit unions. He made
reference to his predecessor and I was hard

pressed to know who he was referring to,

unless it was Mr. Winkler, because he's had
so many predecessors who have all fiddled

and diddled around with the credit union

legislation without ever coming to grips with

it. Trying to determine the sense of what
their friends in the world of high finance

were going to insist upon and perhaps what
was the least the credit unions would accept
under these circumstances.

I believe the minister was one of the ones

who was most surprised at the influence of

the credit union movement in this proxince.
He may have felt that it was possible for

him to come forward with that bag full of

amendments we were treated to previously
in which he was proposing to take over the

deposit insurance function and the funds of

the credit union which they had built up
for that purpose. He was soon set straight

in that regard and we haven't really seen

the amendments until these were put before

us after such a long delay.

So I would say to you, Mr. Speaker, it

certainly is to the benefit of us all, and to

the credit of the credit unions, that they
were able to educate this minister while he
was still in the capacity which he now
enjoys so that re-education perhaps of one
of his successors before the government
changes would not be necessary.

I can remember also—and this goes back

quite a time; I think the hon. member for

Riverdale (Mr. Renwick) would remember it

very clearly—when the government was faced

with the problems in another group of finan-

cial institutions, the trust companies. In those

days really it was frightening when the trust

companies, acting under provincial charter,

got into such serious difficulties. The Atlantic

Acceptance case was the one probably that

impressed us most directly, but British Mort-

gage and certain other institutions experi-

enced a tremendous series of fiscal accidents

which just shook the financial community
here and across Canada and, as the minister

must surely know, internationally.

I can remember the government of the

day bringing in a very hasty bill indeed

establishing deposit insurance at the provin-
cial level. Although the bill was proclaimed.
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I believe, we did not have to use it because

the government of Canada, which had a

fully evolved deposit insurance mechanism
for banks, moved into the area on agreement
with this province to save this province and
this government from the continuing series

of fiscal blows and, in my view, serious

political embarrassment associated with them.

I can remember certainly the day in which
the hon. member of Riverdale undertook to

review the whole situation and had a num-
ber of his relatives in the galleries. They
filled all the galleries, as I recall, as he under-
took to persuade the government to do some-

thing for these good people. Perhaps they
were more than relatives. There might have
been others who had invested—

Mr. Renwick: All friends.

Mr. Nixon: —funds in Atlantic Acceptance.
Even before I was a member of this House
I remember my father, the previous member
for Brant, saying, "Well, you know, what can

you expect? They had invested their money
at seven per cent, and anybody who expects
seven per cent return has got to be prepared
to take a tremendous risk." It's an indication

of how times pass.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: It was nine per
cent.

Mr. Ruston: Ray says it was 3% per cent.

Mr. Nixon: Yes, 3% per cent—or if you
bought Hydro bonds I think it was 3V4 per
cent, because of course they were guaran-
teed by the province of Ontario itself. Now
Hydro has to pay 10% per cent, even with
the provincial guarantee, to get the kinds of

moneys they require amounting now to a

provincial liability of over $5 billion. I think
that's another sulDJect however, Mr. Speaker,
and I would simply conclude my remarks by
saying that I am very much in favour of legis-
lation which will improve the position of

credit unions and caisses populaires in the
financial work of this province and in the

supporting of the individual in the com-
munities, rural and otherwise, who have
learned to have such a high degree of

confidence in the credit unions.

I think one of the things that must instil

the confidence in some of the areas that I am
familiar with is that in order to do business

with them you do not have to go into the

largest and most expensive monimient to the
fiscal system that you can find in the com-
munity. I am often absolutely astounded
when I go into downtovvni Toronto and see

what the credit of our banking system has

built and wrought in this city. It just appals
me that the repositories of that much credit

are vying with each other in the way the

rulers of Egypt used to vie millenia ago.
Before I am carried away with some of my
more populist approaches in these matters, I

would simply say that the amendments which
are designed to improve the positions of the

credit unions are eminently supportable and
I look forward to hearing the views of those

people directly involved in it when they ap-

pear before the standing committee.

Mr. Shore: Mr. Speaker, it is indeed a

pleasure to me to share with my colleague
in this debate.

Mr. Sweeney: Which ones?

Mr. Shore: Those who are still my col-

leagues, I assume you are still a member of

the House.

Mr. Nixon: All your friends anyway. If you
are lonely over there, let us know.

Mr. Shore: I am particularly pleased, Mr.

Speaker, to speak in favour of the principle

of this bill. I am particularly pleased to see

the rationale of why I am supporting this

and why others—I don't think this type of bill

will divide the House, will it?

Mr. R. S. Smith: It might do.

Mr. Roy: Wouldn't want to rely on your

political judgement, you know.

Mr. Shore: However, the prime reason

that I believe this bill is supportive and I

think that congratulations should be given to

the minister and the government for bringing

it forward and despite what some have said

that it has taken some time, it is always a

great pleasure no matter how much time it

has taken to see a good bill come forward.

Mr. Sweeney: When you say it, it comes

out different, Marv.

Mr. Shore: I am particularly pleased, as I

say, for the following reasons, one of them

being that it is an independent bill. It sup-

ports self reliance and it supports competition,

and there are some on the other side of the

House that I think once they review this a

little more they may take another look at it,

but it does do that and I think that we should

be pleased at it. I am particularly pleased
also that it's being received through public

participation and the government in many
instances has not always taken the confidence

of the public into their public participation,

but I must suggest to you that I think they
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should be congratulated and I am pleased to

say that they have. I was particularly

pleased to see-

Mr. Nixon: Move that man down one row.

Mr. Shore: Thank you very much.

Mr. Roy: Any further promotion, Marv,
and you will be up in the gallery.

Mr. Shore: That's right. That's right.

Mr. Sweeney: Especially the public of

London North.

Mr. Shore: Well, speaking of the public of

London North, I have a lot of confidence that

they will recognize a hard-working member
when the time comes, without reading the

polls incidentally, without reading the polls.

Mr. Worton: Where there's life, there's

hope.

Mr. Shore: That's right. Good hard work
usually succeeds. I would say this, Mr.

Speaker, that the minister should further be

congratulated in the sense that hopefully this

bill will be legislated in this term because it's

necessary. When I first heard of this bill, I

took it upon myself, thinking of the people
of London North and London, to try to find

out a little bit about the movement of the
credit union-

Interjection.

Mr. Shore: —and I Found, coming from an
urban riding as a matter of fact, not from a
rural riding, that there was at least eight to

10 credit union associations in Loadon nith

memberships of upwards of probably 3.000 to

4,000 people, and I am particulaily pleased
to speak in favour of this in principle repre-

senting those people. I am intending to con-
tact as many of the ofiicials of associations to

see if they have any suggestions or improve-
ments that might be made.

In conclusion, I think the minister and my
colleagues should be congratulated for bring-

ing this forward. I think it's a step in the

right direction for the improvement of com-
petition and independence.

[5:45]

Mr. Samis: Like the previous speakers,

especially my colleagues from Riverdale (Mr.
Renwick) and Brant-Oxford-Norfolk (Mr.
Nixon), I welcome this bill. The effect of a
conversion has strange results sometimes and
I congratulate the member for London North
for at least joining us in support of the bill.

Mr. Sweeney: You are next.

Mr. Samis: Far from it. My main reason
for supporting the bill is the effect it's going
to have on our financial system not only in
Ontario but, I think, in Canada. I think the
most charitable description one could give of
our banking system in this country in terms
of its structure is that it's been a tight-knil
cartel and very oligopolistic in its whole
tenor, structure and outlook. If we compare
the banking system in Canada with that of
the United States very obviously there has
been a lack of competition and, belatedly,
even the federal government has recognized
that. Ten years ago, it made a few very
cautious steps toward the overall goal of a

competitive financial system and obviously
there are going to be a few small steps made
in the next session of the federal parliament.

I welcome this bill because I think that in

the central province of our confederation a

strong competitive financial system within
the provincial jurisdiction is essential. I

think the value of credit unions is that in the

sort of system which is really controlled by
high finance, by international moguls and

people with little contact with the daily lives

of the average citizens, the credit unions re-

present grassroots alternatives to the high
finance system and the banks which are the

representation of that.

In many communities, coming from an in-

dustrial community, the only alternative

really for an individual, especially a working
person looking for consumer credit or limited

credit, is the finance company. I can think

of very few institutions in our society which
are more rapacious, if not exploitive, of work-

ing people and poor people than our finance

companies which are tolerated and fostered

by the federal finance system. If we look at

the advertising we see for this alternative to

credit unions on television, radio, the different

ads for some of these finance companies and

how they seduce people into indebtedness at

extortionate rates, it's really obscene in some
cases how this is allowed or tolerated.

The advent of this bill, the strengthening
of the credit union sector as an alternative

at the local level for people looking for con-

sumer credit, is extremely welcome. In my
particular community, the credit unions

showed their worth, As members recall we
had a lengthy strike in the pulp and paper

industry and when people had depleted their

savings; when the banks were unwilling to

extend credit; when the finance companies
were either unwilling or willing to exploit it

to their own advantage, the one segment in^
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the financial system which came to the aid of

the workers and their families was the local

credit union.

I think that stands as a testimony to their

value not only in my community but I am
sure in communities all across this province.

It is the sole segment of the financial system
in which the consumer and the average per-

son has any say, any degree of influence, on

how the financial system operates.

I welcome this principle to give the credit

unions not only greater competitiveness,

.greater security, but also greater scope in

which to invest their funds and to operate

and to provide greater security for the de-

positors.

Like my colleague frojn Riverdale, I am
concerned that on the subject of the amend-

ments to the federal banking legislation the

provincial government will make strong rep^

resentations because this bill makes signifi-

cant progress for Ontario but unless it is

done in conjunction with significant progress
in the federal legislation its impact will be

seriously lessened. I would really hope that

this government would see fit to make strong

representations to the federal minister to

make sure that there is parallel progress in

the federal legislation. Otherwise, this legis-

lation will only have limited value.

Mr. Roy: I want to join briefly in the

debate on this bill and support some of the

statements made by some of my colleagues.
I get a kick out of the member for London
North (Mr. Shore). I think I am being pre-
vailed upon to say something. As I recall,

last tifne he spoke he was not quite as

enthusiastic about a government programme
as on this occasion. If the member had fol-

lowed the tortuous path of this legislation

as many of us have—my colleague from

Brant, the member for Riverdale—and seen

some of the original approaches proposed
by the government, you would see that the

congratulations that you're throwing—those

flowery approaches to your minister—were
not all that well deserved. Your minister has
taken an open-minded approach and the gov-
ernment had backed off-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Will the hon. piem-
ber address his remarks to the Chair, please?

Mr. Roy: Yes, yes I will. Thank you, Mr.

Speaker. Actually I prefer looking in that

direction in any event.

and the independents have put tremendous

pressure on the ministry and have convinced

the government. I recall going to a meeting
in Ottawa that the minister attended and
made a proposal at that time. I still recall-

Mr. Nixon: It was a restricted meeting.

Mr. Roy: I wasn't invited, I sort of walked

Mr. Nixon: I don't think he asked any of

the other mepibers to go.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I saw you at a couple
of meetings where you weren't invited.

Mr. Nixon: At least yours were public and

you had to get a crowd.

Mr. Roy: I was not invited, so I walked
in. I thought I'd listen to what the credit

unions and the caisses populaires had to say.

The feathers were flying—were they not, Sid?

—by the end of the evening. My God, the

people there expressed their opinion in no
uncertain terms. I recall that the minister at

that time was less experienced, more
abrasive. He was going to push it through,
Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Nixon: He's a smoothy now.

Mr. Roy: But I notice we didn't see the

legislation. Yet lo and behold, here we have

it now under a different form. So I think,

Mr. Speaker, of the mepiber for London
North. I suggest a certain amount of caution

about his enthusiasm. He should learn more
about the history of the legislation before he

lets his enthusiasm get away.

Mr. Nixon: Old Marv was an overnight
hit.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, I want to express
one concern which I think I expressed to

the minister at that time. I'm looking at the

legislation and I don't see it covered as well

as I would have hoped it would have been.

Possibly you have axnendments. It's the mat-

ter that deals with the conflicts of interest

by directors or ojBBcers of these credit unions

or caisses populaires. I want to say to my
colleagues there are members of the real

estate profession, there are people who sell

insurance, why in fact, Mr. Speaker, there

are even members of the legal profession
who get involved in conflicts of interest-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I thought you would. Mr. Nixon: Oh, surely not.

Mr. Roy: I was going to say, Mr. Speaker,
that the credit unions, the caisses populaires

Mr. Roy: Very often their sole purpose in

becoming officers or directors is to sort of
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channel business, through mortgages or

othewise, in their direction.

Mr. MoflFatt: The Liberal Party knows a
little about that.

Mr. Roy: I don't know about the mem-
bers to my right, but as Liberals we find

that extremely offensive. I would hope, Mr.

Speaker, that the minister will be proposing
amendments. I was talking to some people
from the caisse populaire movement who are

proposing some legislation about directors not

acting on behalf of these credit unions—

Hon. Mr. Handleman: It's in there now.

Mr. Roy: If it is you're going to have to

point out the section, because I don't see it

covered as adequately as it should be. I say,
Mr. Speaker, these credit unions, these
caisses populaires, are set up for the benefit
of the members and not for the benefit of
certain individuals who are in fact enriching
themselves. Some of the business that some
of these people do is very lucrative. We've
estimated in one caisse populaire in Ottawa
that there's one particular lawyer who's prob-
ably making over $250,000 a year just out of
commissions from the mortgage work he does
for the caisse populaire.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Why don't you take
it up with the bar association?

Mr. Roy: The minister says take it up with
the bar association. I say to him it's not up to

the bar association. We've got an occasion
here to correct this. I think that if we're

taking the approach where we're tightening
up the legislation—where we're taking steps
at least to establish certain guidelines as to
what credit unions can do—I think that we
should deal with the problem and I think we
should stop that.

Possibly I've not read the legislation ade-

quately, but it seems to me that the similar

type of legislation you have for auditors
should be for ofiBcers as well. That is, they're
officers of these credit unions, Mr. Speaker,
but they should not act on their behalf. The
sole purpose of many of these people who
run for boards or for officers or directors of
these credit unions is so that they can get
insurance business or real estate business or

legal business. I think that's improper.

Mr. Cunningham: And the accountants.

Mr. Roy: The accountants are in it as well.

Mr. Nixon: Oh, boy, are they in it.

Mr. Roy: As I say, Mr. Speaker, that is

hopefully something we might see in the

legislation. I know it's tough to plug up the
hole completely. I realize that the minister
has had some discussions with the credit

unions or the caisses populaires about this

problem, but I did want to take an opportun-
ity to express that point of view.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Does any other mem-
ber wish to speak to this bill? If not, the hon.
minister.

Mr. McClellan: Very briefly, I echo again
the support of our caucus for the principle of

the bill. We welcome what has been de-
scribed by one person I talked to as the

coming of age of the credit union movement
in this province. I think it's probably more
accurate to say that the chains and fetters

that have bound the credit union and the co-

operative movement for so long in this pro\'-
ince have finally been loosened and that we
hope that with the loosening of these chains

and the unhamstringing of the credit union

movement, that the co-operative movement in

this province can begin to take its rightful

place in the economy.

I travelled a little bit this summer. I didn't

travel overseas, I travelled to Canada, but
I think I learned something even there. I

went to Acadia and had the opportunity to

look at the co-operative movement in New
Brunswick. I saw a co-operative food distribu-

tion system that was integrated from ware-

housing to packaging to distribution to the

inclusion of brand products under the co-

operative movement.

In every town of significant size in Acadia,
in New Brunswick, there was a co-op super-
market of a size and quality that would rival

anything that we have in this province, with

one difference—that the principle of gouging

profit was absent and the enterprise was run

by the members themselves for the benefit of

themselves, their families and their own com-
munities on the basis of the principle of co-

operation, not on the basis of gouging and

not on the basis of the principle of the power
of wealth to increase its own wealth, but on

the co-operative principle of one man, one

vote and on the principle of sharing together

to meet basic needs of individuals, families

and communities.

We hope most sincerely that the legislation

which has given to the credit union move-
ment the capacity to operate as a full-scale

institution in a modern economy will have the

eflFect of stimulating the growth and develop-
ment of the broader co-operative movement
in this province and that we will begin to see

the possibility for the first time in Ontario of
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the development of alternatives to corporate

gouging in the provision of food and alterna-

tives to the corporate gouging in the provi-

sion of housing, an alternative based on the

principle that it is possible to order a society

on the principles of co-operation.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: It is my understand-

ing that we will continue on with this bill

at 8 o'clock.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, may I take

this chance just to advise the members of the

House that we are planning to go on with

this bill at 8 o'clock, as you have indicated,

following which we will have some budget
debate. There's a chance there may be an

early adjournment tonight, depending on the

number of budget speakers.

Two committees meet tonight, however.

Justice and resources development are meet-

ing at 8 o'clock. The order with respect to

interim supply will appear on the order paper
tomorrow in order that we can take that into

consideration on Thursday afternoon.

The House recessed at 6 p.m.
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Answers to written questions were tabled as follows:

58. Mr. Haggerty—Inquiry of the ministry: Will the minister table all grant allocations

to the governing bodies of the sports and fitness division for the years 1975 and 1976, such

as the Ontario Softball Association and other organized sports?

Answer by the Minister of Culture and Recreation:

Please find attached the requested list of sports governing bodies and grants paid to them
from the regular programmes and the Olympic Lottery as per our records for the fiscal vear

1975-76.

Regular Programme Olympic Lottery
$ $

Archery 14,183.00 4,575.12

Badminton 52,800.85 26,753.02
Ball Hockey - -
Baseball 750.00 5,487.60

Basketball 8,354.00 18,420.00

Bob Sled & Luge - -

Bowling 39,203.40
Men's Lawn Bowling 2,720.00

Women's Lawn Bowling — —
Broomball - 7,072.64

Ontario Boxing 3,500.00 2,127.33
Canadian Amateur Boxing 1,144.00 7,871.05

Canoe Ontario 27,273.18 33,358.89

Cricket 14,038.00 5,236.60

Men's Curling .. 11,911.00 12,402.00

Women's Curling 2,300.00

Cycling 41,839.50 7,129.00

Canadian Amateur Diving 15,575.00 15,925.00

Equestrian
- 7,500.00

Fencing 2,980.00 12,829.10

Men's Field Hockey 1,605.00 10,265.00

Women's Field Hockey 29,296.62 17,091.00

Figure Skating 16,200.00 27,668.15
Football 26,670.83 59,993.50
Men's Golf 16,160.00 7,250.00
Ladies Golf 8,485.87 3,678.93

Gymnastics 116,625.42 28,142.19
Modem Gymnastics 13,301.00 23,353.00
Handball
Team Handball 16,819.00 5,650.00

Hockey - Tech 124,300.00 20,600.00

Hockey - Oldtimers - 11,080.00

Hockey
- Women - 2,591.21

Tndo 47,848.02 20,360.15
Karate 3,504.40
Lacrosse 105,454.20 30,503.00
Martial Arts — —
Modem Pentathlon 9,026.00 10,760.00

Netball 13,104.95 322.00

Aquatics 64,780.40 10,219.60

Orienteering 26,000.60 7,135.59

Powerlifting 288.90 21,696.80

Raquetball — —
Ringette 37,618.20 15,561.00

Rowing 12,075.00 122,282.93

Rugby 52,215.00 11,394.00
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Regular Programme Olympic Lottery
$ $

Sailing 90,268.09 -
Shooters - 16,139.55

Skiing 62,191.63 110,077.00

Soaring — —
Soccer 41,100.00 80,416.28
Softball 59,803.20 12,509.06
Solo Swims 10,000.00 -
Speed Skating - 16,851.00

Sport Parachuting 7,975.00 7,725.00

Sport Therapist — —
Men's Squash — —
Women's Squash 6,198.14 13,302.65

Swimming 149,749.00 42,193.00
Synchro Swimming 19,545.00 16,370.85
Table Tennis 26,500.00 21,054.22
Tennis 65,595.93 7,490.00
Track & Field 149,048.73 78,539.64
Underwater 17,172.00 10,402.00

Volleyball 39,768.11 3,600.00
Water Polo 21,863.00 23,054.61
Water Skiing 16,500.00 36,331.11

Weightlifting 5,170.00 3,579.00
Wheelchair 5,568.00 8,284.00

Wrestling 21,226.10 22,108.00

1,795,733.27 1,164,312.32

Grand Total - $2,960,045.59

74. Mr, Angus—Inquiry of the ministry: Would each ministry table (a) the value of the

accounts payable outstanding as of March 31, 1976 and (b) list all materials and supplies
valued over $500.00 which were requisitioned and the month in which they were requisitioned,
that are included in the accounts payable that are outstanding as at March 31, 1976?

Answer to question 74 made a return. (See sessional paper 97.)

89. Mr. Angus—Inquiry of the ministry: Would the Minister of Culture and Recreation

please list each application submitted to his ministry for a Wintario grant with reference to:

(a) the project name; (b) community; (c) short description of the project; (d) the amount re-

quested; (e) whether the grant was approved or disapproved; and, (f) the name of the riding

receiving the grant?

90. Mr. Angus—Inquiry of the ministry: Would the Minister of Culture and Recreation

please inform the House as to the percentage of time that each category of professional and
office staflF within his Ministry spend on processing and monitoring of Wintario programmes?

Answers by the Minister of Culture and Recreation:

89: The requested information dealing with Wintario applications has been previously
dealt with between myself and the two opposition critics of this ministry.

As previously indicated in letters to Messrs. Samis and Kerrio, I have oflFered to make avail-

able to them any internal records and information maintained by the ministry at its various

offices.

The Ministry of Culture and Recreation does not keep summaries in the format requested,
nor does it have the staff capacity to research and summarize all of the individual records and
files in order to provide a detailed answer to this question. This would require the compiling
of records and files on some 7,000 Wintario applications received as of June 1, 1976.

However, the requested information is available should the opposition parties wish to pro-
vide research staff who would be given access to Wintario records.
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90: The percentage of time that the staff of the ministry spend on processing and monitor-

ing of the Wintario appHcations varies with the responsibihties and functions of the individual
staff member, whether they be professional or office staff.

There are some staff members who spend 100 per cent of their time working on Wintario.
These staff members, who are relatively small in number, have been hired specifically to process
the Wintario applications.

As far as the regular, non-Wintario ministry staff is concerned, we do not have specific
time-work allocations for the approximately 600 staff complement of the ministry. The alloca-

tion of staff time for these staff members as far as Wintario is concerned, varies from pro-

gramme area to programme area, and could range anywhere from zero to 50 per cent.

The organization of the procedfures for the processing of the Wintario applications has been
deliberate. Every effort has been made so that all staff have some involvement with the Win-
tario programme, again depending on their geographic location and professional expertise.
This has been done to allow for as thorough an evaluation of the Wintario applications as can
be accomplished within the time and staffing restrictions placed upon the ministry.

99. Mr. Moffatt—Inquiry of the ministry: Will the Minister of Agriculture and Food table

the results and conclusions or recommendations made in a study of soils in the area of the

Eldorado nuclear waste disposal site in Port Granby in the Town of Newcastle?

Answer by the Minister of Agriculture and Food:

AECB in a report released in February, 1976, pointed out that a detailed radiation survey
was carried out at the Port Granby residue area to determine the extent of the contaminated
area at the lakeshore where the West Gorge stream meets the beach. Approximately 500 cubic

yards of soil were removed from the beach to the top of the bluffs. As a result, the maximum
exposure rate at the boundary fence at the Port Granby residue area, measured by AECB
staff, has been reduced from 0.9 mR/h (millirad/hour) to 0.020 mR/h (permissible rate 0.060

mR/h). MOE had no involvement in this survey.

113. Mrs. Campbell—Inquiry of the ministry: Will the Minister of Health advise whether
it is true that a nursing home owned by Mr. Alguire was condemned and closed down two

years ago in Morrisburg? Is it a fact that Mr. R. F. Merkley, together with two doctors. Dr.

Parisien and Dr. McLeod, applied for and received a permit for a 60-bed operation? Is it a

fact that Mr. Alguire then decided to return to the nursing home business, applied and got a

permit and that the permit was taken away from Mr. Merkley and he two doctors? Is it a fact

that Alguire now cannot raise the money necessary? Did any member intercede on his behalf

to get him the permit to build the second home?

Answer by the Minister of Health:

Mr. J. Alguire operated the 20-bed Alguire Treasure Island Nursing Home in Ingleside,
Ontario. The owner experienced some operational problems and closed the home, voluntarily,
on August 31, 1974.

Dr. Parisien, Dr. McLeod and Mr. R. Merkley never received approval for a new 60-bed

nursing home. Dr. Parisien presently operates the 65-bed Parisien Manor Nursing Home which
has been licensed for some time. Dr. McLeod is listed as a partner with Dr. Parisien in the

operation. Our records do not show an affiliation with Mr. R. F. Merkley in this enterprise.

However, there is a Mr. R. F. Merkley associated with a senior citizens group in Morrisburg
called "We Care Committee" who has communicated with Mr. D. Wiseman, the Parliamentary
Assistant to the Minister of Health. Mr. Alguire was granted approval to construct a 40-bed

nursing home on September 26, 1974 by the ministry.

In 1975, the Ministry of Health solicited' applications for a new 60-bed nursing home to

be constructed in the County of Dundas where a need for new beds was deemed necessary.
Mr. Alguire proposed that he would relinquish his approval for the new 40-bed facility, if he

could be allowed to construct the new facility in Dundas County. This would necessitate the

approval of only 20 additional beds by this ministry.

Approval was granted on December 19, 1975, to Mr. Alguire to construct the new home
in Dundas County. His approval to construct the 40-bed nursing home in Ingleside was with-

drawn.

Mr. Alguire has submitted plans for the new home which were reviewed by the ministry

and returned to him on May 13, 1976. He is proceeding with ministry policy on the planning

process and we have no reason to believe he is experiencing financial difficulties.
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Since no approval had ever been granted to Dr. Parisien and associates, no withdrawal of

approval has been necessary.

121. Mr. Angus—Inquiry of the ministry: Would the Minister of Government Services (a)

list the names of all contractors employed to construct buildings in Northwestern Ontario, and

(b) list all those contractors who built facilities for the government of Ontario and leased them
to them, and (c) would the minister place a total dollar value on the projects (a) and (b) con-

structed by each firm?

Answer by the Minister of Government Services:

a) Contractors employed to construct buildings in northwestern Ontario:

Contractors

A. J. Wing Construction Ltd

Bergman Builders Ltd
Bilideau Construction

Bob's Construction Co. Ltd
Buset Bros. Contractors Ltd

Gateway Building and Supply
Jack Anderson Construction

Sillman Company (Northern) Ltd
Stead & Lind'strom Ltd.

Sub-Strata Construction Ltd
Tom Jones & Sons

Number
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rendered? What procedures, if any, are used to verify the accounts before authorization

for payment?

Answer by the Chairman, Management Board of Cabinet:

Each ministry is responsible for its own procedures respecting the issuing and control

over the use of government credit cards. However, since a payment by government credit

cards results in a bill being received by the ministry, the approval and verification pro-
cedures are the same as for payments made by other means. In all cases ministries are

required to adhere to the policies and directives on the control and reporting of expenditures
as oudined in the Manual of Administration and the Accounting Policy Manual. All expendi-
tures are subject to verification and approval by designated ministry officials as well as post
audit review by the Provincial Auditor.

132. Mr. Cassidy—Inquiry of the ministry: What is the name, career background, and
most recent employer of each of the persons appointed to the Rent Review Board in

Ontario? Which of these officers, if any, own more than three rented residential dwelling
units? How many appointees are women?

Question 1 : See the attached listing.

Question 2: Mr. A. H. Macdonald owns a five-plex and rents four of these residential

dwelling units. To our knowledge, no other Board member owns more than three rented
residential dwelling units:

Question 3: Twelve of the appointees are women.

RESIDENTIAL PREMISES RENT REVIEW BOARD MEMBERS

Total number of members 40

Total number of women 11

Location

Metro Toronto

Eastern

Eastern

Metro Toronto

Metro Toronto
Metro Toronto

Name

Batchelor, Gordon T.

(Vice-Chairman)

Beamish, Jean M.

Bower, William C.

Metro Toronto Breckenridge, James

Bruce, Maxwell

(Chairman)

Metro Toronto Bucknall, Brian

Burdeyney, Helen

Chaplin, Harold

T — Tenant Representative
P — Public Representative

Career

Background

Retired City Clerk, Toronto;
Exec. Dir., Toronto Parking

Operators Assoc.

Program Assistant (Assoc, for

Children with Learning
Disabilities

Retired. Director, Property
Services, Ottawa-Carleton

(1972-76) Chief Assessor,

Ottawa (1946-72)

(1968-75) Managing Director

& Majority Shareholder,

Wellington Prod. Ltd.

(1963-67) Science Research

Assocs.

Lawyer (Partner, Manning
Bruce, Macdonald &
Macintosh)

Lawyer (Professor of Law at

York Univ.)
Metro Tenants' Assoc.

Lawyer
(self-employed)

Number of

Rented
Residential

Dwelling
Units Owned

None

None

None

None

None

None

None
None
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Location Name

Metro Toronto Crosby, Herbert F.

Metro Toronto Dobbs, Frank

Central East Donnell, Wallace E.

Northeast Dowdall, Mrs. M. K.

Eastern

Central West

Southwest

Southwest

Drader, Mrs. E.

Farrugia, John

Gamble, Donna M.
l(Vice-Chairman)

Gardiner, P. R.

Eastern Giurett, Mary

Metro Toronto Goodrow, George

Eastern Hargreaves, H.

Metro Toronto Harriman, Anne

Metro Toronto Hogan, Mary

Central W^est Howe, Marvin W.

Metro Toronto Janes, Larry S.

T — Tenant Representative
P — Public Representative

Career

Background

Municipal Planning Consultant

(1975-pres.) (self-employed)

Alderman, Ward 3,

Scarborough (1964-74)
Retired Property Manager
(1974-1975) Eda-ich

Construction Co. Commercial

Manager (8 years)

General Engineering Con-
sultant (own business)

(1951 - present)

Gwillanbury, Donald,
North Associates

Community worker—Director
March of Dimes Board (3 yrs.)

Trustee for Sudbury District

Roman Catholic Separate
School Board in Dec, 1974

Catholic Parent-Teacher

Assoc, of Ontario

Receptionist/ Secretary, Betty
Davis & Associates Realties

Ltd. (1974-pres.)
Lecturer on Economics
Mohawk College, Life

Insurance Administration

President, Federation of On-
tario Tenants' Association

Retired' owner/operator
Gardiner Funeral Home
(25 years); Part-time real

estate sales

Federation of Ontario

Tenants' Association

Public Relations Consultant

(1968-present)

(self-employed)

Independent Consultant (self-

employed)
Tenants Hotline (1974-
present). Finance chairperson
& treasurer for Done Vale

Community Centre,
Member of Exec. Comm.
of Fed. of Metro Tenants'

Assoc. (1974-75)

Lawyer; Parkdale Community
Legal Services

Retired Elementary School

Teacher, Past Public

School Trustee

Computer Analyst, Toronto-

Dominion Bank (1972—pres.)

Number of

Rented
Residential

Dwelling
Units Owned

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None
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Location Name

Metro Toronto Laverty, Dennis

Metro Toronto Lessel, Arthur

Metro Toronto Macd'onald, A. H.

Eastern Mallon, W. B.

Central West McMahon, Yvonne

Central West McMillan, John

Eastern

Eastern

Mellow, H. G.

Merriam, Robert

Metro Toronto Morrison, Moira

Eastern

Eastern

Ogilvie, James W.

Raymond, Patrick

Career

Background

Number of

Rented
Residential

Dwelling
Units Owned

Exec. Director, Fed. of Ont.

Tenants' Assoc. (1975-
present); Assistant Director,

Community Services,

Meridian Building Group
Sales Manager, Pre-Con Co.

(1960-1975)
Produoton Order Processor

"A", Douglas Aircraft (1969-

1974); Justice of the Peace for

County of York (1953-1976);

Director, Metro Toronto

Property Owners' Assoc.

Manager, Research, Planning
& Policy Div., Staff Relations,

Canada Post Office, Ottawa

(1973—pres.); Personnel

Manager, FORMEX Fabrics

Plan (1971-73)

Vice-President, Ontario Anti-

Poverty Organization; Southern

Zone Rep. Federated Ontario

Tenants' Association

Owner/Operator, Associated

Services (Camera film

distributor) (1975-pres.)

Salesman, Automotive Hardware

(1971-72).

Acting Chief, Technical

Services, Administration

Division, Dept. of Manpower
and Immigration (1971-74)

Operator, Real Estate

Consulting (self-employed)—
advise on purchases, sales,

rental of commercial &
residential properties (1973—
present); Mortgage Manager,
South Eastern Realty
Investments Ltd. (1972-73)

Public Relations Consultant

(self-employed)
freelance (1973—present)
Global Television, Manager-
Promotion (1972-73)

Department Manager,
Simpson-Sears (20 years)

Financial Portfolio Manage-
ment, (Community Involvement
1971—present) (self-employed)

Self-employed Contractor

(1952-1971)

None

None

Four

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

T — Tenant Representative
P — Public Representative
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Location

Metro Toronto

Northwest

Name

Sagoo, Kirpal S.

Silver, Michael J.

Metro Toronto Stasiuk, Fred

Central West Tweddell, Mildred

Metro Toronto Zidner, TuflFy F.

Metro Toronto Zongos, Anthony

Number of

Rented
Residential

Career Dwelling
Background Units Owned

T Life Underwriter, Mutual None
Life of Canada (1975—present);
Real Estate Agent, Metro
Trust (1974-75)

T Contracts Manager, Hawker None

Siddeley Canada Ltd. (1973-
present); Member, Exec.

Comm. Academy Heights
Tenants' Association

T Law Student (1974-pres.) None
Director of Manufacturing,
T. J. Lipton Ltd. (1964-1974)

T Secretary to P.R. Director None
& National Fund Raising

Director, Big Brothers of

Canada (1975-1976), Office

Secretary, International

accounting firm (1969-1973)
P Owner/Operator, Zidner Real None

Estate Ltd. (1976) Vice-

President & Director,

H. Keith Ltd. (1971-76)
P Semi-retired. 1967—pres. None

President, Zongos Developments
Ltd., Commercial & Industrial

property developers 1962-1969.

President, Master Charles

Restaurant

133. Mr. Godfrey—Inquiry of the ministry: In view of the fact that private physio-

therapy fees were pegged to hospital offset revenue fees for physiotherapy by agreement
with the Ministry of Health in February of 1975, did the Ministry of Health approach the

Cabinet Committee on Wage and Price Guidelines to authorize a payment of $5.55 for

outpatient physiotherapy on the basis of a historical arrangement?

Answer by the Minister of Health:

In January, 1976, all outpatient revenue items which included physiotherapy services

were increased by 10 per cent for offset revenue purposes. The figure $5.55 for outpatient

physiotherapy services in hospitals was arrived at because it was 10 per cent of $5.05, the

former physiotherapy rate. This is a theoretical bookkeeping exercise in hospitals and has

no relationship to the amount of money which is actually flowed to the hospital for physio-

therapy services.

On the other hand, about the same time, an increase of 8 per cent for physiotherapists
in fee-for-service practice was granted. This was equivalent to all staff salary increases

allowed in hospitals and was approved by the Cabinet Committee on Wage and Price

Guidehnes. The payment is now $5.45 for physiotherapists in fee-for-service arrangements.
These increases were not based on any historical arrangement.

135. Mr. Eakins—Inquiry of the ministry: Will the Minister of Health provide a list of

all employees on the payroll of Browndale (Ontario) and Brown Camps residential and day
schools and the 'management team' of that organization providing services to Browndale

(Ontario)?

136. Mr. Eakins—Inquiry of the ministry: WiU the Minister of Health provide a copy
of any contractual arrangements between Browndale (Ontario) and Brown Camps residen-

tial and day school or any private company owned ro controlled by any person or persons
involved in any way wdth the above-mentioned entities?
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137. Mr. Eakins—Inquiry of the ministry: Will the Minister of Health provide a list of

all properties leased or rented by Browndale (Ontario) for use in their treatment programme
subsidized by the Ontario government, the value of such property, the present owner, the

previous owner and the rent and terms of rent for each property?

Answers by the Minister of Health:

135. The Ministry of Health does not keep this information on an ongoing basis.

136. The ministry does not have this information on record.

137. While a partial list of all properties leased or rented by Browndale is contained in

the audit, this information is not available in the detail requested.

With respect to this question, the Minister of Health advised Dr. Stuart Smitli in a letter,

July 6, that it has never been the policy of this ministry to release the working papers

respecting any audits performed by our internal audit staff. This is also the position which
has been consistently taken by the Provincial Auditors.

138. Mr. Young—Inquiry of the ministry: Would the Minister of Revenue table the
names of property holders in the Borough of North York receiving farm tax rebates during
1975 giving the number of acres upon which the rebate was paid, the assessment, the

property tax levied and the amount of farm tax rebate paid in each case?

Answer by the Treasurer:

Ministry of Treasury, Economics and Intergovernmental Affairs Subsidies Branch

Payments to Property Holders in Borough of North York

1975 FARM TAX REDUCTION PROGRAMME

Farm Property Amount of

Owner Acreage Assessment Tax Rebate Date Paid

Gulf Oil Canada Limited 54 9,700 1,072.14 536.07 10/2/76

McDougald, John 13 32,532 3,594.98 1,797.49 31/3/76

67' 42,232 4,667.12 2,333.56

139. Mr. Ferris—Inquiry of the ministry: Will the Minister of Education explain the

reasons for a reduction in legislative grant cash payments to school boards in the first three

months of calendar year 1976 compared to previous years (1976-1975) = —5.8 per cent,

1976-1974 = —4.2 per cent, 1976-1973 = —3.4 per cent), and the actual dollar amount
involved in the 1976-1975 comparison? What was tha effect of this action on 1975-1976

provincial deficit?

Answer by the Minister of Education.

Funds available in the first three months of 1976 from the 1975/76 vote represent a

smaller proportion of calendar year expenditure. This is consistent with the restrained

aspect of the balance of the funding, relating to the 1975 calendar grants.

It had been the practice in previous years to provide approximately 10 per cent for the

first three months of the calendar year. However, in 1975 additional funds were made
available from the 1974/75 Vote increasing the percentage in 1975 to an exceptional
12.6 per cent.

Actual Dollars Involved:

Paid January, February and March 1975 $165 million

Paid January, February and March 1976 $111 million

Effect of this Action on 1975/76 Deficit:

Had additional funds been allocated to increase the allotment for January, February
and March, 1976 to 10 per cent (rather than the 6.8 per cent), an additional $52 million
would have been required.

Had additional funds been allocated to increase the allotment for January, Februar\- and
March, 1976 to the exceptional 12.6 per cent level (rather than the 6.9 per cent) met in

1975, an additional $94 million would have been required.
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The House resumed at 8 p.m.

CREDIT UNIONS ACT
(concluded)

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, I would like to join
with those supporting the passage, in second

reading, or Bill 97, as amended. I'm sure
that when we talk about credit unions in

this province occasionally a note of paternal-
ism comes into our speeches and into our
remarks. I would say there is a justified pa-
ternalism because, contrary to some of the

things that are so often taught in an ex-

tremely sketchy way in the history books, this

province is not where it is today because
there was an abundance of English specula-
tors who had all kinds of money to put into
bonds.

There was not an abundance of European
remittance men who somehow arrived here. It

was because the men and women and their
families who chose to settle in this province
did far more than just settle. They invested
in this province. In a far earlier time, it was
all too often their plight that the British
bond speculator or the European remittance
man or perhaps some American who wanted
to take advantage of either a discount in the
money or a point or two in the interest rate,
got preference from the then-established
financial institutions. As such, in this province
and in other provinces, the credit unions
were born.

It would take a far better speaker than I

to describe really the impact, both financially
and socially, that those institutions have had,
not just upon the standard of living of this

province, not just upon the standard of living
of people, but the enormous contributions
that they have made since the day they were
founded—quite often in church halls or in
farmers' halls, in the basements of schools or

community centres.

I do not choose even to try to describe the
legacy of those institutions. Tonight, quite
frankly, I think we are on the threshhold of
a new age. The credit unions in this province
are coming of age. And when I say coming of

age, it is coming of age in the light of the
new Bank Act that will be introduced by the
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federal government probably within the next

year. It is coming of age in the light of new
financial institutions, the complexities and
the sophistication of the financial communi-
ties.

I think it is remarkable that something that

began as a movement-

Mr. Sargent: Are you for it or against it?

Mr. Drea: —so many years ago, even in the

light of the sophistication and the complexi-
ties of today's financial community, is still a
movement. As a matter of fact, what we are

talking about tonight is an alternative bank-

ing system. I say that in full light of the fact

the federal government—and the loud inter-

rupter over there, who is in the pocket of the

federal government because it is the same

party—so much likes to look at the big char-

tered banks and the very big financial institu-

tions as the monetary bulwark of this country.

As a matter of fact, nothing could be further

from the truth.

When I say an alternative banking system,
one of the things this bill is going to do is

provide a new source of funds for munici-

palities and school boards at a time when
they find it increasingly difficult to sell their

debentures, at a time when they find it in-

creasingly difficult to play with the people
down in Wall Street, This is going to open
up a new and important and, I make no
bones about it, a Canadian method, through
which they can finance their debentures.

Mr. Sargent: What has taken you so long
then? What has taken you so long to give
them recognition? You've been six years doing
this now.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker in this bill we are

talking about financial institutions that are

providing a supply of funds for the necess-

aries, not a supply of funds for what is done
on impulse buying. We are talking about
institutions that are providing money for

mortgages and the necessities of life, not

tying up the bulk of their funds on chattels
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and then saying that they simply do not have

enough funds left to trade in the mortgage
market.

Very basically, this bill is eliminating the

red tape that has prevented the credit unions

from coming of age in the very sophisticated
financial community that I have talked about.

I think probably the most important thing in

this bill is that young people, those below^

the age of 18, will now be able to participate
much more fully. I think that the age limit of

18 in the past has been a measure of our

paternalism, we wanted to make sure every-
one was an adult. I think that opening the

doors to young people to participate in this

type of banking, and that's what it really

is, is a most necessary step in this province.

At this time, when the province is at the

crossroads in financial relationship with a

federal government that is willing to give the

chartered banks virtually unlimited control

over the finances, and indeed the standard of

living in this country, I think that this bill

strikes a most recordant note. We are not

only saying that there is an alternative bank-

ing and financial system in this province that

is dedicated to the necessary and to the social

good, but that this government provides
much more than lip-service. This government
is providing, through Bill 97, a much more
flexible system that will allow the credit

union movement to grow, to prosper, and,

quite frankly, to compete. I, like my minis-

ter, welcome the competition in the financial

field, because competition in the financial

field, on a responsible note, in the final

analysis means only one thing, that the con-
sumer has alternatives. I would suggest that

to fly in the face of this bill is to turn back
the clock a century, where once again people
will be entirely at the hands of those who
think they know best at all times for the

people who really contribute the most to our

society.

Mr. Nixon: I missed all that.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, I

would like first to thank all the members who
have contributed to the debate. The calibre,
the quantity and the quality of contributions
have been remarkable. They have been so

complimentary that from time to time I've

wanted to hide my head, because I'm a very
modest person and really don't deserve all

the credit.

Mr. Moffatt: Now, Syd.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: A great deal of it

goes to my predecessor, who was mentioned

disparagingly and incorrectly by one of the

members opposite. It was John Clement who
commenced this process when he became
minister.

Mr. Nixon: You mean Mr, Winkler didn't

have anything to do with credit unions?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: The administration

of credit unions has always been a responsi-

bility of the ministry, but the process of

developing—

Mr. Nixon: There have been five ministers

in the last three years.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: One of the things
that members of the opposition don't quite
realize is that the process of public participa-
tion is great, the process of consultation is

very constructive, but it's also time-consuming
and we pay a price in time for it.

Mr. Nixon: Yes, three years.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: What did you do, have

a secret leadership convention during the

summer? You are back on top again, you son

of a gun.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: I don't think the

price is too high, when you arrive at the

kind of legislation that we have here now.

Mr. Nixon: But you were prepared to go
ahead and borrow from the reserve fund.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: The member for

Ottawa East (Mr. Roy) mentioned a meeting
that he attended in Ottawa, in which he said

that our proposals were received with great

disfavour—and he's quite right.

Mr. Drea: Where do you get this from?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: One of the reasons

why our proposals were not well received is

that they were taken word for word from the

select committee recommendations. The select

committee recommendations were not accept-
able to the movement in Ontario, and I think

it took the kind of field trips that we under-

took to find that out.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: The member has been
in the sauce.

Mr. Nixon: You be nice to me or I will

defeat section 4.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Okay, you would too.

Mr. Nixon: Don't bet on it.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: We found out that

the specific recommendations of the select

coramittee were not wholly acceptable to the
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movement. We went back to the drawing
board and we have amended them, revised

them and modified them in a way that we
have been able to reach a consensus.

Interjection.

Mr. Drea: You know, you are the guy who
made the $11 -billion misunderstanding.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Nixon: What a shame that I missed

your speech and Marvin isn't even here to

hear the minister.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, the

member for Riverdale (Mr. Renwick) did

bring up, I think, a very significant point in

his comments on it and he asked me to

respond. I would like to do that now. Unfor-

tunately, the response that I made was made
last Saturday night in Windsor. At least one
member opposite who is in the House now
was there; the member for Windsor-Sandwich
was there.

Mr. Burr: Windsor-Riverside.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Windsor-Riverside.
The other member, for Windsor-Sandwich
(Mr. Bounsall), was also there, as well as the

member for Essex North (Mr. Ruston), along
with the Hon. Herb Gray; the Minister of

Agriculture for Canada, Eugene Whelan; and
a man who is well thought of in the benches

opposite, Mr. Mark McGuigan, also hap-
pened to be in the audience.

Mr. Breithaupt: You have the nicest

friends.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: I understood they
agreed with everything I said, which was a
violent attack on the white paper insofar as

it affected credit unions, Mr. Whelan didn't

even ask for rebuttal time. There is a problem
in the white paper on banking so far as credit
unions are concerned, and we recognize that.

The first oflBcial response was in that speech
on Saturday night and we are very concerned.
First of all, there are some very good things
in the white paper for the credit unions, and
the member for Riverdale mentioned them.

Basically it involves membership in the na-
tional clearing system and we support the
credit unions in their desire to be members
of that system. The cost of entering the

system is, in our view, excessive. The prov-
ince and all of the provinces require credit

unions to maintain certain reserves in liquid-

ity. We do not believe that it will add any-
thing whatsoever to the fundamental sound-
ness of the credit union movement to have

two per cent of their deposits with the Bank
of Canada as non-interest bearing reserves,

and we have so informed the federal govern-
ment.

[8:15]

We are also concerned about the question
of being required to belong to a league or

central in order to be a member of the

cheque clearing system. I suppose I speak

personally when I say that the largest credit

union in Canada happens to be the civil serv-

ice co-op in Ottawa. It is not a member of a

league. Certainly it is as sophisticated as any
credit union and wishes to have access to the

cheque clearing system. I do not believe they
should be forced to become a member of a

league or central or association in order to

have access to something which other in-

stitutions have without that requirement.

Certainly, there are discussions going on

between the league and the large indepen-

dents so that the league may act as agents

for those independents in having access to

the system, but basically the two per cent

reserve is, in our view, a backward step for

credit unions. It certainly will tend to dimin-

ish their competitive situation vis-a-vis banks

and trust companies and to that extent we
will be opposing it.

I also agree with the member for Riverdale

in that in experiencing the growth and pros-

perity that the credit union movement has

had over the past 10 years, there is a danger

of their losing sight of what they were cre-

ated to do and why they ever formed a credit

union. When they get into sophisticated bank-

ing and they compete for accounts, they are

going to forget that their prime purpose was

to use the funds of the members to serve

each other, I have constantly urged credit

unions, whenever I have had an opportunity

to speak to them, and that's frequendy, that

they should never lose sight of the fact that

they are a co-operative movement.

I distinguish between the co-operative

movement and the collective movement. We
won't get into a philosophical discussion on

that. I think they are a co-operative move-

ment. They should not seek to become any-

thing else despite their desire for growth and,

in our view, a quite legitimate concern for

profit which is known as surplus or whatever

the credit unions want to call it.

One of the reasons for the federal legisla-

tion which the member for Riverdale ques-

tions, as I understand it, is that through the

federal legislation our credit unions have

access to the Canada Deposit Insurance Cor-

poration in Ottawa as a lender of last resort
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for stabilization purposes. From time to time,

in order to keep a credit union from going
under or to enable it to become phased-in or

amalgamated with another credit union or to

save its depositors, it is necessary to have

access to large sums of money on a very

temporary basis. That is being done through
the Canada Development Insurance Corpora-

tion, CDIC, because of the federal legislation.

It is rarely used in Ontario. Nobody in On-
tario has ever lost a cent as a depositor in or

as a shareholder of a credit union and we
don't think they ever will.

We think this legislation will be primarily
for the purpose of assuring the depositors in

credit unions that they do have the same

protection as those who have their money on

deposit in banks and trust companies. Also it

will help the credit unions to attract deposi-
tors who may have been aware of the fact

that theoretically they did not have that kind

of protection. We are looking forward to the

exchange of views in standing committee. I

think we now have 104 amendments that we
will be discussing; they will be moved section

by section.

I am looking forward not only to the

members' participation at the standing com-
mittee but also those credit unions who have
indicated their desire to appear there and I

want to make it quite clear that there will

be no rush. The standing committee, as I

understand it, has two sets of estimates to

go through. I have already referred a num-
ber of people to the chairman of the stand-

ing committee who will be going through the

clerk's office and notifying them of the dates.

There will be no cut-off. Nobody will be
turned away from the standing comjnittee.

It is my understanding we will be pre-

pared to sit there as long as people are

prepared to come to us. Certainly there will

be nothing before the committee for a period
of five to seven days at the very least so

that will give people ample time to prepare
and make their travel arrangejnents if they
are coming from out of town. I am looking
forward to that committee because I am
sure that the bill, as good as it is now, will

probably be improved when it comes out of

committee.

Mr. Moffatt: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order-

Mr. Acting Speaker: State your point of

order.

Mr. Moffatt: The minister, in his opening
remarks, indicated that at this point in the

evening we might have the amendments be-

fore us. I wonder if those amendments are

now available?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, I

haven't heard. I said I hoped they would

be and we are trying desperately to have

them here for 8:30. The debate has been on

principle, not on clause by clause, and all I

can say is Vpi sorry they're not here. I had

hoped they would be and I could only

assume they're not here yet.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The motion is for

second reading of Bill 97.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for standing administration of

justice committee.

Resumption of the adjourned debate on

the amendment to the motion that this

House approves in general the budgetary

policy of the government.

BUDGET DEBATE
(continued)

Mr. Acting Speaker: Before we commence
the debate the Chair would hke to recognize

the fact that Mr. Grossman did adjoiurn the

debate. However, in his absence, the hon.

member for Scarborough-Ellesmere will con-

tinue the debate.

Mr. Nixon: Perhaps, Mr. Speaker, before

the debate is resumed, we should recognize

the presence of a former colleague, Mr. Alex

Carruthers, in the gallery and welcojne him

back.

Mr. Warner: Mr. Speaker, I certainly ap-

preciate the opportunity to take part in the

debate over a sum of money which will be

spent by the time we have finished debating

i£.

I have some general cominents about eco-

nomic and fiscal planning as they apply to

this province, not only from evidence in the

budget which we've just seen but previous

budgets. As a member of this House and as

a voter, as a citizen of Ontario for a number
of years, and from discussions I've had with

people in my riding and friends elsewhere,

I sense there's a general feeling that budgets
occur to respond to situations but not to

respond to any long range planning, not to

look at economic planning in total. We are,

for the most part in this province, more
crisis-oriented in our fiscal and non fiscal

policies, and less concerned about planning
for the future. Witness that little difficulty
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the government had a few months back with
its credit rating, and all of the frantic

motions that took place at that time.

One of the points made at the time the

budget was introduced was the increase of

the OHIP premiums and the government's
insistence that this wouldn't really be much
of a hardship. I find it interesting the kind
of response that I've had in my riding from

ordinary, tax-paying, hard-working individ-

uals who don't earn very piuch money and
who are trying to pay high rents and meet
increased food costs and so on. By and
large, the people who were earning fewer
dollars were those who were having to pay
the OHIP premiums on their own, so that it

became a tougher burden for them than it

would be for others.

Yes, I think there's going to be an effect,

even with those individuals whose companies
or employers are paying the share of the

OHIP premiums or the majority of it, be-
cause that cost has to show up somewhere.
But my concern is particularly for those
individuals who are earning a low wage and
are having to pay the premium themselves.
When I look around—I mean this in the most
objective and non-provocative way—when I

look at a couple of western provinces and see
that they have managed to phase out the
OHIP premiums, or are in the process of

doing so, and extend their health care, I

wonder why we find it necessary to raise

premiums. It seems to me to be totally un-

necessary and placing a burden upon those
who can least afford to carry that burden.

It is in the vein of this unplanned kind
of lackadaisical approach to the world at large
that many of the critics of the community
college system have claimed for some time
that we saw the institution of 22 colleges as
a response to a dead-end four-year pro-
gramme in the high schools.

This wasn't really part of a planned
economy, to provide additional schooling, or
an alternative form of schooling, but rather
an approach to a very poor situation. We had
people graduating from a four-year pro-
gramme; it was dead-end, no place for them
to go, no job training. What do we do with
all these people? We build 22 community
colleges.

It's equally evident, in terms of a lack of

planning, that all of these other issues which
are now coming before us, from the summer
of 1975 through until now^the loss of pro-
ductive farm land, the non-development of

secondary industries that are related to natural

resources, the destruction of timber land that's

not being replaced properly, the gross in-

equities whibh exist between northern Ontario

and southern Ontario—aU of these are a

product of this kind of economic system that

doesn't really plan for the future.

I find that very disturbing, because not

only have I had to live with it, but I sense

unless we take some dramatic changes in our

direction that my children will have to live

with that; I hope not.

For a few moments I'd like to direct some
remarks toward how this past budget, or the

one we're debating now, will affect the urii-

versities and colleges, because that's my par-
ticular critic interest. My travels around this

province from Windsor to Thunder Bay to

Ottawa and so on have revealed some pretty
stark realities that surely must hit the govern-
ment pretty plainly in terms of what their

budgeting is doing.

Some government members have maintained

that a 14.5 per cent increase in the budget
for colleges and universities is pretty laud-

able in relation to the remainder of the

ministries. But I ask them to walk into a

university, to talk as I have, to maintenance

people. They tell me that they cannot carry

on preventive maintenance because the staff

has been cut. There are fewer members to

take care of the maintenance in the building.

Fine for now, fine for tomorrow and five years
from now. But 10 years from now, I suspect

we're going to be facing an enormous capital

expense in tenns of replacing equipment and

materials that should have been repaired

along the line. Yet we don't have the time

nor the money for preventive maintenance.

There's an increased work load for the

support staff, the non-teaching people in

universities; there are fewer people to do it.

There is an intrusion of part-time, contract

people as a cheaper way for the universities

to take care of their work load. There is not

an incentive towards career development. In

fact, in many cases it's absolutely absent.

That's really an irony, in a way, because the

university probably represents the best equip-

ped institution or place for individuals to

develop their career in terms of skills and

talents, and yet it's that very place where

they're working that they have been denied

access to. Somehow, because of the con-

straints placed upon the universities, they
cannot allow their employees to take an hour
off to attend an upgrading course. In some
instances they can't even offer them a lower

tuition fee. It went so far as the employees

employed in one university were attending a

diflFerent university in order to get the up-

grading skills they needed for their own
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place of work. Why? Because this govern-
ment has placed some pretty severe restriie-

tions upon the institution and how it handles,
how it works, with its non-teaching staif.

The employees are tremendously concerned
about the use of contract employees, part-
time people. Some of these so-called part-
time people are working 40 hours a week
and have been doing that for a number of

years, but they are s'till part-time. Why? Be-
cause you don't need to pay fringe benefits,

you don't need to pay them the same salary
and it really is a lot cheaper. I don't blame
the universities. They're reacting to a gov-
ernment budget which isn't allowing them
much flexibility.

When we talk about faculty, there really is

a myth about wages. Everyone—I shouldn't

say everyone—many people in our province
assume that any person who's teaching at

the university is earning a considerable sum
of money for his or her eflForts. It just isn't

so.

[8:30]

Many professors are being hired at $9,000
a year. At the end of two or three years,
they're still earning perhaps $12,000 or $13,-
000—not an excessive amount of money in

today's market.

Mr. Nixon: Not a professor.

Mr. Warner: I said le<^turers, teachers.

Where the differential comes in is the full

professorship—yes, the full professorship.

Mr. Nixon: You're talking about a junior
lab dfemonstxator.

Mr. Warner: Not at all.

Mr. Nixon: And I don't know any of those
who are making $9,000.

Mr. Warner: When I'm finished, I'll send
you the stats from OCUTA and they'll show
the differential.

Yes, the people at the top are earning
good money; no doubt about that. The full

professors, the associate professors, the deans,
the heads of departments; yes. The lecturers,
the people who are working on their PhD,
who are lecturing full time, are not being
paid anywhere near that sum of money.
There's a gap, a really serious gap, between
that top and bottom. It seems to be getting
worse instead of better and it has got worse
over the last three or four years.

The work load has increased for faculty
because they're not hiring. The pension funds
for the faculty are not portable and faculty

are concerned about it across this province.
For some reason, the government can't seem
to organize that in the same fashion as it has

done for the public servants of Ontario, and
offer them the opportunity to enter into the

superannuation scheme for public servants.

Faculty also are concerned about part-time
staff being hired. Again, it's a money-saving
device by the universities; it works quite well

as far as the budgets are concerned but has

or can have some very serious effects upon
the quality of education and that surely is

the prime concern of this government. When
it talks about education, surely it's defining

the quality first and seeing how to fit every-

thing into that definition of quality. I don't

think it is by adding more and more part-

time staff.

It's quite obvious that many people recog-

nize the educational value of some part-time
staff in many cases. I can think of examples
when dealing in watershed ecology; one wants

a short part of the curriculum to deal with

one particular segment, perhaps the thick-

ness of ice in the lakes and the melting rate,

so one brings in an expert for so many hours

of the course, a part-time person paid ac-

cordingly. That's fine. I understand that edu-

cational component. What disturbs me, how-

ever, is when I see courses that should be

dealt with by a full-time faculty member

being dealt with by a couple of part-time

people, some teaching assistants, using a

lecture hall with 500 or 600 students.

All any of us have to do is to walk right

across here to the University of Toronto and
sit in on some of these classes where there

will be as many as 50 students in a discus-

sion group. I don't know what kind of a

discussion group that's supposed to be, but

it seems to me that 50 students is a bit

high.

The students in this province are also suf-

fering from the budget that this government
has inflicted upon them. The system, I al-

ways thought, had been designed around the

educational needs of the students but that

really isn't quite so, not at all. Because stu-

dents, particularly those who are attending

from out-of-town—I'll use an example here

that I came across, and it's a pretty typical

one and pretty vivid.

A student who was from the lovely

town of Perth and who wanted to attend

Carleton University in Ottawa found that

when he arrived there was a housing prob-
lem. There was a serious housing problem
not only at the two universities and the

college—the college because by law it's not

allowed to build a residence—but within the
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city itself. The student found that when he
went out to look for housing what happened
was that the apartments were either too

expensive or they refused to rent to students,

Tlie person had no right to tenancy and it

certainly seems discriminatory to me—I'm

sure that under the Human Rights Com-
mission it would be discriminatory. When
the landlord asks the person what his occu-

pation is, and upon learning that the occupa-
tion in the broadest cH)ntext is that of student

says: "Therefore I will not rent to you"; it

seems discriminatory. I certainly think it is.

The student ended up looking at a base-

ment apartment. That doesn't sound bad to

some people except that the basement apart-
ment was in such condition that no one else

would rent it. The rent was $150 a month
and on top of it the landlord said "You will

be required to pay 10 months' rent."

The student responded: "I'm here at school

for eight months."

The landlord said: "That's too bad; you're
a student. It will require a penalty of two
months' rent."

Those kinds of practices obviously are not

only economically poor for the student but I

think give the student a pretty poor image
of the world when he or she is leaving Perth

for the first time in his or her life, travelling
to a large city and the new experience of

attending university.

Mr. Breithaupt: The practice is as old as

Dennis Timbrell.

Mr. Warner: Where are the balances? Why
is it that this province can't look at student

housing in the light of the Ministry of

Housing and include it as part of an overall

attack on the problem of housing? It can't;

it never has but I hope it v^dll someday.
When the student has finished the year

the student, of course, is seeking employment.
What the student found, of course, this past
summer, is that jobs were quite scarce. Jobs
were more scarce depending upon your family
income and depending upon whether you
were male or female. This past summer not

only did males have greater opportunities for

jobs but they received higher pay than the

females.

A very interesting study was undertaken

by Carleton University's Students Associa-
tion's student employment report, Summer of
'76. The study, I think, first of all exploded
a few myths; and secondly made some rather

disturbing comments on what's happening.
The employment rate overall wasn't too bad
at Carleton or for the Carleton students, but
it was considerably less for females than for

males and, when they compared the students'

family incomes, the higher the income, the
better the job situation. The reason for that

became fairly evident when they interviewed
the individual students. For those who came
from middle income or higher, the parents
had the necessary job connections to get the

son or daughter a job. For those from low
income families, it was not so.

On top of that, and I think this is really
the crowning kind of insult toward all of us

who have believed that this government was

making university more accessible—the gov-
ernment's been saying that university is more
accessible—only 14 per cent of Carleton stu-

dents come from families who are earning

$10,000 a year or less.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Because there are so

few families earning less than $10,000 a year.

Mr. Warner: On top of that, the average

family income for students who are attend-

ing Carleton University is $23,000 a year. If

we want to put that into perspective, the

average for Canada for a family is $14,833.

So although the average for Canada is less

than $15,000 a year, the average for those

students who are attending Carleton Univer-

sity is $23,000 a year. It shows again that

over the past decade the number or the per-

centage of the university population from

low income families has not increased. Chil-

dren from low income families are still not

getting the opportunity to go to post-

secondary institutions. With respect to that

portion of the budget which talks about stu-

dent aid and the fact that we have to gear

a system to the parents' declaration of income

in its support is very interesting, because 42

per cent of those students attending Carleton

receive no financial support from their parents

and the average contribution from the family

of those who are receiving support from the

family was $600. The cost of attending uni-

versity is approximately $3,000 per student.

It becomes even more interesting in a way,
when one considers that in this province the

law says that any person who is 18 years of

age or over is an individual entitled to enter

into legal contracts and agreements. And yet

the ministry says that that isn't so when it

comes to a student. You require your parent's

signature. You require a parental statement of

income and you are not so much of an

individual any more. It's never been tested in

the courts yet; perhaps it will be some day.

What's interesting about the unemploy-
ment aspect, to come back to it for a moment,
is the fact that—and all the figures aren t in

yet—but the indications at this point seem to
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be that student unemployment this past sum-
mer ran somewhere between 15 and 20 per
cent unemployed. Pretty dramatic in two

ways: One, that the students need the money,
the summer earnings; and whether they are

employed or not, summer earnings are as-

sumed by the government so that they may
receive student awards. They assume that if

you are unemployed you are still going to

save $1,600. I don't know how you do that,

but somehow the government assumes that

that is going to occur.

Mr. Swart: Part of the restraint programme.

Mr. Warner: Part of the restraints.

Mr. Makarchuk: They are just used to

deficit financing.

Mr. Warner: That's the whole myth and it

is rather interesting. We always get tagged
over here with this little label that we are

the big spenders, but the big debtors are over

there. And it really would behove the Treas-

urer (Mr. McKeough) to ^it down some time

with the treasurer from Saskatchewan and
take a look at his books. First of all they
will be open; they won't be a secret. And
secondly, he might actually leam something
about budgeting and finarice.

Hon. Mr. Taylor: The next government will

check that out.

Mr. Warner: Thank you very much, we
certainly will.

Hon. Mr. Taylor: I mean in Saskatchewan,
as they did in British Columbia.

Mr. Warner: The other aspect of the loan

situation, the student award Situation, that

really bothers me in terms of the budget is

that I suspect that when it's all said and done
we won't be spending the $61 million, etc.,

that is listed in there; there will actually be

money left over. And yet while that is being
done there will be students who require

money and don't get it. One of the reasons

being—and I will use an example—that if you
apply for a $1,000 loan which is the ceiling,

the maximum, and a $100 grant and you
haven't had a job, you are unemployed during
the summer, and so therefore you appeal that

decision, if your appeal is upheld you will n6t

get one penny more of grant. There isn't a

mechanism for the appeal to grant any addi-

tional grant money but only to increase the

loan.

While we are at it I think we should talk

about the loan, because there was some allud-

ing to it in one of the local Toronto papers

today that the government appears to be giv-

ing away money to students. I suppose the

government would like that kind of image.
It just isn't so.

They are not really giving it away because

the rate for repayment is geared to the Can-

ada savings bond, which is geared in turn to

the prime lending rate of the Bank of Canada.

It fluctuates. The student has the advantage
that it will not go above whatever amount
the student has agreed to at the time he or

she enters into the agreement. Fine. But for

most students it's averaging about nine per

cent—somewhere between 8^, 8% and nine

per cent, somewhere in that area. It's hardly

free, hardly a handout; it's repayable. The
student has to pay the principal plus the

interest. I really don't know where the

notion comes from that the government is

giving away money. It just isn't so.

[8:45]

There is also this myth, while we're at it,

that this is really the best bargain in town,

going to university. The tuition fees are really

a steal. If the government comes through in

addition to what we've seen so far and adds

$175 to the tuition fee, as is reported in the

Toronto Sun through that very creditable

reporter, Mr. Clair Hoy, and his impeccable
sources, that will give university education in

the province of Ontario the highest tuition

fee in Canada. That is some record not to

be envied. Similarly for the colleges—if it

becomes $350, again it will be the highest in

Canada. If this government is really con-

cerned that by taking away some of the re-

strictions the lid is going to come off; or if

it takes away the restriction on summer earn-

ings it is going to be pilfered, I make two

suggestions to the Treasurer.

Mr. Cunningham: First is resign.

Mr. Warner: Three then; the first is to

resign. The second is that he should consider

and the Ministry of Colleges and Universities

should consider the real financial resources of

the student and have the student make a

declaration, that declaration to be checked

against the income tax return. If tlie state-

ment is falsified, obviously he is contravening
The Income Tax Act as well as possibly deny-

ing himself access to the institution.

Third, that the student simply pro\e his

search for a job as is required of any recipient

of an unemployment insurance cheque or

prove his registration at the Manpower office.

Surely, with those kinds of simple safeguards,
the Treasurer can feel comfortable that the
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money isn't being stolen by students who,
after all, just want to pay for an education.

Those kinds of things really bother me
because I don't think that this province is

planning adequately for the well-being of

students or for the opportunity of post-

secondary education for students. There are

a lot of problems that students in this prov-

ince have.

One of the things that concerned me
greatly when I visited Conestoga College

near Kitchener and Northern College near

Timmins was that in both of these instances

—and many others throughout the province—
the college is located some miles from the

town. Either it isn't serviced at all by public

transportation or is very poorly serviced.

Mr. Ferris: Come to London, we will build

it right there.

Mr. Warner: Yet I guess part of that falls

into this whole difficulty the province has in

planning public transportation, in properly

planning a transportation system for this

province. I realize that is part of it. I realize

that in a city like Toronto—I think of my
own area in Scarborough where Centennial

College is relocating its campus in an area

which presentiy is very poorly served by
public transit—in large urban centres like

Toronto and Ottawa we are going to have
to get a combination of municipal, provincial
and federal moneys and planning in the area.

It's going to have to happen at some point.

What's missing is the co-operation.

What astounded me—in a way it is kind of

an aside although it does relate to the budget
because it surely is budgeted moneys. I got
involved in this whole business over the flood

damage. We had some flood damage in Scar-

borough and some of my constituents who
had property damage were concerned about

restitution; trying to get the repairs, and

repairs were extensive. Simultaneously there

arrived on my desk two letters, one from the

Treasurer of this province and one from the

Liberal MP. The letter from the Treasurer

said in effect that they were waiting for some
initiative from the borough and from the

federal government so that they could co-

ordinate the efforts in terms of funds. The
other letter, coming from the Liberal MP,
said: "We are going to do a lot; we are just

waiting for the initiative from the provincial

government."

That sort of thing really baffles me. Now,
after all these years of being on the outside,
I understand some of the confusion that goes
on in the inside. For some reason this gov-
ernment finds it almost impossible to enter

into co-operative works with the federal gov-
ernment to try and get things done, and I

find it annoying. In the area of transportation

it's obviously one of the thjngs that needs to

be done, but it's not. It just isn't done.

Part-time students in this province have a

problem as well. Somehow the government
takes the attitude that these people are

nonentities. Either they are not creditable

students—and it has taken years and years
and years for people who wanted to pursue
their studies part time to actually be granted
status with full-time people but they are not

eligible for grants or loans. Many part-time
students are working mothers; self-supporting,

sole-supporting; trying to support a family,

to upgrade themselves and get into a better

job situation because there is no father. They
can't get grant money or loan money, can't

even borrow money from this government so

that they can continue their studies, upgrade
themselves and improve the lot for their

families.

But there is a place where we can take it

out on a few people—there's a place where
we can add some revenue—and that's by

clobbering the foreign students. That's great

fun.

That issue is interesting from several side-

lights. First from the aspect that we are

going to take it out on somebody who can't

for the most part defend themselves. Second-

ly, without any real consultation, someone in

the ministry or the minister or cabinet decided

that this was a terrific way to add some

revenue, so that's what was going to be done.

No one bothered to check with the Council on

University Affairs, which is the government's

advisory body; nobody checked with the

Council of Ontario Universities; nobody
checked with the Ontario Federation of Stu-

dents or the association of faculties. They
didn't check with anyone.

What's happening now? The universities

are starting to speak up about it. Brock Uni-

versity is the first that I can recall. The

president said that this was a wrong policy,

that students would not any longer come here

to study except for very rich ones.

Keep in mind, Mr. Speaker, that those

students who come here from other countries

are not allowed to take jobs. They are not

allowed to borrow money. They are not

allowed to have grants. They are allowed to

spend up to $3,000 a year on accommodation
and food and books and everything else, and

then you want to add another $1,000 tuition.

Who is going to come here? Only the rich.

Who is going to lose by it? Those emerging
countries who desperately need our help. It
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was one small way that this province could

help with foreign aid not a terribly expensive
one—and a way that would enrich the lives

of the people in
.,
those countries. It would

provide them with some expertise in areas

where they were lacking. It would provide
some direction and quality of life to people
in those countries that they have otherwise

been missing. Yet what do we do for the

sake of adding a couple of million dollars to

the Tr:asurer's budget? We deny that oppor-

tunity to deserving students from foreign
countries. It is rather appalling, I think. I

suspect I am not alone. It's rather interesting,

when the government's finished and they've

developed their budget they will pass along
the information to the universities and col-

leges. And, of course, what happens then is

that the universities and colleges will have to

downgrade their own budgets to meet with
what the government is going to hand out to

them. There are some real inequities in that

because over the last few years the govern-
ment has encouraged universities to take in

more bodies. The more you have, the more

money you get. The BIU system, it's called—
basic income unit. If you could add pro-
fessional schools—if you could add schools of

medicine, engineering and so on—you would
get more dollars for the warm bodies you
attract. "Don't be quite so concerned about

quality of education, but let's look at quantity
and see how much money we can wrestle out
of the government."

Do you know what the university and col-

leges would really like to do? They would
like the government to say: "There's a base

cost for opening those doors. Whether you've

got 2,000 students or 2,500, you've got a base
cost and, in some areas, we can look at pro-

gramme financing." This government doesn't

seem to be interested in programme financing.
The federal government does it quite a bit,

but somehow we can't wrestle with that here

—maybe because the provincial government is

afraid that many universities will put the

squeeze on them for research money. The
federal government isn't concerned about
research any longer; they're drying up re-

search dollars and the next logical place to

come is to the provincial government. But that

means programme financing. I don't know
how you're going to approach research with-

out doing programme financing.

On top of all of that--on top of the kinds

of financial inequities that I've displayed and

spoken about—the universities and colleges
are not given enough lead time to plan prop-
erly. They keep saying—at every institution

I've been to, which is approximately 30 in

number, I have had the same identical plea:

"Could the government please plan for more
than one year at a time? Why can't they

budget for more than one year at a time?"

I don't know why they can't; there doesn't

seem to be any logical reason. But, however,
that's the way we carry on. Maybe because

that's the way it's always been done and who
wants to change? I for one, but I'm sure the

government doesn't want to.

What's interesting about the whole situation

for universities and colleges is that you, as

the government, have forced universities to

look at the whole thing backwards. What I

think should be done instead and what the

universities really want to do is to look at

quality first, define what they want, their

goals and objectives and then figure out how
you reach them and not the other way around.

The government has forced that on to them.

How else can they respond?

There are a lot of alternatives. If the

Treasurer is looking for some alternatives to

examine, there are a few in the area of col-

leges and universities that he really should

take a look at. One is—and I'm not really

making any judgement on this; I'm simply

offering it forward as an alternative—that he

look towards more loan money for s'tudents,

but to be repaid in connection with the

income tax scale as reflected in the graduate's
income. That surely would be a fair way of

doing it. At this point, particularly with high

unemployment, many graduates are earning
not much money and upon graduation wheth-
er you earn $8,000 or $16,000 you're required
to make the same monthly payment for your
loan. It hardly seems fair, but that's the way
it's done.

I think also that we should be looking at

a surtax on the profits from industry to go
directly into post-secondary. There's a very

simple reason for it. At one time, the kind of

training that's now done in the community
colleges was done by the industry, paid for

by the industry; sometimes it was on-the-job

training in their own little school setup or

whatever, but it was done there. But not any
more. It's in the college and university sys-

tem and we collectively, meaning the public
of Ontario, are paying for that. The industry
is getting off scot free. They used to pay
for it and I think it's about time we made
them pay for it again. We'll put it directly

into post-secondary.

The figure that I heard—the Treasurer

obviously has some sources for this, or he
should—is that a very modest one per cent

surtax on the profits from the industry in

this province would net somewhere between
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$45 million and $50 million a year. Perhaps
a paltry sum in the Treasurer's eyes, but it

seems to me to be somewhat significant.

[9:00]

It would entirely be possible to designate a

certain percentage of the personal income tax

scale that was directed towards education;

that would be a possil^ility for the Treasurer

to look at and see if in that way he could

help to stabilize the situation. I take it, and

I have made this remark a couple of times

before in here, that education surely is a

part of each of our lives. It's not something
we take on and discard the way you do with

a coat. It's not something that's packaged up
and given to you like a chocolate bar. Surely

it's something that answers the educational

needs I have, as a human being, from the

time I'm born until the time I die; and, that

being the case, surely we can stabilize things

financially a little better than we're doing.

I'll mention a few of these ideas. Maybe
they're new ones to the Treasurer and maybe
they're not; but he's not going to get any-
where until he starts listening. I don't mind

saying here—and I really don't do it in a

boastful way—that when I've been travelling

around the province and meeting with people,

invariably I've got the comment, "We're glad

you came to listen. No one has ever listened

to us before." Thirty years of Conservative

rule—

An hon. member: Thirty-two.

Mr. Warner: Thirty-two; that's a painful
number to remember. But they've been in

power all that time and they've never listened

to anyone. I can't understand that. Maybe
that's why they're losing their grip; maybe
that's why they're losing control of the prov-
ince. Those will be my comments as they

apply to the colleges and universities.

I'd like to make a few remarks as to the

effects of the budget on my constituents. The
Treasurer is right that in some regard, as he

has been saying on occasion, the world
isn't falling apart because of our budget. Not

immediately, but the seams are weakening a

bit. The whole thing hasn't fallen apart yet,

but the effects are there. Some of them are

subtle but they're there.

I mentioned before about the wages, and

invariably the low wage earners—and I have

quite a few of them in my riding—are absorb-

ing that increased OHIP cost outside of the

price controls. Price controls really don't mean
anything in this province; they really don't

•exist. When the government can blatantly
talk about $175 increase for fees in face of

the suggestion by the federal government
that we control prices within eight per cent,

prices obviously aren't being controlled. The
calls that I've had most often—and not just

calls, but also letters and personal interviews

by constituents who wanted to see me and

talk to me and write to me—are about 35

per cent, 40 per cent or 50 per cent increases

in their car insurance premiums and similar

kinds of increases in house insurance and fire

insurance. They keep saying, "I thought there

were price controls." I have to tell them, "I

thought so too; obviously there aren't." When
I ask, "Are your wages being controlled?"

the answer invariably is yes, because I have

few lawyers or doctors who call me.

Public transit is an interesting subject,

because I got the answer earlier—I believe it

was from the Minister of Transportation and

Communications, but I wouldn't swear to

that—that public transit really rested with

the municipalities. It wasn't much of a pro-
vincial concern, particularly for Metro To-
ronto. I think he's going in the wrong direc-

tion. I'm not going to debate at this point
what percentage of the pressure belongs with

the provincial government or the municipal

governments, but I will reiterate that the

three levels of government need to be in-

volved. The federal government surely has

an interest in the major cities of this country,

in Montreal, Toronto, Vancouver and so on,

if it wants to develop a comprehensible,
understandable system of communication and

transportation in this country. If we're really

concerned about moving people and goods
from one part of this country to another, we
^ave to be concerned about how we do it in

the cities. How can we expect to be develop-

ing proper systems between cities if we can't

develop the system within the city? That's

what's happening; those are some of the

problems.

As a simple illustration, I'm sure that many
of the tran&i>ort companies are now experienc-

ing difficulty using the 401 across the top of

Metro because of the increased load. Why is

there the increased load Because we haven't

developed public transit in the city. Why?
Because we're not getting provincial dollars.

Mr. Breithaupt: The Spadina Expressway.

Mr. Warner: Oh, yes. We won't talk about

Spadina. We don't want to embarrass the

government.

;We haven't had a hospital closed in Scar-

borough, thank goodness. Maybe the min-

ister doesn't know where we are. But we
have had some cutbacks in hospital beds.
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Mr. Conway: A $10-million courthouse.

Mr. Warner: Yes, we can spend money in

other places, but not hospitals.

Mr. Breithaupt: Who got the credit for

that?

Mr. Warner: Our public health nurses,

again, are still underpaid. They're doing a

tremendous service to the community and
not having that service repaid in kind at aU.

I find that very annoying and I know this

government can do something about it.

I find it a little irritating this afternoon
to hear the Minister of Labour more or less

say that there wasn't really much she could
do about the situation. I don't think that's

right at all. All of us here know where those

people came from and what their political

affiliations are and all of us here under-
stand about elbow-twisting and arm-twisting.
I think it's about time that we had some
meaningful negotiations but I know the pub-
lic health nurses in my riding are not being
treated fairly.

Social services—we've had some cutbacks in

social services.

Mr. Cunningham: I thought you were
talking about studbnt loans?

Mr. Warner: Would you like a loan?

Mr. Cunningham. No, I paid my own. I

couldn't get a loan. Did you get a loan?

Mr. Warner: I heard die Minister of Com-
munity and Social Services (Mr. Taylor) at
one time say that there needed to be greater
involvement of communities and community
people in social services because this some-
how would take the pressure oflF his dismal
budget. The province isn't wilHng to put
money into co-ordinated social services, there-
fore the community should pick up the slack.
That's very interesting unless you're on the
other end of it.

I worked for a while as a volunteer direc-
tor of a community social service type of

agency-100 volunteers, one paid staff mem-
ber. We worked with every social service

agency in the community, served a com-
munity of 50,000 people and had a very
good track record in terms of what we were
doing and how we were meeting the needs
of the community.
Then we came to the provincial govern-

ment for funding. Well, that was a joke.
It really was. They made our people
who made the presentation feel as though
we were looking for a handout, that we
weren't really doing something useful or if

we were somehow we had to prove it beyond
a shadow of a doubt—mind you, we'd been

accepted by the United Way but that really
didn't mean anything—and that whatever they
gave us should be looked upon as some great

gift.

We got $6,000 and the way it was spent
probably saved this government close to

$100,000, but we never got a letter from
the government acknowledging that. No way;
it doesn't work that way.
When I was in Peterborough at a mini-

caucus meeting, we had a presentation by
someone who was in a similar situation as I

described myself to be in earlier. The person
said, "We took five people who had been
destined for the juvenile jails and we worked
with those people in a voluntary way in our

programmes and out of that, four of those

individuals remained in the communit> —four

out of the five." Do members know what tlie

saving to the province is on that? Four times

$27,000—because that's what it costs to keep
a youngster in a juvenile jail.

But what does the organization hav^e to do?

Beg for a couple of thousand dollars out of

this province. That's backward economics, if

nothing else. You can talk about the social

aspect—it's backward economics, it's poor
social policy. I don't know how you ever

straighten out the government, how >'Ou ever

get them on the right track, but if they want
some social service work done at the com-

munity level—and it's pretty impvortant there,

it has in some respects more meaning. When
you talk to the social service professional
worker he or she likely will tell you that if

they could have a volunteer, someone who is

known in the community, to do some of the

work that it would be very useful and pro-
ductive. If you want that to happen, then

stop holding back on the money that needs
to be spent for those community organiza-
tions.

Look upon it that if you spend $6,000 or

$10,000 here or there in various communities,

you will probably be saving yourself $100,000
for every time you spend $10,000. A little

better economically, if you ask me.

You know, when I look at the budget that

we've seen, when I know of the cutbacks
that have occurred, when I view what's gone
on—particularly in the universities and col-

leges because that's the area I'm most familiar

with^and when I see the lack of planning,
I know for once and for all, at least in my
own mind, this whole myth about Tory
financial competence is destroyed. You people
over there really don't know how to manage
the money of this province. It's been a fagade
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for 30 years. No one could get into a bigger
debt if they worked at it 25 hours a day.

And on top of all of that, on top of this

huge debt—what is it, $200 milhon now? Is

that what you're in the hole?

Mr. Breithaupt: Oh, much more than that.

Two billion this year.

Mr. Warner: Two billion. Two billion this

year you are in the hole. On top of all of

that, what really hurts is that you're not

planning to get out of it. You don't have any

long-range plans.

Mr. Makarchuk: Even when you give it

away you screw it up.

Mr. Warner: You can't even give it away
properly. That's bad when you don't know
how to give away money.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: You can always do
that. That's one thing you know how to do.

Mr. Warner: Give away money. I make
the same suggestion to the hon. minister of

consumer relations and corporate protection
that you also, along with your colleague the

Treasurer, take a look at the books of the

province of Saskatchewan. It really would be
a good exercise.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: I can't stand the

sight of red ink.

Mr. Mackenzie: They've done a pretty

good job of running that province-

Mr. Warner: What's interesting too, when
you take a tour of northern Ontario—and I

hate to say it but I really think that a few
members over there aren't exactly sure where
northern Ontario's located. When you take a

tour of the north, you really understand the

lack of goverrmient plaiming. We continue to

dig things out of the ground and send them
to the United States or to Norway. We con-
tinue to rip down the forest and send it else-

where and we don't develop the secondary
industries that are related to those natural

resources.

You had the opportunity years ago; you
never did it and you won't do it today. Do
you know where northern Ontario is? It really
is incredible.

Interjections.

[9:15]

Mr. Warner: Is it true they're building a
four-lane highway to Minaki Lodge?

I would just like to close by mentioning
that although the government sits there smug-

ly after 32 years and says that it knows how
to manage the economy in the face of a huge
deficit and without any long-range planning,
and then says to us we're the big spenders,

though we've never been the government of

Ontario. I don't know how you make that

claim. You are talking about the Ontario
New Democratic Party and you claim we
are the big spenders. And in the face of the

balance sheets from Saskatchewan and Mani-
toba in particular.

It really hurts, sure it hurts, when Mr.

Blakeney goes down to New York and' grudg-
ingly the capitalists hand over the money
for him to nationalize an industry, and at the

same time up his credit rating. That hurts.

Do you know why they did it? Because they
saw his balance sheet.

And yet you can still sit there and say we
are the big spenders and that we couldn't

balance the budget, we couldn't run this

economy. Sure we could do it; after the few

years it would take to clean up the mess you
people had left us in.

Mr. Burr: Mr. Speaker, I should like to

make a few remarks this evening about drugs
and the government's attitude toward them.

The first mood-altering drug on my list is

nicotine. Although the tobacco industry con-

tinues to claim that no connection between

lung cancer and tobacco has been proven,
nevertheless the industry is trying to produce
cigarettes with less nicotine. To this end the

R. J. Reynolds Tobacco Company in the

United States has been granted patents for

the production of cigarettes containing such

cereal grains as wheat, corn and rice used

as tobacco extenders. The company claims

that in this way it will be able to red^uce

the tar and nicotine content of cigarettes

without changing the taste or "reducing
smoker satisfaction," a phrase that could be

expressed as "without losing customers."

Almost simultaneously, however, studies in

England have shown that the addictive power
of cigarettes, which incidentally is even great-

er than that of alcohol, depends upon one

element in the tobacco—the nicotine element.

Studies show that smokers given low-nicotine

cigarettes, that is of the kind the Reynolds'

company is planning to promote, increase the

number of cigarettes smoked each day. More-

over, the smokers of these low nicotine cigar-

ettes took longer and deeper puffs. In other

words, they inhaled more dteeply and held

the smoke for a longer period of time. It was

observed also that they smoked to the very
end of the butt where the last few puffs

contain more tar, more nicotine and more



4172 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

carbon monoxide than do the first puffs of

each cigarette.

The final result of smoking low-nicotine

cigarettes may be just as bad as, or even
worse than, the normal nicotine cigarette.

Reynolds may have a good idea. They may
have found a way to sell more cigarettes to

their regular customers and they may acquire
some new customers who think that their

new cigarette will be less harmful to their

health. Yes, Reynolds may have a good
cigarette going—good for their stockholders,

but no improvement for their victims, the

smoking addicts.

Heroin pushers, cocaine pushers and all

the other hard drug pushers are regarded as

the scum of society by most people. Nicotine

pushers, however, are still considered highly

respectable. Recently this respectability en-

joyed by three Reynolds executives slipped
somewhat. Three executives whose salaries

ranged from $158,000 to $270,000 in 1975
were demoted following allegations that they

illegally channelled corporation money into

political campaign funds. The chances are

that they are still highly respected in their

local political and social circles. There are

indications, however, that their prestige and
influence in government circles may soon

decline.

The American Medical Association at this

year's convention in Dallas, Texas, passed
some strong anti-tobacco resolutions.

At least two of these resolutions should be

of interest to various ministers of the Ontario

government: 1. The AMA called for the

elimination of subsidies to the growers of

tobacco; 2. The AMA called upon all of its

members to act as "non-smoking exemplars."

To return for a moment to the subject of

the search for less hazardous cigarettes, a

project on which considerable money is being
snent, Dr. Gio B. Gori, a deputy director of

the National Cancer Institute's division of

cancer cause and prevention, has stated, "In

the broad view I don't believe there is such

thing as a non-hazardous cigarette." His state-

ment is aU the more significant be'cause the

National Cancer Institute is one of the spon-
sors of research to find a less hazardous

cigarette.

I don't want to be entirely negative about

cigarette smoking and cigarette smokers. I

should like to point out some of their virtues.

In the first place, they contribute generously
to the public tax coffers. If they all s'topped

smoking, my taxes would have to be much
greater than they are today. So I thank them.
Of course, since at least half of all the fires

in this province and other provinces are

caused by careless smokers, my fire insurance

rates are much higher than they would be
if there were no smokers. So perhaps I should

qualify my thanks.

Secondly, they are all reducing their own
lives by a few years. In view of the now
recognized over-population of the earth, their

early departure from the scene will leave more
room for the rest of us and our families. This

self-sacrificing gesture on their part should

not go unnoticed and unthanked.

Thirdly, cigarette smokers are more

thoughtful than pipe and cigar smokers.

Cigarette smokers at least filter some of the

toxic substances out of the smoke into their

own lungs before emitting the rest of the

smoke into the common air. Pipe smokers and

cigar smokers usually refuse to inhale and

thereby filter the smoke. Instead, they puff it

into the mutually shared air with all its con-

taminants unimpaired and intact.

The cigarette smoker is a little more con-

siderate of his companions. So there is some-

thing to be said for the cigarette smoker and
I've tried to say it.

Before I leave the topic of tobacco, I

should like to draw to the attention of the

Minister of Agriculture and Food (Mr. W.
Newman) especially a recent resolution passed
bv the delegates of the 10-million-mcmber
United Methodist Church at its recent con-

ference in the United States. It called upon
the Department of Agriculture and other

United States government agencies: "To plan
for and assist the orderly, economic transi-

tion of the tobacco industry, growers, proces-
sor and distributors, into other more benign
forms of production."

I should like to record a novel idea re-

ported in the Toronto Star of yesterdav,
October 25, 1976.

Dr. R. J, Ginsberg, head of chest surgery
at Toronto Western Hospital told the Ontario

Thoracic Society over the weekend that all

cigarette smokers should be required to be

licensed and that older smokers, those over

45, should be required to be tested every six

months before their licences could be re-

newed. Smokers in the 35 to 44 age group,
he said, should be encouraged to take the

tests but not compelled.

Dr. Ginsberg's licensing and testing plan
stems from his great concern^ that far too

many lung cancer cases are detected far too

late. The suggested $2 licence fee, plus a

penny-per-pack tax would finance tlie en-

forced periodic checkup for the older smok-

ers. A hundred thousand people in North

America die of lung cancer every year, and
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2,000 of them are in Ontario; so I urge the

government, at least the Minister of Health

(Mr. F. S. Miller), to consider seriously Dr.

Ginsberg's recent novel proposal.

Large numbers of smokers would like to

quit smoking, they tell me, and large num-
bers have tried to quit and have failed. There
are several individuals and small organizations
who are helping smokers to quit but even if

they were 100 per cent successful, their total

impact on this addiction would be minuscule.

The Ministry of Health has an obligation
here. Because of its prestige, its influence and
its resources, it should be giving leadership
in determining the most eflFective methods,

training personnel to help people in every
community to overcome this harmful, waste-

ful, destructive and noisome habit and then

to publicize the importance and success of

the best programmes. With a little initiative,

the government could make a great contribu-

tion to the benefit of many thousands of

Ontario families.

The other drug pushers whose ubiquitous
advertising is especially annoying to me are

the alcohol pushers. New information about
the destructiveness of alcohol is reported al-

most monthly. In the medical literature of the

last four years there are more than 50
articles now on one aspect alone, namely the

fetal alcohol syndrome. When a pregnant
mother drinks alcohol, the fetus drinks it

too. Children bom to an alcoholic mother
show a wide range of effects, all of them
adverse. Some fetuses do not survive the

pregnancy. Some have birth defects. Some
have central nervous malformations. Some
are retarded in weight and height and even
in head size. Some exhibit mental deficiencies.

Some survive birth only for a short time.

Mr. Reid: They also grow up and become
cabinet ministers.

Mr. Burr: And some actually have, at birth,
what is usually described as the DTs. Medical

explanations for the increase in reports of

the fetal alcohol syndrome include these

reasons: first, an increasing awareness of its

existence on the part of many doctors; second,
the lowering of the drinking age in- many
jurisdictions; and, third, the "seductive ad-

vertising of the liquor industry."

Although I have always favoured total

abstinence as far as alcohol is concerned,
nevertheless I have never advocated prohibi-
tion. Recently, after reading so many of the

alarming medical reports, I wondered why
this was the case. As far as I can tell, I have
been brainwashed by the generally accepted
cliche that prohibition was a failure.

Mr. Reid: Al Capone didn't think so.

Mr. Burr: As I recall the arguments, it was
thit prohibition was to blame for the creation

of organized crime; therefore, it was a fail-

ure. I wonder whether anyone has ever

thought of doing an audit on the advantages
and disadvantages of prohibition in the United
States and Canada. This audit would have
to include such items as the estimated per-

centage of adults who drank during prohibi-
tion compared with the percentage today. It

would include the percentage of teenage
drinkers then and now, the number of alco-

holics then and now, the number of teen-

agers on skid row then and now. Incidentally;

a recent police report in Hamilton said there

were 18 identified skid-row teenagers in that

city. It would include the percentage of

alcohol-caused auto accidents and auto fatal-

ities then and now, and the percentage and

frequency of other alcohol-involved homicides

then and now. An estimate would be re-

quired for the frequency of fetal alcohol

syndrome, then and now. In short, how many
lives did alcohol end, shorten, abort or destroy
in the days of prohibition compared with the

present time? In other words, was the al-

leged failure of prohibition just a myth con-

ceived and nurtured by the liquor industry?
It would be interesting if someone did some
research in this area.

[9:30]

•I recall reading shortly after World War II

a speech by a president of a distillery board
of directors, or maybe it was the chairman
of a distillers' convention. In any case, the

gist of his speech was simply this: "A whole

generation of young people has grown up on
soft drinks. We have to go after that market."

And go after that market they certainly have
done—with such single-minded determination

that in Ontario, as well as elsewhere, the

Legislature in 1971 lowered the legal drinking

age from 21 to 18. Of course, the legislation

was packaged with other items and argu-

ments, the chief of which was: "If our young
people are old enough to be called upon to

fight for their country at 18 they are old

enough to vote."

It is true that all three parties supported
the legislation which lowered the age of

majority to 18, and perhaps all three parties

had convention resolutions passed on the sub-

ject. Today we face the fact that this legis-

lation, as far as the lowered drinking age was

concerned, has proved to be disastrous for

thousands of teenagers and their families.

Only the alcohol pushers have benefited and
their benefit has been only in a financial
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sense. If they have a oonscience, they must
suffer from the knowledge of the countless

tragedies they have caused. The increase in

accidents and deaths involving impaired teen-

age drivers is so w^ell known that I need

merely mention them. Yet this legislation has

done nothing to rectify the situation except to

appoint a study group.

The government sets up committees to

study the obvious; violence on television and

teenage drinking. Many members have polled
their constituents on restoring the drinking

age to 21. I have yet to hear of a member
who had a majority of his or her constituents

opposed to returning the legal age for drink-

ing to 21, either immediately or by a phasing-
in method. This question should concern the

Ministry of Health for health reasons; the

Ministry of Community and Social Services

for social reasons; the Ministry of Justice

because of the increased workload for the

police and for the courts; the Ministry of

Consumer and Commercial Relations because

of the higher auto insurance rates. In fact,

it should concern every minister with any
influence in the cabinet.

Life is tough enough for teenagers with-

out alcohol. TTiey don't need the additional

problem of trying to cope with alcohol. It

helps no one—physically, mentally, emotion-

ally or socially. Why help the alcohol indus-

try in its lust for profit at any cost? The very
least the government should do is raise the

drinking age to 19, 20 or 21 and the driving

age to 17 or 18.

Every week in the year, somewhere in

Ontario, some motorist or other has the trau-

matic experience of killing a pedestrian or

another motorist. The more mature a person
is the better he can cope with such an ex-

perience. Few 16-year-olds are mature enough
to emerge unscathed from such an experi-
ence.

I should like the government to consider

seriously phasing in 17 or 18 year age limits

for driving licences, possibly with a few
exceptions on compassionate grounds. This
would help to reduce the number of drinking
drivers and would save 16 or 17 year olds

from the possibility of both causing fatal auto
accidents and suffering the resulting trauma.

Incidentally, a Windsor clergyman came to

see me not too long ago on this very matter,
after two 16-year-old boys in separate acci-

dents caused, or were felt responsible for,

deaths, one of a pedestrian and the other of
a motorist. From his experience in minister-

ing to these two boys the clergyman was
convinced that a young person of 16 is too

young to run the risk of such a shattering

experience. I know there is widespread sup-

port for such a change, both among fathers

who usually have to pay several hundred
dollars additional car insurance and among
mothers who have two extra years of lying
awake at night awaiting the safe return of

junior in the family car. Mr. Gallup might
include this question in one of his frequent

public opinion polls.

Since I prepared these remarks two or

three days ago regarding the legal drinking

age I've seen the latest statistics on motor
vehicle accidents in Ontario. Over 27 per
cent of all 16-year-old drivers in Ontario in

1975 were involved in auto vehicle accidents

—over 27 per cent. When you think also of

all the non-driving 16-year-olds who were
involved in motor accidents you wonder
whether it is safe for any 16-year-old to enter

any motor vehicle.

In 1974 29.5 per cent of all 16-year-old
licensed drivers in Ontario were involved in

motor vehicle accidents. In other words, al-

most 30 per cent of the 16-year-old licensed

driver group each year are involved in motor
vehicle accidents. The 17-year-olds profit

considerably by an extra year of age. In 1974

only 17 per cent of the 17-year-old drivers

were in motor accidents, and in 1975 the

figure was the same.

The statistics make it quite clear that the

accident rate falls with increasing maturity.
The combined 1974-1975 figures are worth

putting on the record. I'll start at the begin-

ning again.

These are the figures for 1974 and 1975:

28.4 per cent of all 16-year-old drivers had

accidents; 17.7 per cent of all 17-year-olds;
17.8 per cent of all 18-year-olds; 16.5 per
cent of all 19-year-olds; and 14,9 per cent of

all the 20-year-olds. Then the statistics group
the 21- to 24-year-olds, who had a figure of

12 per cent. The 25- to 84-year-old group,
8.5 per cent; the 35- to 44-year-old group,
seven per cent; the 45- to 54-year-old group,
6.2 per cent; the 55- to 64, 5.5 per cent;

and the 65 and over group, 4.7 per cent.

Of Ontario's 4.16 million licensed drivers,

over 350,000 had accidents—a percentage of

8.44 per cent, which was approximately the

average rate of the 25- to 34-year-old group.
So when you see that year after year the

16-year-olds, as a group—not as individuals,

but as a group—show that almost 30 per cent

of them are involved in accidents, the con-

clusion is fairly obvious. Many 16-year-olds
are not mature enough to drive. The difi^er-

ence in accident rates between those who are

17, 18, 19 and 20 years old is slight; there's

scarcely any diflFerence. But the difiFerence
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between the 16-year-olds and the 17-year-old)S

is alarming. Keep in mind, Mr. Speaker, that

the ratio between the number of drivers aged
16, 17 and 18 is roughly one to tliree to four,

an indication that only a few 16-year-olds are

able to convince their parents that they are

capable enough to apply for a licence. Of
those parents who have been persuaded,
almost 30 per cent guess wrong each year.

I should like to make a few brief remarks

on the subject of unemployment which is a

topic that is underdiscussed in this Legisla-

ture, it seems to me. Over the past tiuree or

four years, we have had about seven per cent

unemployment in Canada. I assume that this

means that 93 per cent of employable Cana-
dians who are able and willing and wanting
to work have jobs. Many of these 93 in

every 100 are doing far more work than they
should' be doing. There is so much overtime

work being done by some that these 93 could

easily share their work with the other seven

without anyone's healtli suffering at all.

Why is there so much overtime work?

Simply because it is cheaper for most com-

panies to pay time and a half and even double

overtime to their regular workers than to hire

more regular workers and pay the extra

fringe benefits. I have talked with many auto

workers about tliis matter and I have yet to

meet one who does not feel that the work

should be shared.

In 1946, Chrysler workers had a 4%-montii

strike oxer the 40-hour week. Although that

was 30 years ago, one Chrysler worker told

me recently that he has worked fewer than

50 of these 40-hom- weeks in all tliose 30

years. The 40-hour week is still a dream.

The Ministry of Labour is partly to blame
for this situation. As each new Minister of

Labour is appointed, I or my colleague from

Windsor West have pointed out this situation

whereby the Ministry of Labour repeatedly

grants permission to the auto companies to

work tlie men for more than 100 hours of

overtime a year. Some men get in 100 over-

time hours a month, 1,200 a year.

Each new minister expresses disbelief and
sometimes indignation but each new minister

keeps signing these overtime permits. Conse-

quently, some men work themselves to death

while others, lacking work, are destroyed by
unemplovTnent.

It is tnie that many individual workers siu--

\1ve and benefit financially but is this the

kind of society we want? Is this tlie kind of

society that we can tolerate? A society in

which 93 men and women perform 100 jobs

while seven remain in soul-destroying idle-

ness, vilified, humiliated and stripped of hu-

man dignity.

Spreading the work is not an impossible
dream. It is the only practical answer to the

unemployment problem. The Ontario govern-
ment can and! should make a contribution by
eliminating overtime and, if necessary, re-

ducing the work week, perhaps by only three

or four percentage points.

Finally, I should like to express my per-
sonal opposition to tlie taxing of property
owned by non-profit charitable organizations,

by churches and schools, both public and

private. One proposal before the Blair Com-
mission would almost certainly mean the end
of all private schools in Ontario. Simultan-

eously, it would mean a large tax boost for

many communities if all the students now
taught in private schools had to be supphed
suddenly with buildings, teachers, etc., at

the public expense. This latter possibility must

strike terror into the heart of our austere

Treasm^er with his austerity programme. Even
the assessment of public school properties,

with the taxes being paid by tlie province, is

an unnecessary and costly task for the asses-

sors. We all know that if the Minister of

Education gives extra grants to municipali-

ties to pay for property taxes on schools, the

Treasurer simultaneously will cut the grants

that he gives to municipalities.

[9:45]

This whole proposal is needlessly upsetting

large numbers of citizens. In fact, the whole

idea of uniform provincial assessment has

been a most expensive exercise that has pro-

dliced no worthwhile results. Each munic-

ipality used to assess its own properties ac-

cording to its own scale or formula. So long

as that formula was followed fairly for all

property owners within the municipality, what

did it matter to anyone else in any other

municipality how high or how low the mill

rate was? Unfortunately, I think some fas-

tidious bureaucrat noticed that some munic-

ipalities had a 30-mill tax rate while others

had a 60-mill tax rate. It did not matter to

him that the assessment standard or formula

in the first municipality was more than twice

as high as in the second, but it offended his

sense of tidiness and he decided' that market

value assessment all over the province of

Ontario should be used as the basis for local

municipal taxation. The result has cost On-
tario millions of dollars, and I suspect that

the Blair commission will turn out to be a

similar worrisome waste of time and money.
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Fortunately—just to end on a cheerful note schools, although just how the government
—in this morning's Globe and Mail the Pre- could amend! the proposals is still in doubt."

mier (Mr. Davis) is quoted as saying, "In no Mr. Speaker, there was one other topic

way will the (new) tax structure inhibit the that I wanted to speak on in this debate but

operation (of the private schools)." A further I haven't completed my research on it.

quote from the Globe and Mail news report: ^ .. i ,, ,-. i i i
.7. •

4.1, AT- • a„ r D -J On motion by Mr. Burr, the debate wasA source m the Mmistry or Revenue said j. j
adjourned.

On mot
financially jeopardize separate and private House adjourned at 9:48 p.m.

that Mr. Davis's words suggested to him that

the Premier would not allow tax reforms to On motion by Hon. Mr. Handleman, the
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The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

ONTARIO LEGISLATIVE INTERNS

Mr. Speaker: Just before entering into the

proceedings of the House this afternoon, I

would like to draw to the attention of the

House the presence in the Speaker's gallery

of the first group of Ontario legislative in-

terns. This programme is operated by the

Canadian Political Science Association in co-

operation with this assembly. These seven

recent university graduates have been work-

ing with members since late September and
will continue with us until late June.

I know the experience gained by the in-

terns will not only be of value to them, but

by their increased knowledge of the parlia-

mentary system the community will also

benefit. I know all hon. members will wish
to welcome them.

Statements by the ministry.

COURTS ADMINISTRATION

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I have the privilege

today of tabling in this assembly a white

paper on courts administration which sets out

the government's proposals for a reorganiza-
tion of the administrative structure of the

courts.

The problems of court administration have
of course long been a concern of my min-

istry. In 1970 the then Attorney General
referred the question of the existing court

administration structures to the Ontario Law
Reform Commission. In 1973 the commission
set out its findings and recommendations in

a report on administration of Ontario courts.

Following extensive discussions with those
concerned with the administration of justice

throughout the province, a model court ad-

ministrative structure was established to test

the feasibility of various court reform pro-
posals. Follovdng this, the central west region,
a group of 10 counties and judicial districts

clustering around Hamilton, was selected for

the development project because it provides
a microcosm of the entire province. Author-
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ity for the project was given by this assembly
when it enacted The Administration of Courts

Project Act, 1975.

As stated in section 2 of the Act, the pur-

pose of this legislation was to enable the

establishment of a developmental project in

the region for the central co-ordination of

the administrative facilities and services of

the courts in the region and for the better

operation of the courts, subject to the tra-

ditional independence of judges respecting
matters bearing directly on the adjudication
of matters coming before them. In short, the

project was designed to determine Whether
eflFective court reform could be achieved with

the traditional division of authority. The Min-

istry of the Attorney General was to have

control over strictly administrative matters

and the judiciary was to control matters

bearing on adjudication. The results of the

project have been evaluated.

The central west project has effectively

demonstrated that we need a new approach
for courts administration. To clear the back-

logs in various parts of the court system, we
particularly require a new approach to the

flow of cases through the courts. The case-

load crisis facing the courts of this province
now has the potential to seriously undermine
the quality of justice in Ontario. There is

also a broad consensus that this crisis can only

effectively be met by significant court reforms

which will include the application of new
management techniques to the ever-increasing
workload of the courts.

While justice can never be sacrificed for

administrative efilciency, we can still do a

great deal to improve the quality of justice

by applying management techniques to the

business of the courts. However, as has been
indicated by the central west project, it has

been shown that the present artifidial division

of the business of the courts simply cannot

provide the basis for significant court reform.

The courts are at present divided between

purely administrative matters on the one hand
and quasi-administrative, qua^i-judidial mat-

ters on the other hand. Theoretically the

purely administrative matters are managed
by civil servants and the quasi-administrative,

quasi-judicial matters, such as the times that

a court sits, for example, or the way that
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cases are adjourned or the way that trial

dates are set, are decided by judges.

While perhaps laudable in theory, these

distinctions have proven unsatisfactory in

practice. Obviously neither effective caseflow

management nor true court reform can be

based on such distinctions. In our view, the

only way to achieve an effective, unified

approach is to consolidate the administra-

tive management of the courts, includ-

ing the quasi-administrative, quasi-judicial

matters, into a single structure. It is obvious

that the unified management of all these

matters cannot be consolidated, in the hands
of the Attorney General or any other min-

ister of the Crown. Our entire court sys-

tem is, of course, premised upon the prin-

ciple of the independence of the judiciary.
That principle includes the proposition that

judges cannot take direction from the gov-
ernment with respect to any judicial mat-

ter that arises in relation to the trial of

a case. While judges cannot take direction

or guidance from the government in these

matters, they can take direction and guidance
from senior members of the judiciary itself.

For that reason, it is our view that the only

logical place to consolidate the management
of the courts is in a body comprised' of the

senior members of the judiciary.

This white paper explains the need for a

reorganization, sets out the details of the

government's proposals for reorganization and
concludes with a draft of legislation designed
to implement these proposals.

The basic proposals are as follows:

The day-to-day administrative, financial

and operational aspects of courts administra-

tion would be transferred from the Ministry
of the Attorney General to an office of courts

administration headed by a judicial council.

The judicial council would consist of the

Chief Justice of Ontario as chairman; the

Chief Justice of the High Court; the chief

judge of the county court; a county court

judge appointed by the Lieutenant Governor
in Council; the chief judge of the provincial

court, criminal division; and the chief judge
of the provincial court, family division.

The judicial council would be given author-

ity and responsibility for establishing and

applying policy directives on all administra-

tive matters, whether the actions required are

those of court personnel or those of indivi-

dual judges.

The office of courts administration would

carry out the d'ay-to-day administrative, finan-

cial and operational aspects of courts adminis-

tration under a director of courts administra-

tion responsible to the judicial council.

The director of courts administration would
be a public servant with the status of a

deputy minister, appointed by the Lieutenant

Governor in Council on the recommendation
of the Attorney General and would be re-

moved by the Lieutenant Governor in Council

upon the recommendation of the judicial

council.

The advisory committee on courts adminis-

tration would be established to monitor the

work of the office of courts of administration

and to initiate studies in relation to various

aspects of courts administration and proce-
dure.

The advisory committee on courts adminis-

tration would consist of the chairman of the

judicial council; the Deputy Attorney Gen-

eral; the Deputy Minister of Government

Services; the treasurer of the Law Society of

Upper Canada; the director of courts adminis-

tration; and two lay members appointed by
the Lieutenant Governor in Council.

The Lieutenant Governor in Council would

retain the power to appoint judicial officers

and those court officials who are presently

appointed by the Lieutenant Governor in

Council.

The government would retain overall au-

thority and responsibility in relation to the

administration of justice through its fiscal,

legislative and other controls such as the

standards of the Civil Service Commission.

This white paper is obviously a major and

an essential step before legislation is intro-

duced to implement a reorganization of courts

administration and, in fact, I have included in

the white paper draft legislation as a basis

for concrete discussion. It is my hope to bring

forward legislation implementing these pro-

posals next spring.

However, before I do, I do look forward to

the comments of the hon. members of this

assembly, the judiciary and the public. It

should al^o and obviously never be forgotten

or overlooked that our courts belong to the

public and that they exist solely to serve the

public. It is essential, therefore, that the

public examine with care these proposals for

the future development of their courts, as the

issues raised are so central to our fundamental

liberties.

Mr. Lewis: That was a statement of cabinet

calibre.

Mr. Roy: May I have a copy of that?

ENERGY CONSERVATION

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, 18

months ago I announced to the House the
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main elements of the government's energy
management programme which was designed
to complement the government's initiatives

with respect to energy supply.

[2:15]

Today I should like to advise the House
on the progress of this programme and to

announce new energy conservation initiatives

which broaden the scope of our activities.

Members and the press have already received

a detailed outline of our conservation policy
with the attachments to which I will refer.

I will not dwell on the merits of conserva-

tion; they should be self-evident to the mem-
bers of the House and the public at large.

Suffice it to say, the reality of rising energy
prices and potential insecurity of supply sug-

gest that more thoughtful and economic

ways to use energy and to manage our level

of demand for this precious resource must
l)e found.

At this time, the government feels that the

marketplace or the price mechanism should
continue to be the primary instrument for

allocating supply and encouraging conserva-

tion. To complement the price mechanism,
further incentives will be developed in the

coming months to supplement the longer-
term influences of the marketplace. In other

words, demand will be determined by indi-

vidual choice, including voluntary restraint.

As a matter of policy, the government has

determined that energy allocation or ration-

ing can be avoided except in times of crisis.

We reject the notion of deciding for people
how much and what forms of energy they

may use, except, as I said, in times of emer-

gency.

If the price of energy must be high be-
cause it costs more to find, produce and
market, then so be it. But governments should
not impose artificially high prices beyond the

needs of securing supply in the name of con-

servation.

As the members know, during the past 18
months the government has concentrated on

many energy-saving projects through its

energy management programme, primarily
within its own ministries, and much has been

accomplished. As an example, the Ministry
of Industry and Tourism energy bus visited

252 firms throughout the province up to Sep-
tember of this year, and identified total

potential savings of $15.7 million, or an aver-

age of about $62,000 per firm.

Mr. MoflFatt: That used a lot of energy.

Mr. Nixon: How much gas did that use?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: In addition, the Minis-

try of Colleges and Universities, through the

colleges and universities in the province and

through improvements in their space condi-

tioning systems, saved $4.2 million on their

energy bill in 1975-76. Today I am tabling
a summary of these successful projects.

But now the emphasis on energy conserva-

tion will be expanded into other areas, call-

ing for the co-operation and the involvement
of individuals, organizations and the private
sector generally, and, of course, all levels of

government in the province.

Mr. Nixon: Three years too late.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: For example, discus-

sions have been held with the principal

energy suppliers in the province—electrical,
petroleum and natural gas—with a view to

their co-operating under a common energy
conservation theme. I am pleased to say that

all have agreed to a co-ordinated approach
and the details are now being worked out.

To reflect more accurately the present

emphasis being placed by the government in

various aspects of energy policy-making, the

Ministry of Energy has been reorganized.
While a more complete description of the

changes is attached, I should like to announce
the establishment of an energy conservation

group within the ministry office, and the ap-

pointment of Dr. Ian Rowe as its executive

co-ordinator.

The government is undertaking a variety of

specific initiatives, which are listed in the

attachment to this statement, which the mem-
bers have received. The initiatives involve

the expenditure of $2.7 million over and
above the already allocated $2 million in the

energy management programme. For the in-

formation of members, the highlights are as

follows:

First, renewable energy: We are embarking
on an assessment and demonstration pro-

gramme in renewable energy to demonstrate
solar heating and cooling in publicly-owned
residential and institutional buildings. A sec-

ond aspect is to develop and demonstrate

wind energy conversion to electricity for use

in remote communities. A third aspect is to

develop and demonstrate renewable energy

applications for agriculture and recovery of

energy from wastes.

In parallel with the programme, the neces-

sary legal, fiscal and taxation measures to

stimulate private sector investment in renew-
able energy resources will be investigated by
the Ministries of Energy and Treasury, Eco-
nomics and Intergovernmental AfFairs.
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Second, district heating: The Ministry of

Energy will co-ordinate activities by several

ministries in the promotion and development
of district heating in Ontario; that is, the

provision of residential, commercial and in-

dustrial requirements for heat from a central,

highly efficient boiler.

The town of Elliot Lake is being funded

by the province to study the economics and

engineering feasibility of applying district

heating to an addition to the present town-
site.

The Ministry of Housing, over the next two
years, will carry out detailed assessment of

the economics and engineering requirements
of district heating for the North Pickering
and Townsend developments. I am tabling
more details on this initiative, which is unique
in North America.

Third, space conditioning of public build-

ings: The government will be expanding con-

siderably its upgrading or retrofitting of pro-
vincially-owned buildings to improve energy
efficiency. In addition, the government will

now require: Each ministry to cut its energy
consumption for space conditioning by 10 per
cent from the base year of 1976-77 or, in a
few cases, perhaps earlier for initiatives al-

ready under way; each ministry to develop
energy audit programmes within its jurisdic-
tion by April 1, 1977, and to develop detailed

energy budgets which identify the consump-
tion and costs of energy for each building on
which public funds are spent.

The government is also asking all other

provincially-funded agencies and institutions

to take steps to meet the same target.

Fourth, residential/consumer awareness

programme: The government, as members are

aware, has proclaimed the week of October
31 to November 6 as Energy Conservation

Week, during which a concerted effort will

be made to heighten individual commitment
to energy conservation. I must say that I am
lieartened to have received the enthusiastic

support of shop owners, industry, service

•clubs, school groups and municipalities who
are all largely providing their own resources

and organizational talents to carry the con-

servation message to their neighbours and
associates.

However, we also see the need to help

people put their commitment into effect. Two
initiatives, then, are designed to meet this

purpose: An energy conservation information

centre within the Ministry of Energy to

answer specific requests for advice: and a

residential energy audit programme based on
the latest infrared imagery techniques to

identffy building heat loss. This involves pro-

viding information to homeowners about

probable savings through improving insula-

tion, storm windows and doors.

Fifth, energy conservation within industry:
The government will direct the Ministry of

Industry and Tourism to identify the energy
needs of Ontario's secondary industry on a

sectoral basis and to encourage these in-

dustries to implement additional programmes
to reduce their energy demand an average of

15 per cent below their projected demand
by 1980.

Finally, municipal and federal commitment
to energy conservation is also essential. After

meeting with the Provincial-Municipal Liai-

son Committee and receiving a positive re-

sponse, it is my hope that the municipalities

will ensure that conservation is fully inte-

grated into municipal practices. As well, I

have written to my federal counterpart, the

Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources,

advising him of the province's initiatives and

asking that the federal government emulate

them for those activities which they carry on

in the province of Ontario.

At the federal level, there are areas of

responsibility where leadership has yet to be

evidenced. This is particularly the case with

regard to the long-promised federal subsidy

for urban transit which has yet to be realized.

There is, in addition, need for financing dis-

trict heating projects which might largely

offset new community demands for natural

gas and light fuel oil.

Also, I have received deputation after

deputation of concerned scientists and engi-

neers who point to the steady erosion of this

country's technological base due to the lack

of research and development funding. This

is an area where federal leadership is urgent-

ly needed. I have written to the Minister of

Energy, Mines and Resources asking him to

call a federal-provincial meeting—

An hon. member: You should write Dear

Abby, too.

Hon. Mr. Timbrel!: —to discuss a com-

prehensive approach to energy research and

to seek clarification of the federal govern-
ment's programme as outlined in the recent

Throne Speech in Ottawa.

In addition, there is the long-heralded but

yet unseen Cantag programme which involves

the publishing of energy efficient standards

for appliances. I have spoken to the federal

government to avail itself of the expertise

within the Canadian Standards Association,

ably advised by the technical staff of On-
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tario Hydro, to bring in appliance perform-
ance standards in the national interest.

Mr. Speaker, the policy framework I have

just outlined clearly states the government's

commitment to energy conservation. Many of

these policy initatives will take some time to

fully implement. The important point is that,

either in its role as a leader or as a con-

sumer, the government is setting an example,

establishing a tone and providing incentives

to conserve energy. That is the objective of

the policy fra/nework which I've just an-

nounced.

It is essential to appreciate that conserva-

tion is not a panacea for all our energy needs.

A balance between supply and demand must
be struck. With rational and wise use of our

energy resources and prudent energy supply

policies, the residents of this province need
not ever live in an energy deficient society.

\However, in terms of energy conservation,

the onus is on each one of us individually

for it is individual d'ecision-making which, in

aggregate, determines total demand. It is

individual decision-making that makes the

best energy conservation policy.

Ms. Cigantes: On a point of information,

Mr. Speaker: I am still a novice member of

this House. I wonder if you could tell me
how many times the Minister of Energy is

permitted to give the same speech in this

House?

Mr. Breithaupt: He has to give it until he

gets it right.

Mr. Lewis: That's true, but that doesn't

permit him to—

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Does the hon.

minister have a brief response?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Speaking to the point
of order, I think perhaps the hon. piember
would be well advised to look at what she

feels I have said before and read today's
statement. As usual, she is mistaken.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

minister had a chance to respond to that.

May I just point out-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The statement,
as I imderstood it, was an updating of a

report.

Mr. Lewis: The minister was out of order;
he has no right to reply.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. There are

many people out of order right now.

Any further statements by the ministry?

The hon. Minister of Health.

Hon. F. S. Miller: He's being provocative,
Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Can we get down to the

business, please?

Hon. F. S. Miller: A week ago a local

radio station claimed I wouldn't wear what

fny wife got me. Well, I'm wearing it.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: I don't know whether that's

part of the statement or not. Could we get on

with the real statement, please?

Mr. Lewis: You never promised us a rose

garden.

Hon. F. S. Miller: No, but you are amongst
the thorns.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

FRENCH-LANGUAGE
HEALTH SERVICES

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, later to-

day I shall be tabling the report of the

French Language Health Services Task

Force, 1976, entitled "Pas de probleme?-No
Problem?"

Mr. Lewis: What is that?

Hon. F. S. Miller: "Pas de probleme?"
What I haven't mentioned is that there's a

question mark at the end of it.

The terms of reference for the task force

were: To study the effects of language on the

quahty of health services provided to French-

speaking citizens in the province of Ontario;

to identify where health services are not

readily available or accessible due to lan-

guage difficulties; and to recommend courses

of action to improve the availability and

accessibility of health services by overcoming

language diflBculties.

The report, which is detailed and contains

recommendations concerning specific areas

and regions of the province, will receive care-

ful study by the Ministry of Health, and the

implications of the recommendations will re-

quire consultations with various health agen-
cies and district health councils.



4184 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

I should like to thank Dr. Jacques Dubois
of Welland, the chairman of the task force,
and his fellow members: Dr. Jerome Corbeil
of Rockland, Sister Albina Gagnon of Tim-
mins, Sister Gilberte Paquette of Ottawa, Dr.

Jean-Marie Rochefort of North Bay, Miss
Laura Sabourin of Cornwall, and Mr. One-
sime Tremblay of Sudbury. Dr. Marc Colon-
nier of Ottawa was an original member of

the task force but resigned for personal
reasons in January 1976.

CURRENT SALARY NEGOTIATIONS

Hon. Mr. Auld: Mr. Speaker, hon. mem-
bers will recall that salary negotiations in the

public service were seriously delayed last fall

by the introduction of income and price
controls and by the subsequent decision by
the union to refer disputes in all eight bar-

gaining categories to eight separate boards
of arbitration. Therefore, I am particularly
pleased to report to the House encouraging
progress in the negotiations that are currently
under way.

The parties have reached tentative agree-
ment on salary increases, within the guide-
lines, for the scientific and professional cate-

gory and the administrative services category,
two of the three contracts having an effective
date of October 1, 1976. Negotiations on the
third October category, and the five which
expire on December 31, are also under way
and progressing satisfactorily.

If the success in reaching agreement on
these two contracts can be taken as an indi-
cation that the union is prepared to settle all

contracts within the guidelines, salary in-

creases for the remaining six categories should
be resolved in a matter of weeks. If and as
the settlements are ratified by the members
the costing will be submitted promptiy to the
Anti-Inflation Board for their consideration.
In view of the fact that our method of

calculating the permissible increases under
the guidelines was accepted by the AIB last

time around, there is every reason to expect
that the settlements will be approved.

[2:30]

AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, later

today I will be introducing amendments to
The Insurance Act and The Motor Vehicle
Accident Claims Act.

The amendments will revise and update
the mandatory limits for third party liability

policies under The Insurance Act and pro-

vide for a corresponding increase in the maxi-

mum amount payable out of the motor

vehicle accident claims fund.

Last spring I told the House that I would
be examining the maximum and minimum
limits which have been in effect since 1969.

The select committee on company law has

not yet made its report on automobile insur-

ance so, as an interim measure and as a step

in what I hope will be the direction to be

recommended by the committee, I am intro-

ducing these amendments.

Currently the minimum amount of third

party liability insurance coverage which is

required by section 218 of The Insurance Act

is $50,000. Under The Claims Act, the

highest award any innocent victim of an un-

insured or unidentified driver can expect
from the motor vehicle accident claims fund

is $50,000. However, hospital expenses, motor

vehicle repair costs and general damage
awards have been increasing and this has

been reflected in an increase in the amounts

awarded to accident victims by the courts.

As an example, the motor vehicle accident

claims fund has experienced almost a 25 per
cent increase in the amount of payments
made in the last fiscal year.

In order to keep pace with economic con-

ditions, we are raising the maximum amount
that can be awarded from the motor vehicle

accident claims fund from $50,000 to $100,-

000 effective January 1, 1977.

Simultaneously, the amendment to The
Insurance Act will require that automobile

insurance policies must provide at least $100,-

000 insurance against liability resulting from

bodily injury to or death of one or more

persons and loss of or damage to property in

a single accident. This new figure will also

become effective on January 1, 1977.

Mr. Deans: Why don't you review the

rates while you are at it? Why don't you do

something useful?

REED PAPER

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, the govern-
ment has suggested that there be an oppor-

tunity this evening for a debate on the meas-

ure we have taken to protect the public inter-

ests in any development of a plan for an

economically viable integrated forestry com-

plex in northwestern Ontario.

Mr. Nixon: That's one way to look at it.

Mr. Reid: Some protection!
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'Mr. S. Smith: They were doing fine when

you weren't protecting it.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: The province of Ontario

has had discussions with Reed Paper, which

has indicated an interest in developing such

a complex. I wanted to define some of these

further, in what I had thought might be an

opportunity to discuss these matters this eve-

ning, but I gather those discussions might
not take place. In this statement I am not

here to defend Reed Paper. I am here to

make it very clear—and I want it understood

by the members opposite-

Mr. Lewis: Shame. Is this a ministerial

statement?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Yes, it is a ministerial

statement.

Mr. Lewis: Is this on Reed Paper?

Mr. Cassidy: It sounds like you are back-

peddling.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The Premier

has the floor.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I want to make clear the

investment which we have made and exacted

to ensure the protection of the public interest

through a memorandum of understanding

signed on Tuesday. The government's sole

interest in that memorandum of understand-

ing is that of ensuring that no development
or undertaking is commenced by Reed Paper
or anyone else in northwestern Ontario until

there is clear and publicly audited evidence

that every possible segment—and there are

several segments—of the public interest is

being protected.

The questions of native rights, economic

development, environmental protection, forest

renewals, all rank within the context of the

public interest we are seeking to protect. You

people opposite forget about one or two.

Mr. Lewis: You don't need any agreement
to do that.

Hon. Mr. Davis: The memorandum of

understanding—and I want this understood by
the members and by the public—is precise.

Paragraph 5, section (b), and I am sure all

members have read it, is absolutely clear.

*Mr. Lewis: The minister has read it; he
read it to the House.

Hon. !Mr. Davis: There will be no licence

granted unless all the conditions listed in

paragraphs two and four are met absolutely

to the satisfaction of this government. Those

two paragraphs specify clearly—

Mr. S. Smith: You're easily satisfied.

Mr. Reid: That's what bothers us.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I don't want
to be provocative-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —but I do take exception
to what the Leader of the Opposition has

been, deliberately or otherwise, stating to the

public of this province that the arrangement
with Reed is a fait accompli and the licence

has been automatically issued.

'Mr. Lewis: That's right.

Hon. Mr. Davis: That is not a fact. It is

not the truth and the Leader of the Opposi-
tion knows it.

Hon. Mr. Bemier: You are going to lose on

this one.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. There's a point
of privilege.

Mr. Lewis: I have said—Mr. Speaker, this

isn't a ministerial statement. The Premier is

trying to defend a position which the Min-

istry of Natural Resources has handled badly
in public.

Hon. Mr. Bemier: No development, no

jobs.

Mr. Lewis: I want to rise on a point of

personal privilege. I have said, and I make
no apology for it, that I believe and we
believe that signing of the memorandum in-

volves a fait accompli and irresistable grant-

ing of the hcence to Reed two or three years

hence. We believe that,

Hon. Mr. Bemier: Misleading.

Hon. Mr. Davis: All right, Mr. Speaker-

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Nonsense.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, the Leader

of the Opposition can believe what he wants

to believe. And if he doesn't want to believe

what is the truth, that is his decision.

Mr. Lewis: That's not misleading—I am
telling you I think it is a mistake to have

done it.
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Hon. Mr. Davis: What you are saying is

untrue, it is as simple as that.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. Pre-

mier has the floor. The hon. member rose

on his—

Mr. Lewis: I don't believe it.

Hon. Mr. Bemier: You are pushing.

Mr. Lewis: On a point of privilege.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. A further point
of privilege.

Mr. Lewis: The Premier has said that what
I have said is untrue. I'm not asking him to

withdraw it. On a point of privilege, I'm

asking him only to recognize that what he
considers truth and what we consider truth

varies and we think he is wrong and the
whole proposal is wrong. He should respect
that position.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You will regret the day,
fellows.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I am quite

prepared as a matter of order-

Mr. Warner: Resign.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am quite prepared to

accept the Leader of the Opposition saying
the judgement of the government is wrong.

Mr. Lewis: That's exactly what I said.

Hon. Mr. Davis: But I do not accept that

he can say to the public of this province that

the agreement with Reed for the develop-
ment of this project in northwestern Ontario
is a fait accompli. I say that is absolutely
untrue. It is untrue.

Mr, Lewis: You are not going to rescue

it now.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please, The hon. Pre-

mier will continue.

Hon, Mr. Davis: Well, I just tell you—

Mr, Reid: How about a public inquiry?

Mr. Lewis: Have a public inquiry.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The north is listening.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Cassidy: You have sure shifted this

about in two days; two days it took for this

change in position.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We're not changing any-
thing.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We will con-

tinue with the order of business. The hon.

Premier has the floor.

Hon, Mr, Bernier: Pat, you have to get
re-elected in the north.

Hon. Mr, Davis: Mr. Speaker, those two

paragraphs specify clearly that the com-
pany must participate in environmental as-

sessment hearings established by the Ministry
of the Environment under the Act which was
enthusiastically supported by the members
opposite. Some days the Leader of the Op-
position almost appears to be taking credit

for it. The government retains the prerogative
to specify the scope of those hearings should

there be any concern that the scope is not

broad enough.

I would point out to the Leader of the

Opposition if he would read the Act care-

fully-

Mr. Lewis: I have.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —he will find the provi-
sions of the Act go beyond what any creative

person can do in terms-

Mr. Lewis: Except it won't work in this

case because of the native people.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You have no faith in the

legislation you people supported.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: They also specify that

Reed must make available to the government
its own environmental impact study. This

will be made public upon receipt by the

government. As we have no capacity to attest

to the accuracy of those studies the hearings
will be held. They will be held in public so

that a more objective and balanced fashion

for determining a fair assessment can be

achieved.

Mr. Cassidy: They did and you sent it

back.

Mr, Lewis: You signed the agreement-
why did you need an agreement?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Well, why do you think?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please, the Leader of

the Opposition-

Mr. Lewis: Who is going to speak for the

company?
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Hon. Mr. Davis: Paragraph four, Mr.

Speaker, specifies clearly that the company
must apply a forest management plan which
meets with the approval of the government.
That is an obligation. We intend to ensure

that the question of renewing forest resources

is adequately treated, or else my government
will simply not proceed.

Mr. Renwick: Is this in the debate tonight?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I understand there may
not be any debate tonight.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Davis: The criteria to which

those plans must conform are also spelled

out:—

Mr. Lewis: This is a real abuse.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —Optimum ultilization of

the forest resources, the increase of the

growth potential, improving the standard of

forest protection, conformity with the gov-
ernment's development plans for the area,

the enhancement of recreational potential

and the protection of wildlife and fish re-

sources, and the improvement of employment
opportunities of local inhabitants with par-

ticular emphasis on economic and social

aspirations of the native population in that

region.

Mr. Cassidy: Why don't you make this

statement in the estimates committee?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would say, and I am a

pretty tolerant soul, to the member for

Ottawa Centre if he is that disinterested in

this situation, so be it.

Mr. Norton: He doesn't want to hear the

truth.

Hon. Mr. Davis: But the government takes

this seriously. We believe it is the right route

to go and we are going to proceed. If he

doesn't want to learn anything about it, he

doesn't have to sit and listen to it.

Mr. Cassidy: That is why the Leader of

the Opposition was in the estimates com-
mittee this week.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Davis: If that plan is approved,
then as part of the long evaluation process
the plan will be made public. If it is not

approved, the company will not get a licence.

It is as simple as that.

Mr. Lewis: The company has the licence

under the agreement.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would say to the Leader
of the Opposition that is an untrue state-

ment. They do not have the licence under
the memorandum of understanding.

Mr. Lewis: Sure they do.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: That is the tombstone
of the north.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I will try to explain this

to the Leader of the Opposition. Memoran-
dums of understanding are an indication that

two parties have reached some common
ground on how the process is to proceed. The
rules are those by which this government will

decide whether Reed's programme for the

area, the broad environmental concerns and
the economic and native right interests, can
be meshed into an acceptable economic
framework which will assist the economic de-

velopment of the north.

I guess it would be politically easier to

simply not try to bridge those interests, and
the broad interests of northwestern Ontario.

The Leader of the Opposition's colleague, the

member for Lake Nipigon (Mr. Stokes) would
not support that point of view, because he

has had some experience and he knows how
these things are done.

Mr. Foulds: We certainly don't support

your point of view.

Hon. Mr. Davis: It would, however, be a

surrender, initiated here at Queen's Park, of

the economic rights of the people of north-

western Ontario to equality of opportunity.

Mr. Lewis: You haven't even consulted

them.

Hon. Mr. Davis: And that surrender would
be cheap, unseemly and a dereliction of the

public responsibility of the government. I

know politics but I am disappointed that the

Leader of the Opposition would lead that

surrender when our northern citizens deserve

so much better from all members of this

House.

Mr. Lewis: You have surrendered the en-

tire resource base of northern Ontario. You
have surrendered the resources.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Let me finish my state-

ment.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I point out to

the hon. Leader of the Opposition that this is

not a debating time; would he please retain

his seat. The hon. Premier will continue.
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Hon. Mr. Davis: Certainly, I haven't

finished yet.

Mr. Lewis: I'm sure you haven't.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I don't want
to get into a debate at this point. I hope I

have made my point.

Mr. Lewis: You are surrendering the re-

sources to Reed.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I don't want
to once again say that what the Leader of

the Opposition is saying is untrue, but I will

say so; it is untrue.

Mr. Lewis: You have already done it, as a
matter of fact.

Hon. Mr. Davis: It is untrue, it is not accu-

rate, it is not factually correct; whatever

terminology you may wish to use.

Mr. Lewis: You are wrong. Saying it

doesn't make it so.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am also interested in the

perception and the recognition of the interest

this has for the people, not only in the north-
west but elsewhere, that in the direction of
the hearings and the functioning of the En-
vironmental Review Board that there is not
only objectivity of fact but in appearance as
well. The government will, by order in coun-
cil, by adding to the membership of the En-
vironmental Review Board a further indi-
vidual or individuals who have had no rela-

tionship or experience within government,
who will bring to this particular responsibility
a degree of objectivity, and hopefully with
some judicial background, that I think Mr.
Speaker, will have a beneficial effect on the
review—

[2:45]

Mr. Lewis: Now that is beginning to look
like it. Now the minister is understanding.
Was that the whole prea^nble?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —throughout this pro-
gramme, as a member of the Environmental
Review Board.

Mr. Lewis: Now, on a point of information,
which you've allowed once already this after-

noon, Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Speaker: Not really, no.

Mr. Breithaupt: There is no such animal.

Mr. Lewis: —that entire-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The opportun-
ity for information is in the question period
if we ever get to that. Now, a point of order?

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. Deans: On a point of order, the

Premier indicated that he had wanted to have
a debate this evening on this very jnatter and
I want to make it clear to you, Mr. Speaker,
that we were quite prepared to have that de-

bate subject to only sorting out some ground
rules under which the debate would take

place.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The Treasurer

has the floor.

DUNDAS PUC INQUIRY

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, you will

recall that when I answered a question from

the hon. member for Wentworth (Mr. Deans)
on Tuesday regarding the Dundas PUC I

indicated that my colleague the Minister of

Energy (Mr. Timbrell) would be dealing
with this issue. That is true. However, my
ministry has a responsibility under The

Municipal Act for boards and commissions.

My staff, as an ongoing process, monitors all

such matters that come to our attention and

reports to me as necessary. I understand—
and this is confirmed in a separate story in

Tuesday's Hamilton Spectator—that a police

investigation is taking place. My staff will be

following the situation very closely and in

due course will be reporting to me. What-
ever action will be appropriate will be taken

at that time, after consultation with the

Minister of Energy.

Mr. Speaker: I recognize the member for

Wilson Heights.

POINT OF PRIVILEGE

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point
of personal privilege. On Tuesday last, the

hon. Attorney General said this, as quoted
in the Hansard transcript and I read from it.

I think the hon. member opposite [and

he was referring to me] labours under an

almost total misunderstanding of how the

system works. [We were talking about one
Bluestein and what happened to him as

a. result of certain legal proceedings.]
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First of all, Mr. Speaker, the individual

is not in prison. He is not an accused

person. He has not been found guilty of a

criminal offence. Under the law of this

land he has not been found guilty and is

regarded as a mental patient.

I thought, sir, it should be of some signifi-

cance that I indicate to you and to the House
that I do have somewhat of an understanding
of what I was saying and not a total mis-

understanding of how the systepi works, and
I thought, sir, I should draw to your atten-

tion, and perhaps to the attention of the

Attorney General as well, the specific pro-
visions of certain sections of the Criminal

Code, which prove once again that the

Attorney General was quite wrong in what
he said.

Mr. Nixon: Not again! At least he is batting
1.000.

Mr. Reid: The minister is consistent. He's

never right.

Mr. Singer: Section 542 (2) states; "Where
the accused is found to have been insane ..."

and that is the kind of finding that was
made in this particular case; and surely, Mr.

Speaker, if the people who enacted the

Criminal Code can use that phraseology I

may be so entitled as well, and perhaps
everyone is not wrong and the Attorney
General right.

Then, sir, could I take you to section 545
of the Criminal Code, which says: "Where
an accused pursuant to this part is found to

be insane. . ." the se<X)nd reference setting out

exactly the same thing. That section goes on
to say: "In which he is detained. . ." the

word "detained" is the equivalent, surely, to

imprisonment and certainly he is not regarded
as a patient. Then it says the Lieutenant

Governor may act in accordance with certain

things, and section 547 states: "Where a

person has been held in custody under the

provisions of this part then the committee
of review can be appointed."

So on all counts, Mr. Speaker, in aU his

little peroration the hon. the Attorney Gen-
eral was quite wrong and I would say in-

dicates an almost total misunderstanding of

how the system works.

Mr. Nixon: He was referring to the Tory
old boy system.

Mr. Roy: You get full marks for con-

sistency.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: On a point of order,
Mr. Speaker, or on a point of personal-

Mr. Speaker: You're responding to a point
of personal privilege, I presume.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: —privilege, I respond
to the remarks of my friend opposite and the

statement made by him, which I will repeat
I still object to, and as far as I'm concerned

it still indicates a total misunderstanding of

the process. I will quote the hon. member's

statement on Tuesday last, where he stated

as follows—and I am quoting from the Han-
sard transcript:

Does he not think that the whole pro-
cedure demands a review and an enforced

consultation of the law enforcement author-

ities, at least for their opinion, and, cer-

tainly as with other matters concerning
the imprisonment of citizens, that the mat-

ters be done in public and the public be

allowed to become aware of what has

happened?

Mr. Singer: Yes, "custody" and "imprison-
ment." Tell us the difference between those

two words.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Now if the hon.

member is still labouring under the delusion

that people who have not been found—

'Mr. Lewis: Which delusion?

Hon. Mr. MdMurtry: That's a difficult

question for me to answer.

!Mr. Reid: They are all diflBcult for you to

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: If he is labouring
under the delusion that people who have

been found not guilty by reason of insanity

and who are, in fact, regarded by the law
of this country as mental patients, that their

rights and matters relating to their conduct
should be determined as matters governing

people who are in prison, then I state, as he

said-

Mr. Singer: I only quoted the words of the

Code. You're better on hockey players than

you are on this one.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: —then I state that the

hon. member still has demonstrated a total

misunderstanding of the process.

Mr. Roy: As an objective observer, I think

you are wrong.

Mr. Speaker: I hope that clarifies that.

Mr. Singer: Do you want a copy of the

Code so you can read it?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Go back to law
school!
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Mr. Singer: Thank you, Darcy.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber for Wilson Heights raised a point of

privilege that he objected to certain state-

ments. I think it's been clarified and the

matter should rest there.

Mr. Roy: Don't take this to court; you
don't have a chance.

'Mr. Singer: No wonder the Attorney Gen-
eral lost in Ottawa.

Mr. Speaker: Oral questions.

REED PAPER

IMr. Lewis: A question, if I may, of the

Premier: Could the Premier read just that

last paragraph or last sentence of his state-

ment, which I'm not sure I heard?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, in that I

ad-libbed a great deal of the statement, I am
quite prepared to try to recall what exactly
it was that I said.

I believe that I said, so that there would
be total objectivity, because this hearing is

the first we have had with respect to the

private sector in terms of the new Act and
the functioning of the review board, the gov-
ernment will be appointing, for the purpose
of this one hearing only, an additional mem-
ber—or perhaps members, but certainly a

member—who will be the chairman for this

particular hearing, who it is hoped will bring
to this responsibility some background, per-
haps in law or matters that could be helpful
in the discharge of this responsibility.

Mr. Reid: You have no faith in the present
system.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I point out that this per-
son will be a member of the Environmental
Review Board for the purposes of this

responsibihty and will be functioning within
the terms of the Act, which, I say with

respect to the Leader of the Opposition, go
far beyond the Berger commission that he has
referred to, or what have you, in terms of

the responsibilities of the Act, and go far

beyond that which might even be contem-
plated at a royal commission.

Mr. Lewis: Let me ask, by way of supple-
mentary then, since the Treaty No. 9 associa-

tion is holding a press conference tomorrow
morning, there again undoubtedly to express
their opposition, as they have already done,
to the hearing process as it has been estab-

lished because of the synonymous nature of

Reed and mercury in their minds, is it pos-
sible for the Premier to suggest to them in

advance that there is a qualitative difference

in the nature of the board as intended, and
as he had modified it this afternoon, of a

kind which might win their confidence and

maybe even their participation, rather than
their opposition throughout?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I fully intend to acquaint
the leadership of Treaty No. 9 with this de-

cision by the government. It is my hope, and
I hope it's something that's realized, that the

native people in that part of the province will

recognize that this government is concerned
about their interests and about their points
of view, and that they can be encouraged to

participate in a process that I think has great

significance for them. Certainly I will be

communicating these thoughts to the Treaty
No. 9 people.

Mr. Singer: A supplementary: I wonder if

the Premier could clarify something he said

in his statement. As I listened to him, I

thought he said that provision 5(b) allowed a

discretion to the government to issue a

licence. Now, I have 5(b) here in front of me
and it doesn't read that way to me. It seems
that if section 2 and section 4 have been

complied with, and the test of compliances is

an objective one not a subjective one, the

licence must automatically issue.

Perhaps I misinterpreted what the Premier

said. If so, I would like him to clarify it.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I can only

say to the member for Wilson Heights there

is nothing in the memorandum of under-

standing that in any way indicates the licence

will automatically issue. I just tell you that

very simply.

Mr. Singer: By way of further supple-

mentary, in order to let me understand it at

least-

Mr. Speaker: All right; we'll allow the

member for Wilson Heights to complete the

other part of his supplementary.

Mr. Singer: Does 5(b) not say if 2 and 4

have been complied with, the licence will

issue?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, one has to

read the total memorandum of understand-

ing; one has to have some knowledge of the

intent of the government and the parties. I

just say very simply—

Mr. Reid: Yes, that's what we were afraid

of.
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Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: That's fine.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. S. Smith: What is your intent?

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: There is no automatic

issuance of licence. I don't want to bring up
another issue but it may come as a bit of a

surprise to the member for Wilson Heights
that the total control is in the hands of the

government. We haven't even discussed with

them the question of stumpage dues. We
have total control of this situation.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Leader of the Op-
position.

Mr. Lewis: I want to come back to a ques-

tion, a supplementary I asked before, and
elaborate on it slightly for the Premier.

Would he consider the hearing makes any
sense, would it be even worth proceeding
with, if the people of Treaty No. 9 said they
would oppose, resist, fight and refuse to par-

ticipate in the whole Reed-government trans-

action? Does the Premier think it makes any
sense to proceed under those circumstances?

Therefore, isn't it possible in some way to

convey what he has interpreted this afternoon

as an impartial kind of inquiry so as to en-

list their support?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I thought
that I had already said to the Leader of the

Opposition that I intend to convey this to the

members of Treaty No. 9. It is my hope, be-
cause I think it's important, that they will

participate in this environmental review under
the Act in a way which is constructive, be-
cause it does serve their interests. I guess I

always remain an optimist that they will see

the wisdom of participating.

Mr. Reid: In view of the Premier's recent
conversion to this approach, has he someone
in mind to act as impartial chairman, and
will he ask Treaty No. 9 and others interested
for their input as to who the chairman of the
commission should be?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, with great

respect to the hon. member for Rainy River
—I know we love to play politics here and I

guess I do it from time to time myself—I

would point out to him—

Mr. Reid: Not always successfully, I plight
add.

An hon. member: But you are successful.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I have been converted to

some things, as he has been to his own mis-

fortune. I would have to say that what we
are doing here does not represent a recent

conversion. With great respect, it does not

represent—

Mr. Reid: We have just heard this. This

is a new wrinkle.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Davis: If the member for Rainy
River and his colleagues had been prepared
to debate this tonight, like the rest of us,

we might have been able to get into some of

these things this evening. Now, what was the

question?

Mr. Breithaupt: There was nothing to be

gained tonight and you know it.

Mr. Reid: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order-

Mr. Breithaupt: Nothing to be gained at

all.

Mr. Reid: I put it to you that the Premier

has misled the House-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Reid: —because there was nothing in

the minister's statement that indicated there

would be an impartial inquiry by the En-
vironmental Assessment Board.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber for Rainy River will withdraw that state-

ment about anyone misleading the House.

Mr. Reid: Well, he has, Mr. Speaker. He
indicated that—

Interjections.

Mr. Breithaupt: You said he was a liar.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. If the hon.

member wishes to remain in the House he
will withdraw that statement. It's very clear

in our rules that you will not accuse a person
of such behaviour. It's quite clear.

Mr. Nixon: Point of order, Mr. Speaker.

Surely there is accusation-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The Speaker
is not ruling on—order, please.

Mr. Nixon: Why waste the time of the

House on distinctions?

Mr. Speaker: The Speaker has the floor.

The Speaker is not ruling on what truth there
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is in it one way or the other. I say that state-

ment-

Mr. Nixon: I am not asking you to.

Hon. W. Newman: You are just asking-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I say that sta-

tement will not be made and I ask the hon.
member for Rainy River-

Mr. Lewis: Why?

Mr. Speaker: —to withdraw the charge.

Mr. Lewis: On a point of personal pri-

vilege, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: We haven't finished with this

yet. Order, please. Will the hon. members
please sit down? Order, please.

The hon. member for Rainy River, I'll

await his response.

[3:00]

Mr. Reid: Mr. Speaker, I don't mean to

suggest that the Premier has intentionally
misled this House. What I meant to point
out was that the Premier indicated that we
were in receipt of this information and that
we had it, but in fact, we have not had it.

The first we heard of it today was when the
Premier made the statement about the im-
partial chairman of the assessment board. I
don't indicate that the Premier intentionally
misled the House but I think there was some
misinformation given.

Mr. Speaker: Actually, I advise and cau-
tion the hon. member to be more careful in
his choice of words from here on. Order
please.

Mr. Lewis: What?

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I'm not getting
into a debate as to what the content of the
material is. Does the hon. Leader of the Op-
position realize that the Speaker is speaking?
All right. I think I made myself clear, though.
I'm not ruling on the content-order, please.
Now does the hon. Leader of the Opposition
have a point or is he continuing his ques-
tion? Which is it now?

Mr. Lewis: I just wanted to point out to

you, as an aside, that when I was accused of

straight fabrication, you didn't have the

slightest inclination to intervene. But when
the member for Rainy River-

Interjections.

Mr. Lewis: May I draw your attention to

the fact that I'm still on my feet, sir? Thank
you. When the member for Rainy River—
that's right, I had not completed.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Just can't take it.

Interjections,

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Leader of the Op-
position.

Mr. Lewis: When the member for Rainy
River made a simple statement of fact you
chose to intervene. We ask only that the

judgements on what is truth and what must
be withdrawn be apphed fairly and equally
in the House. That's all we ask.

Mr. S. Smith: That's right.

'Mr. Lewis: I apologize for my earlier

disrespect.

Mr. Speaker: Thank you very much. As I

say again, a difference of opinion arises from

time to time, but it's very clear that in the

House we shall not accuse another member
of deliberately misleading the House. Now
that's all I'm saying.

Mrs. Campbell: That isn't what he said.

Mr. Speaker: I don't care what the state-

ment-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Can we get on

with the question? Does the Leader of the

Opposition have further questions?

REED PAPER

'Mr. Lewis: Yes, I certainly do.

A question, if I may, to the Minister of

Natural Resources. Will he explain the mean-

ing of section 8 of the memorandum, under

timber allocation, which gives him the right

to grant portions of the present tract under

discussion if it has regard to reasonable busi-

ness requirement? It says under 8b, he has

the right to grant Crown timber licences

under any existing agreements for the supply
of Crown timber, or under any existing com-
mitments.

Why is that there if there is no existing

commitment? If so, what is the existing com-
mitment and what does he intend to grant to

Reed?



OCTOBER 28, 1976 4193

Hon. Mr. Bemier: Let me make it very

clear that there is no commitment to grant

any timber to Reed per se. What this says

is, and I want to read into the record just in

case there's some misinterpretation or some

twisting of the words:

Having due regard to the reasonable

business requirement of the company here-

under, the minister may make available

Crown timber from the tract to maintain

the existing wood using industries now de-

pendent on Crown timber from tracts and

without limiting the generality of the fore-

going nothing herein shall restrict the

Crown from—

And it lists it.

That was put in there for a very distinct

purpose. We have a number of industries

working in northwestern Ontario employing

literally hundreds of people. In the event that

we should run across the situation we've had

in the last two or three years with regard to

spruce budwonn or to forest fires, then the

minister could, providing he had the approval
of the Minister of the Environment, because

he will have the final word to allocate timber

to meet the needs of any company.

IMr. Lewis: Doesn't say so there.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order please.

Hon. Mr. Bemier: The order in council—

we want to protect those jobs which presendy
exist, so we wouldn't be locked in totally

with this. We want to keep these ongoing
jobs going. That's the whole purpose of that

section; to protect us, to give us control.

Interjections.

Mr. Lewis: By way of supplementary, is it

not true that just last year the minister had

agreed to give Reed 1,300 square miles of

the present acreage now under discussion, as

listed in their prospectus filed with the On-
tario Securities Commission? They haven't

taken advantage of it yet, but doesn't it still

give the minister that right under this clause?

Hon. Mr. Bemier: No, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Lewis: It gives him a wide open and
clear right.

Mr. Reid': Supplementary.

Mr. Speaker: Supplementary, the member
for Rainy River.

Mr. Reid: For clarification—I asked the

minister this about a year ago: WHl this

allow, for instance, Boise Cascade to have

access to that wood in that area if it's

required?

Hon. Mr. Bemier: Mr. Speaker, in the

event that there was a catastrophe of nature,

to keep the existing plant going in Kenora

then we would have that right under this

section.

RADIOACTIVITY AT ELLIOT LAKE

Mr. Lewis: A question of the Minister of

Health, if I may: Can the Minister of Health

give us some assurance about the community
of Elliot Lake, given the radioactive fault in

the rock formation which has been found

running through the town, and particularly

the building of houses on foundations made
from radioactive materials? What can be done

to prevent Elliot Lake from turning into the

fiasco of Port Hope?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, because

we have had the experience with Port Hope
and because eventually, as you know, the

federal government assumed responsibility for

its role there, the federal government has

already said it will start and carry out the

testing programme in Elliot Lake. That's the

information I have right now. I think it's

quite proper it should rest with them.

Mr. Lewis: One supplementary, if I may:

Is it possible for the Ministry of Health to

initiate monitoring and testing and surveying

in the Bancroft area since logic, if not

intuition, would lead us to believe that the

pattern of Port Hope and Elliot Lake may
well be repeated in Bancroft? And wouldn't

it be preferable to sort it out now?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Certainly we have

reasons to suspect a number of areas. I think

when we were looking at Port Hope you may
recall the federal government got into the

act and had mentioned spots where they

thought there were abnormal concentrations.

That is one of them.

Mr. Lewis: Can the minister do something

about that?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I'd be glad to look into

it a':jd make sure they at least are, and if

they aren't, then we can step in.

Mr. S. Smith: Mr. Speaker, a question of

the Minister of Health.

Mr. Moffatt: Mr. Speaker, I had a supple-

mentary.
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Mr. Speaker: Oh, Vm sorry, I thought we
were on to the next question. We will allow

a supplementary; the member for Durham
East.

Mr. Moffatt: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. To
the Minister of Health: In view of the fact

that the federal Atomic Energy Control

Board has stated publicly that they have far

too few staff to properly conduct investiga-
tions of the nature the minister just sug-

gested, how does he anticipate such a study
in all of those diverse areas being carried

out?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Well, Mr. Speaker, with

39,000 more people in the last few years, I

can't understand how the federal government
is short of anybody.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. F. S. Miller: The fact remains we
will be quite happy to get involved; if neces-

sary on a contract basis if they are that badly
off.

Interjections.

REED PAPER

Mr. S. Smith: A question, Mr. Speaker, for

the Minister of Natural Resources: Getting
back to the clause 5(b) in the memorandum
of understanding regarding Reed Paper, is

the minister aware that 5(b) reads, "that in

the event that the company performs its

obligations under paragraphs 2 and 4 the

minister agrees to grant to the company a

licence," and so on.

Mr. Nixon: Red tape.

Mr. S. Smith: And is he aware that para-
graphs 2 and 4 with the environmental im-

pact study and with management plans and
feasibility studies, each of which can be
settled by someone's opinion other than that

of the government itself? Therefore, would
he not agree that the government no longer
has discretion not to grant the licence if in

fact 2 and 4 are complied with?

Mr. Lewis: Is what you said untrue today?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I would ask the mem-
ber to read 2(b) of the agreement under the
environmental impact study, which says, Mr.

Speaker:

The company agrees that it will be pre-
pared by July 1, 1977 to participate and
that it will participate in a public meeting

to be held by the Environmental Assess-

ment Board of the Ministry of the Environ-
ment in the Dryden, Red Lake, Ear Falls

area for the purpose of ensuring that the

proposed development by the company
will be environmentally acceptable.

Mr. Singer: Supplementary: Would the

minister not agree that all that 2(b) that he

just read says is that the company will agree
to make the proposal environmentally accept-
able and that there is nothing in section 8,

the one that he just read, that vitiates from
the provisions of 5(b); and further that 5(b)

gives no discretion that the tests are objec-

tive, as is the test in 2(b), and 8, is a supple-

mentary licence to somebody else? Could the

minister tell us if there is any other basis

whatsoever in his memorandum of agreement
which says the government may or may not
issue the licence provided it wishes to refuse

or not to refuse to do so? Is there any other

place in section 5(b) or 2(b) or section 8
where this might be indicated, because the

three that he has already given us don't

indicate any such thing?

Hon. 'Mr. Bernier: Yes, we interpret those

sections to give the government complete
control of the whole area. That's the way it's

interpreted and that's the way the agreement
has been drawn up.

Mr. Lewis: They don't.

IMr. Singer: Wc know how well your inter-

pretations will hold up in court.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Yes, they Will.

Mr. Lewis: A hopeless memorandum.

Mr. R. S. Smith: Who wrote this agree-
ment?

Mr. Renwick: By way of a supplementary
question, is the minister aware that the provi-
sion that provides for the forfeiture of the

S500,000 is conditioned only on the failure

of Reed to build the pulp mill and has noth-

ing to do with the fact that the licence may
remain in existsnce for the price of $500,000
and no pulp mill?

Mr. Lewis: That's right. The licence is

retained. It means the $500,000 is lost.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: No, that's not entirely
correct. If you'll read the Act, and look over
it carefully, and the whole agreement to-

gether-

Mr. Lewis: We did.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: —you will see that the

Ministry of the Environment does have the
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final word. The Environmental Assessment

Board is totally involved and the licence can-

not be issued if the board rules against it;

it is in there, it is carefully worded.

Mr. Lewis: No, you are not answering the

question.

Mr. Renwick: After the licence is granted

they build the pulp mill.

Hon. Mr. Davis: The condition of the

licence-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order please.

Mr. Singer: Supplementary: In view of the

very difficult position that the ministry has

to find itself in by relying on the tenns of

the agreement, wouldn't the ministry be bet-

ter advised to bring in a brand new statute,

which we might pass, saying that come what

may the final discretion about awarding the

licence lies with the ministry, and not rely

on this document?

Hon. Mr. Bemier: There is ample provi-
sion and protection under The Crown Timber
Act for the issuing of that licence. Conditions

can be attached to it.

Mr. Speaker: Final supplementary,
Leader of the Opposition—

the

Mr. Lewis: May I not point out to the

minister that the document is so frail that

after he has granted the licence, having con-

formed with all of the environmental hear-

ings, then if the company does not build the

pulp miU within the time required the com-

pany forfeits the $500,000, but it does not

forfeit the licence, that is nowhere in this

agreement. The licence remains for 21 years.

Look at the section.

Mr. Reid: Look at section 6.

Hon. Mr. Bemier: The member has not

read and does not know what the conditions

of The Crown Timber Act are.

Mr. Lewis: I have read it; I am totally

right. You haven't protected yourself, and
when I raised it with Mr. Greaves last night
he recognized it.

Mr. Speaker: Order please, that was the

final supplementary. The member for Hamil-
ton West has the floor.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We put a condition on
the licence.

Hon. Mr. Bemier: The government is in

control.

Mr. S. Smith: I have a question for the

Minister of Health. He's disappeared, oh,

heavens!

HYDRO RATES

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Minister

of Energy: Is there any truth to the rumour
that the minister will announce shortly the

acceptance of our suggestion that Hydro's
wasteful declining block rate structure be

eliminated; and if so, is he intending to go
so far as to implement our other useful

suggestion, namely an inverted rate structure,

which would truly be a conservation move?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: As the member knows
—and it is public knowledge, so it is not a

rumour—I will be making a statement in the

House tomorrow, at which time I will table

the costing and pricing study which has been
under preparation for some time. I just sug-

gest that he wait until tomorrow and he'll

find out what's in there and the process which
will follow from that at the Energy Board.

Mr. Lewis: The idea is that of the mem-
ber for Windsor-Riverside (Mr. Burr); let

that be understood.

LIQUID WASTE DISPOSAL

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Minister

of the Environment: Would the minister not

agree that a description of the chemical,

physical and biological properties characteris-

tic to the fluid to be injected into the pro-

posed deep disposal sites in Canborough
township by Cambrian Disposal Limited

should be required information to be placed
before the Environmental Assessment Board

hearing on November 8? Would the minister

see to it that a list of these properties, chem-

ical, physical and biological, be placed be-

fore that board?

[3:15]

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Yes, Mr. Speaker, that

would be an obvious and natiural request to

the board, because that is one of the terms

or conditions of any approval that would be
issued by the board and by the ministry.

Mr. Lewis: Supplementary: Since the min-

ister was good enough to send me the letter

—which I read and marginally understood;

marginally understood—may I ask why is it
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not possible to put the precise chemical com-

pounds and their relative toxicity in the

hands of the citizens group which is appear-
ing to object to the use of the wells in the

Canborough site? Why is it not possible to

give them that information in advance so

that they can make it a part of their argu-
ment before the board?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, one of the

problems—and this is what I pointed out to

the hon. member—is that there will be a

certain amount of mix of various chemicals
after they are treated at the plant in Missis-

sauga, for example, and "destructed" there,
and then hauled to Canborough. The chem-
icals will be mixed and, therefore, to list

specific chemicals really won't help the mem-
bers of the public or really indicate the true

effect of that chemical or whatever effect it

may have in being disposed of.

Mr. Lewis: Let them know. You have
hidden it up to now.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: There is no reason why we
can t give this to the members of the public
and certainly this is something that could be
before the Environmental Assessment Board,
but-

Mr. Lewis: Do it in advance. That's what
they have asked for.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: —it has to be accurate. It

has to be accurate, and, as I say, if you have
chemicals going into a plant, for example, in

Mississauga, which will be the case here,
treated there and mixed there, put into a
truck and hauled to Canborough and put
down a well, they are not necessarily the
same chemicals with the same result, as a
result of mixture hauled in the first place to

Mississauga.

'Mr. Lewis: They are probably worse.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: That is the problem and,
therefore, rather than try and mislead any-
body, I suppose the only thing we can do
is list every possible ingredient that may go
down the well.

'Mr. Lewis: That's right.

Mr. Nixon: Supplementary: Since this mat-
ter is so technical and complex and yet the

responsibility to argue against the granting
of the licence seems to fall on citizens groups
as weU as the local municipality and since
the local municipality has indicated they don't
feel they have sufficient time to prepare the
elaborate defence against the possible award
of the right to inject these chemicals, will

the minister consider asking for a postpone-
ment of the hearing beyond November 8,

which has only given them about two weeks
to prepare this elaborate submission?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, it is very

important—and it's under the Act—that the

minister doesn't interfere in any way in this

process. For one thing, I am one of the

sources of appeal in the event that the citi-

zens, for example, aren't happy with the

decision of the board. I don't think there

would be any problem if the citizens group
or anybody appearing before that board asked

for adjournment upon reasonable grounds and
I would think that adjournment would be

given.

Mr. Gaunt: Supplementary: In the event

that this request would be granted, what
kind of monitoring systems is the ministry

going to undertake to ensure that no con-

tamination takes place with respect to the

underground drinking water sources?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, for one thing

this particular well goes half way to Peking.

Mr. Reid: Now we are making war on
China. Are you going down there personally
to investigate, George?

Mr. Nixon: You will never go far enough.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: It is about 3,000 feet

deep-

Mr. Reid: What if they are coming the

other way?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: —and the water table, I

would say, is about 2,600 feet above the

bottom of that well, so I don't think there

is any concern with that.

IMr. Godfrey: Supplementary: In view of

the statement that he doesn't know where
the well really does go—and I can assure

him it does not go half way to Peking-
would he not undertake to do sufficient stud-

ies to reassure us that if stuff is put down
the well, it won't end up in the Detroit

River or other lakes in the same way the

refuse is now being put in the Detroit River?

Would he not undertake that those studies

be done by a government agency?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, that is one
of the things that would have to be discussed

at the board hearing and the board would
have to be satisfied on that. There is, I

think, ample technical and scientific evidence
that would indicate whether or not a well of

that depth, with the type of equipment that
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will be installed—for example, the piping, the

casing, the type of material that it would
be composed of, all that type of evidence

would come out.

Mr. S. Smith: I have another question on
the same topic of the Minister of the Environ-

ment. Would the minister move to require all

companies that produce waste chemicals to

supply a list to the ministry indicating the

toxic chemicals produced by the company
and where these chemicals are presently be-

ing dumped? I think this would be a great

move forward. Would he consider doing that?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: At the present time, we
are finalizing some regulations regarding the

hauling and disposal of industrial liquid
waste. We're using the waybill method which
indicates the type of waste, where it is picked

up and where it will be disposed of. That
enables us to carry out a monitoring and

inspection system.

We are aware of the companies involved

in this business. We naturally know where
the disposal sites are and we know what
various types of toxic materials are being

disposed of. So we've got a complete handle

on this whole problem, and it is a problem.
The real problem, as far as w^'re concerned,
is that we have to stop using ordinary land-

fill sites for this type of disposal. Therefore,
it is essential that we find other methods,
such as deep well disposal.

Mr. S. Smith: I have a supplementary with

regard to using the deep well disposal

method: Are the abandoned subsurface wells

in the Samia area presently being monitored

by the ministry?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Yes, the one's that are in

use for this purpose.

Mr. S. Smith: I have a further supple-

mentary. Will the minister confirm reports

that there are wastes in these particular wells

that are moving within the underground strata

and reaching the surface?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: There was a report several

months ago, Mr. Speaker, of a particular well

that may be affecting our neighbours in

Michigan.

Mr. Nixon: Just like the Chinese.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: This well is now out of

commission.

Mr. Breithaupt: Don't put a handle on that

long well or you will flood out Peking.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please, one final sup-

plementary on this. The member for Durham
West.

iMr. Godfrey: Will the minister not confirm

the fact that Tricil have been told they must

stop dumping their waste disposal in the wells

around the Detroit River as of the end of

this year?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Yes, Mr. Speaker, there's

one well that has to stop at the end of this

year but unless we have some alternate

method of disposal and a little less emotional

involvement in this type of disposal and more
hard facts—

IMr. Godfrey: It's not emotional to be

healthy.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: The Leader of the Opposi-
tion was tippy-toeing around Canborough and

saying: "This is a terrible thing," and caus-

ing all kinds of problems.

Mr. Lewis: This is the second time today.

What is this?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: We've got to get the emo-
tion out of this and stick to science.

POINT OF PRIVILEGE

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

personal privilege.

Mr. Speaker: Point of privilege.

Mr. Lewis: On a point of personal privil-

ege, I did not tippy-toe around Canborough.

Mr. Breithaupt: What did you do?

Mr. Lewis: I strutted into Canborough at

a community meeting of several hundred

people, all of whom expressed concern, and

uniformly condemned your ministry for the

lack of support.

Mr. Breithaupt: On tippy-toe.

Mr. Speaker: Does the hon. member for

Hamilton West have further questions?

Mr. Lewis: Tip-toe around Canborough!

Whatever your proclivities are, don't attribute

them to me.

Mr. S. Smith: I have a question, Mr.

Speaker, of the Minister of Health. I notice

he's returned, because I had to shade my
eyes.
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FREEZE ON NURSING HOME BEDS

iMr. S. Smith: Gould the minister tell us,

since we were unable to find this out from
his ministry this morning, whether he is pre-

pared to lift his freeze on nursing home bed

approvals, particularly in the Toronto area;

particularly in the light of the Woods-Gordon
study on hospital and nursing home beds

which has indicated a shortage everywhere
except Scarborough and North York? Would
he consider lifting his freeze on nursing home
beds?

Hon. F. S. Miller: First, Mr. Speaker, I'm

sorry the member had to shade his eyes, but
it shows he and I have one thing in com-
mon and that's the name Stuart.

Interjections.

Hon. F. S. Miller: I just happen to show
mine in a different way.

I am not prepared to lift the nursing home
bed freeze. First of all, we have about 2,000
beds in construction in various parts of the

province which will, I would say, come on
stream before too long. Secondly, a very
important part of the conclusion, or data,
needs to be looked at, too, and it isn't there.

That is simply how many people are in

nursing homes who shouldn't be there. That
has to be looked at, as it was in Ottawa, to

determine whether in fact we have an im-
balance in the nursing homes as well as in

the hospitals.

Mr. Speaker: The member for Hamilton
East.

Mr. Mackenzie: To the Minister of

Labour-

Mr. Speaker: I'm sorry; the member for

Hamilton West was finished, was he not?

Mr. S. Smith: I had one more question
for the Minister of Health on a different

topic, Mr. Speaker.

erty, nor do I believe we should. The real

question is whether we're getting value for

the care rendered and since we went to a

per diem basis the question of the actual

cost of the property has gone into, I'd say,

a less important area. Certainly, in the days

prior to a per diem it was a critical factor

because it was built into the cost.

Since we went to per diem their method
of obtaining property is not important, ex-

cept in the Attorney General's investigations,

should it be improper in some legal or

criminal way. I'm not really aware of the

investigations there so I can make no com-
ment on them.

We are only concerned with the average

per diem for the place. This year, believe it

or not, it's only three per cent more than

last year.

Mr. S. Smith: A supplementary. Is it not

a fact that the ministry must given some

approval to such purchases and to leasing

arrangements? Is it or is it not a fact that

the ministry has to approve any lease en-

tered into by Browndale?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I'm not sure we ap-

prove the details of a lease. What we do
have to do is approve the location and that

is true of any person licensed under The
Ghildren's Mental Health Act.

Mr. S. Smith: A final supplementary, if I

might: Can the minister explain to us, if it's

simply a matter of making sure, as he said

in a letter to me and as he just said to the

House, that the quality of care supplied is

satisfactory and making sure that the price
is reasonable, there is any reason to insist

that Browndale be a non-profit organiza-
tion? Why not simply allow them to make
the profit, since he doesn't seem to mind if

they lease from their own profit-making
arm?

BROWNDALE OPERATIONS

Mr. S. Smith: Can the minister tell us

exactly what the policy is in his ministry
regarding the direct purchase of property,
instead of leasing, by Browndale? Is direct

purchase of property happening and under
what authority can Browndale seemingly use

operating per diem moneys for those capi-
tal acquisitions?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, I don't
know that we've ever had any policy on
whether Browndale owned or leased prop-

Hon. F. S. Miller: I assume that the

ideological background of the owner of

Browndale would prevent him from making
a profit.

Mr. S. Smith: What kind of an answer is

that to a serious question?

Mr. Breithaupt: That is not even funny.

Hon. Mr. Davis: He is the only one in the

group that has that reservation.

Interjections.
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SINTERING PLANT
EXPOSURE CRITERIA

Mr. Mackenzie: To the Minister of Labour:

What possible justification could the min-

ister give this House for the comments by
the Workmen's Compensation Board spokes-

man, Jack Holhngworth, as reported in yes-

terday's Globe and Mail and last night's

Spectator, that the board uses a six-month

exposure criteria for sintering plant workers

in Sudbury and a one-year exposure criteria

for sintering plant workers in Port Colbome?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, it was

my understanding that the six-month criteria

had been used for the sintering plant in

Copper Cliff until 1952, and that when the

process was changed at that time and was
made similiar to the process used in Port

Colborne, the same one-year criteria was
utilized in both of those areas, from the year
1952 on.

MILK PRODUCTION

Mr. Gaunt: Mr. Speaker, I have a question
of the Minister of Agriculture and Food.

Would the minister consider, as a temporary
relief measure to the industrial milk pro-

ducers, a rebate of the $1.35 levy?

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, I'd like

to answer that question. I'd say no at this

point in time, qualifying it by saying we
have already put up a provincial commit-
ment of $10.4 million to allow the in-sleeve

production to go on. We have 127 million

pounds of milk which have been allocated

to the province of Ontario, or will be allo-

cated nine days from now by Ottawa, which
we have been asking for repeatedly now for

the last 23^2 months, which we now finally

have, and when the Milk Marketing Board,
whom I met with last Friday, decide exactly
how this allocation will go I think it will

have a great deal of bearing on those pro-
ducers who are suffering a great deal of

hardship.

[3:30]

Mr. Riddell: Supplementary: As it is obvi-

ous there is going to be no relief forthcom-

ing for the milk producers in accordance
with the suggestions made by my colleague,
can the minister tell us how and when the

additional allocations to the province of On-
tario will be distributed to the milk pro-
ducers in Ontario?

Hon. W. Newman: I am anticipating that

the Milk Marketing Board at its meeting

today and I believe again tomorrow—I had a

meeting with them last Friday, or with some
of the members of the board to discuss my
thoughts on the matter. They are meeting,
I guess, yesterday, today and tomorrow. Mr.
Whelan wants an answer exactly how they
think it should be distributed. The quota
will be available from Ottawa in about nine

days' time, which will take us past the end
of the month. I would anti<iipate, if it can
be worked out satisfactorily, that the quota
allocation would show up in the November
milk allocation, which cheque would be in

the producers' hands approximately by De-
cember 15.

Mr. Good: Priority basis or across the

board?

HOME CARE GRANTS

Ms. Sandeman: A question for the Minis-

ter of Health: Could the minister please ex-

plain the rationale for the funding method
for home care services in this province which
resulted last week in a schedule of cash

flow payments for the VON branch in Peter-

borough, which indicated that they would
receive absolutely no funds for home care

for the month of October; and further,
would the minister advise that in such a

situation home care services be withdrawn
for the month?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, the over-

all home care budget this year was up
around 18 per cent, I think, over last year.

Peterborough isn't the only area faced with

some last-quarter problems, because appar-

ently the level of service rendered in a

number of areas in the first half of the fiscal

year exceeded the rate it should have.

I have my staff looking into the problems,
not only for them but for a number of other

areas who are experiencing a similar prob-

lem, and until I get an answer to that I'm

honestly unable to say what will happen to

any one specific area, I want to see why we
are in this problem, because enough money
was allowed for a normal growth, both in

inflationary costs and the expected number
of cases handled across the province.

Ms. Sandeman: Supplementary: While the

minister is looking into this problem, could

he please assure branches who have been

told they'll have no money for one month
that they can, in fact, continue to give the

services which they expect to be able to

render?
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Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, I don't

want to make assurances I can't back up
with money. I have no right to promise
money until I, in turn, have got it. That's a

thing we both have to realize. Their budgets,
I understood, were clearly spelled out. I

want to know why before I answer that.

Mr. Makarchuk: Supplementary, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: I think we should get on to

a new question. There's just a few moments
left.

Mr. Roy: Mine's a new question.

OTTAWA-CARLETON
DETENTION CENTRE

Mr. Roy: I'd like to ask a question of the

Minister of Correctional Services—

An hon. member: The little guy across the

hall.

Mr. Roy: —dealing with the detention cen-

tre in Ottawa. In view of the fact that over
the last 16 months there's been about 17

escapes, a riot, a suicide, a murder, a

hostage drama, and in view of the fact that

he's been saying all along diat he knew
what was wrong with the place, what is he

going to do to correct the situation and pre-
vent that sort of thing?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Lock your doors.

Hon. J. R. Smith: Mr. Speaker, a number
of things have taken place. One is that ten-

ders have been called for internal alterations

to-

Mr. Peterson: Just go up there yourself
and—

Hon. J. R. Smith: —tighten the internal

security or the maximum security area of the

detention centre. New screening devices

have been installed in the meeting area for

visitors. We presently are going to construct

a new wall around the exercise yard.

The National Capital Commission has

agreed to clear the brush at the rear of the

detention centre, and we're receiving co-

operation from the Attorney General to ex-

pedite long remiands of dangerous prisoners
who are being detained at th^t centre.

Mr. Roy: Could I ask a supplementary?
In view 61 the fact that at the last time
there was an escape, some 16 months ago,
seven people got away, the minister pointed
out at that time the security problems. Why

didn't he correct these before six other peo-
ple left the place just a few weeks ago by
just throwing a gun and fence cutters over
the fence?

Mr. Breithaupt: He is giving them a group
rate.

Mr. Roy: And what is he going to do?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: They wanted to vote in

the federal by-election.

Mr. Breithaupt: For your candidate.

Mr. Roy: In view of the fact that we've

pointed this out-

Mr. Speaker: I think the supplementary's
been asked.

Mr. Roy: In view of the fact that we've

pointed out the security problems and the

problems in justice over the last 18 months,
what's taken the minister so long to correct

that problem?

Hon. J. R. Smith: To my knowledge, the

hon. member hasn't visited the centre for

some time himself, and I wish he had in-

volved himself to put forward some positive

suggestions.

Mr. Roy: Hell, I live a mile from there.

I go there regularly.

Mr. Breithaupt: He once spent two years

less a day there.

Mr. Roy: I am on a day pass every time

I come down here.

Mr. Speaker: Any further questions?

AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE

Mr. Reid: Mr. Speaker, I have a question

for the Minister of Consumer and Commer-
c;ial Relations. In view of the amendments
that he is tabling today, does he not think

it's time that he proclaimed sections 366 and

367 of The Insurance Act in order to ensure

that people, particularly people in northern

Ontario, can first of all get insurance, with-

out having to go through the Superintendent
of Insurance to put pressure on the insurance

companies to provide that insurance and,

secondly, so that they can get insurance at

reasonable rates?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, the

proclamation of those sections might very
well have the effect it has had in Newfound-

land, and that would deprive people in
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northern Ontario of any insurance coverage.

We are dealing with the market problems
in the insurance industry, and I've said to

all hon. members if they know of anyone
who can't get insurance, please contact us

and we'll try to do everything possible.

As far as proclamation of the sections is

concerned, my understanding is there is a

select committee on company law which is

dealing with this matter at the present time.

They've had a few months of sittings and

they've travelled the world. I assume they

have some reconxmendations to make to us;

we'd be prepared to consider them when
thev come.

PETITIONS

Mr. Germa: Mr. Speaker, I would like to

present a petition addressed to the Lieuten-

ant Governer in Council and the Legislative

Assembly of Ontario. It's presented by the

external policy implementation comjnittee of

the Ontario Secondary School Teachers'

Feileration, which requests that the province
of Ontario withdraw from its agreement with

the federal government as it relates to the

Anti-Inflation Board legislation, I have aflBxed

my signature to the petition.

REPORTS

Hon. Mr. McKeough presented the report

of the Ontario Universities Capital Aid Cor-

poration financial statements and report on

the audit for the year ended March 31, 1976.

Hon. Mr. McKeough presented the report
of the Ontario Education Capital Aid Cor-

poration financial statements and report on

the audit for the year ended March 31, 1976.

Hon. Mr. McKeough presented the report
of the Ontario Municipal Improvement Cor-

poration financial statements and report on

the audit for the year ended March 31, 1976.

Hon. Mr. McKeough presented the report
of the Public Service Superannuation Fund
statement of fund and report on the audit

for the year ended March 31, 1976.

Hon. Mr. McKeough presented the report
of the Public Service Superannuation Adjust-
ment Fund financial statement and report on
the audit for the period from inception to

March 31, 1976.

Hon. Mr. Parrott presented the financial

report of Queen's University for the year
ended April 30, 1976.

Hon. Mr. Parrott presented the financial

report of Wilfrid Laurier University for the

year ended April 30, 1976.

Hon. Mr. Parrott presented the financial

report of Huron College for the year ended

April 30, 1976.

Hon. Mr. Parrott presented the financial

report of Ryerson Polytechnical Institute for

the year ended March 31, 1976.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell presented the annual

report of the Ministry of Energy for the year
ended March 31, 1976.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell presented the report on

the Ontario Energy Board, dated September

30, 1976, with respect to 1977 Ontario Hydro
rates, and letters to the Minister of Energy
from the chairman and president of Ontario

Hydro, dated October 19, 1976.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I understand that the

government House leader, with his col-

leagues, the House leaders of the two oppo-
sition parties, has arranged for a discussion

of this report and these letters on Monday
afternoon next.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes presented a report on

his ministry's second survey of the rental

markets in Ontario, carried out in August.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Surveys were carried

out in the cities of Toronto, Ottawa, King-

ston, London, St. Catharines, Sault Ste.

Marie, Sudbury and Thunder Bay. Copies
of the report will be sent to the mail boxes

of individual members.

Mr. Gregory from the select committee on

highway transportation of goods presented

the committee's report which was read as

follows and adopted:

Your committee recommends that the time

for presenting its final report be extended

from December 31, 1976, to February 28,

1977.

Mr. Gregory from the select committee on

highway transportation of goods presented

the committee's interim report.

Mr. Gregory: Mr. Speaker, the terms of

reference and the time limits assigned by
the Legislative Assembly to this select com-

mittee posed a substantial challenge to

members and stafiF. The members of the com-

mittee approached the task with vigour and

a sense of purpose that enabled them to

complete their work both on time and with

unanimity. I congratulate the members for

their ability to work well together and
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thank them for making the position of chair-

man a very rewarding experience.

The committee is fortunate to have an

outstanding staff. It is because of the work
of Mr. Max Rapoport, QC, committee counsel,
Mr. Brian Caldwell, research director, and
Miss Gail Roberts, secretary, that the com-
mittee was able to cope with such a com-

plex subject. Their diligence and high level

of work made it possible for the committee
to hold so many of its hearings outside the

Toronto area. David Callfas, assistant clerk

of the Legislative Assembly assumed enorm-
ous responsibilities in not only scheduling the

many hearings across the province but also

has taken care of the physical arrangements
for the committee.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry presented the report
of the statutory powers procedure rules com-
mittee for the year ending May, 1976.

MOTIONS

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved that the
Treasurer of Ontario be authorized to pay
the salaries of the civil servants and other

necessary payments pending the voting of

supply for the period commencing November
1, 1976, such payments to be charged to the

proper appropriations following the voting
of supply.

Mr. Breithaupt: I understood from my
earlier discussions, at least with the House
leader that motion was to have a two-month
term on it, but I understand that that is not
in the motion at this point?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: It couldn't matter
less to me. It's my understanding that the

estimates will be completed, presumably, in

a month's time and we will be putting the
final supply bill. If the member wants to put
a time limit on it for December 31 it's fine

with me. It would be my hope that we would
have wound up that matter for this year
by then in any case. So it doesn't matter.

Mr. Breithaupt: My only further comment,
Mr. Speaker, was to that effect—that of

course pursuant to the rule I believe the 75
days for estimates is completed some time
in early December in any case. So that we
would have no objection to the motion pass-
ing on that term.

Ms. Bryden: I wanted to make a few fur-

ther comments on this motion. I certainly
think there should be a time limit on it so

that we know what we are voting and when
it will expire. I would assume that the estim-

ates will be dealt with before we rise some
time in December.

But I also wanted to state that we on
this side are somewhat reluctant to support
a motion which is based on estimates, which
in our opinion recognize wrong priorities.

During the discussion of the estimates that

have come before the Legislature or the

committees so far we have made clear where
our priorities differ from the government's.
For example, we question the $23.6 million

in the Housing estimates for payment of

home buyer grants, which will bring the

total for this programme up to almost $110
million. We question the whole purpose of

this give-away programme. Subsequent de-

velopments have indicated that it was so

badly designed and so badly administered

that a substantial proportion of these funds

voted by the House went to purchasers of

houses over $100,000 and substantial

amounts to people who cheated by signing
fraudulent statements about previous home
ownership.

[3:45]

We're reluctant to vote for funds for this

kind of programme and we regret that the

funds did not go to provide affordable

housing.

We also question the continuing expendi-
ture of millions of dollars on the so-called

super ministries and ministers without port-

folio. The current year's estimates for these

programmes amount to over $6 million. This

sum might have been used to bring a much
needed increase to persons on social assist-

ance who have not had an increase for over

a year despite increases in the cost of living;

people who are mainly sick disabled, elderly

and unable to work. I could go on and out-

line many other areas where our priorities

differ, but we have already done this in the

discussions on the estimates and will con-

tinue to do so.

But we also have considerable doubt about

supporting a supply motion to a government
A^hich spent $877 million over the main
estimates last year, and which in the first

six months of the current fiscal year has

spending over-runs totalling $139 million.

Most of it is in the field of health, which
the minister has consistently failed to bring
under control due to lack of planning and
failure to limit the over-use of active treat-

ment beds and private profit making labs and
of unnecessary surgical procedures.

Significant over-runs are also apparent for

this year in the justice policy field totalling

$35 million. This would seem to indicate
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the failure of this government to develop

adequate crime prevention programmes. It

seems to be able to find money for increases

in judges' salaries but none for raising juror's

fees from the miserable $10 a day which

they are now getting.

The drop of $36 million in the amount
allocated in the budget for housing invest-

ment is a further indication of policy failure

which seems to be the chief way in which

over-runs are being offset in order to keep
the-

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

member for London Centre has a point of

order.

Mr. Peterson: On a point of order, it is

my understanding of the rules that these

estimates have already passed and they are

not germane or relevant to this particular

matter of housing the member is talking

about. My understanding of the rules is that

this is not the opportunity or the time for

discussion in this particular area in the House
at this time. If the member wants to talk

about issues of that nature it is only those

estimates that have not been passed as of

this time.

Mr. Speaker: As I understand it, the hon.

member is oudining, but not debating in

detail, the reasons why they are not in

favour of extending the right to pay salaries

of civil servants and other necessary pay-
ments. As long as you stick to something

very brief, just to illustrate but not debate

the reasons, then it would be in order.

Mr. Peterson: The estimates in Housing
have already passed. It is irrelevant what she

has to say about it now.

Mr. Speaker: I think if the hon. member
will confine her remarks to just summarizing
the reasons—something like a debate on third

reading of bills—then it's in order.

Ms. Bryden: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I

am simply referring to the housing under-

runs that came out in the six months report—
which is a sort of progress report on the

government's spending to date. I am not

discussing the estimates. I am saying that

they are $35 million under what was in the

budget which seems to be the way they are

making up for the over-run in other areas

in order to keep the cash needs down.

I have only mentioned a few areas where
the government's management of the finances

seem to indicate a failure to appreciate that

the fiscal situation has to be brought under
better control. These over-runs, which the

Legislature does not vote for until long after

the event, must be controlled. Despite these

rather serious misgivings about the govern-
ment's ability to manage its finances and to

manage the funds which we vote for it, we
are intending to support this motion for in-

terim supply. We know that if we didn't

do it, the civil servants would not be paid,
the roads would not be maintained and we
would have to revert to government by man-

agement board order which does not allow

us to vote the funds in advance. We only
find out about them several months after

the orders are issued. We prefer to retain

the right to vote supply prior to spending.
We intend, though, to continue our criticism

of the priorities and we look to the day
when we can actually implement our pri-

orities through these votes.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, altliough

this seems to be well in advance, it might
help members in making their plans for next

month.

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that notwithstand-

ing any previous order, the House will meet
on Wednesday, November 10, at 2 p.m., and
when it adjourns that day, the House will

stand adjourned until Monday, November 15.

Motion agreed to.

MUNICIPAL AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading
of Bill 149, An Act to amend The Municipal
Act.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I have
a number of amendments to The Municipal
Act to present to the House. Most are aimed
at seeing that more local government deci-

sions may be carried through at the com-

munity level. In this respect we propose the

removal of several provisions regarding min-

isterial and municipal board approval to

by-laws. We are also proposing to lift certain

provisions requiring a two-thirds or three-

quarters vote of council. Municipalities should

be able to handle things as other governments
do with a simple majority vote. I am not

sure that my staff knew the significance of

that particular phrase when they wrote it.

Of considerable interest will be the amend-
ment which permits a separation of the tax
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bill. This authorizes municipalities, if they

wish, to send out one tax bill for school

taxes and a separate bill for all other taxes

the municipality is required to collect. This

will aid accountability, assisting the taxpayer
to know where his money is going.

Another amendment authorizes municipali-
ties to enact a municipal code. This is

optional but it should make it easier for

new councils, as well as the public, to know
the existing state of the various municipal

by-laws.

I am also proposing to give the munici-

palities the option to do what they did before

in respect to overdue taxes. At present mu-

nicipalities are entitled to charge up to 12

per cent per annum on tax arrears. We are

inserting the option of one per cent per

month, which was the prior situation.

REGIONAL MUNICIPALITIES
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading
of Bill 150, An Act to amend the Regional
Municipalities Act, 1976.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, the

amendments to this bill duplicate, to some
extent, the amendments for the Municipal
Act with a few additions to allow for greater
freedom of administrative action. Two amend-
ments are related to certain requests from

specified regions, namely, York and Durham.

COUNTY OF OXFORD
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading
of Bill 153, An Act to amend the County of

Oxford Act, 1974.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, this

bill brings the County of Oxford into line

with the policies adopted and proposed for

restructured municipalities generally.

MUNICIPALITY OF SHUNIAH
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading
of Bill 154, An Act respecting the Munici-

pality of Shuniah Act.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, Shu-
niah is a municipality divided into two
wards. The original legislation contained the

unusual feature of requiring separate budgets
to be prepared for each ward. The amend-
ment in this bill was designed to streamline

the budgetary procedure and also clarify the

municipal designation of Shuniah.

Mr. Oassidy: Out with the cobwebs.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Don't you think

that's good?

Mr. Speaker: Introduction of bills.

DISTRICT MUNICIPALITY OF
MUSKOKA AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading
of Bill 151, An Act to amend the District

Municipahty of Muskoka Act.

Motion agreed to.

xMUNlCIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN
TORONTO AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading
of Bill 152, An Act to amend the Munici-

pality of Metropolitan Toronto Act.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: This bill, Mr.

Speaker, is analogous to the Regional Mu-
nicipalities Act. The amendments are similar.

INSURANCE AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Handleman moved first reading
of Bill 155, An Act to amend the Insurance

Act.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Deans: Why don't you do something
about the rates? Small businesses are going
out of business because of high insurance

rates.

[4:00]

MOTOR VEHICLE ACCIDENT
CLAIMS AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Handleman moved first reading
of Bill 156, An Act to amend the Motor
Vehicle Accident Claims Act.

Motion agreed to.
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REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF
HAMILTON-WENTWORTH

AMENDiMENT ACT

Mr. Cunningham moved first reading of

Bill 157, An Act to amend the Regional
Municipality of Hamilton-Wentworth Act,

1973.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Cunningham: Mr, Speaker, this bill

would amend section 135(3) of Bill 155, An
Act to Create the Regional Municipality of

Hamilton-Wentworth, and would provide for

the election of members of the Public Util-

ities Commission and, hopefully, restore con-

fidence in the Public Utilities Commission in

mv town.

UNIFORM TIME ACT

Mr. Cassidy moved first reading of Bill

158, The Uniform Time Act, 1976.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Spe<aker, as in so many
other areas, the government proposes to turn

the clock back on the clock this weekend.
This bill provides for year round daylight

saving time in Ontario in order to conserve

energy, and also to provide more usable

hours of daylight in winter for the use and
recreation of children and adults, particu-

larly in urban areas.

Mr. Ruston: No respect for children get-

ting on buses, I can see that.

Mr. Cassidy: The bill is obviously con-

tentious. I think that the bill is particularly

appropriate in view of the great efforts be-

ing made by the government with the

launching of energy conservation week this

weekend at the time the clocks are due to

go back, and with the warnings by th? Min-
ister of Energy to people to conserve energ>',
in view of the excess lo«d that is introduced

by the reversion of standard time. So let the

clocks not fall back.

ADVERTISING AND SELLING
OF PERISHABLE STAPLES ACT

Mr. Grossman moved first reading of Bill

159, An Act respecting the Advertising and

Selling of Perishable Staples,

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Grossman: Mr. Speaker, this bill

would prohibit the advertising or selling of

perishable staples such as bread, rolls and

other bakery items, as loss leaders at below
cost prices.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, before the

orders of the day, I wish to table the answers

to questions 75, 117 and 119 standing on the

notice paper. (See appendix, page 4222.)

Mr. Speaker: Orders of the day.

OMBUDSMAN SELECT
COMMITTEE REPORT

Consideration of the first report of the

select committee on the Ombudsman.

Mr. Speaker: Does the hon. member for

Riverdale wish to lead o£F on this? Thank

you,

Mr. Renwick: I have a few laconic com-
ments to make on the report. I think in a

very real sense the report speaks very much
for itself. But I thought I should draw to

the attention of the House the particular

matters which may require some action by
the House and some decisions with respect
to them.

The report deals with a number o^ general
matters and also, of course, deals with the

unresolved impasse which arose between the

government and the Ombudsman with respect

to the North Pickering project. I want to

leave my very brief comments on that matter

to the end.

The first matter I want to deal with is that

the select committee on the Ombudsman
which sat under the chairmanship of the

member for Wilson Heights (Mr, Singer),

made a recommendation that there should

be a permanent committee of the Legislature
established to review the reports of the

Ombudsman as they become available from

time to time and the estimates of the Om-
budsman. It would appear that this com-
mittee which was established in July by this

House, the select committee on the Om-
budsman to which this is the first report, is

that permanent committee. Because of that

there are two matters which I want to com-
ment about.

The first one is that we recommend in the

report that the terms of reference of the

committee be enlarged to include the formula-

tion, from time to time as the committee

deems necessary, pursuant to section 16.1

of The Ombudsman Act, 1975, general rules

for the guidance of the Ombudsman in the

exercise of his functions under The Ombuds-
man's Act. I would hope that the House, for

the reasons set forth in the report leading up
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to that recommendation, would agree at an

appropriate time that the terms of reference

of the select committee be so amended. The
reason is obvious. The statute requires it

and there is no such committee yet estab-

lished; and it was recommended by the first

select committee on the Ombudsman, com-

monly known as the Singer committee.

The second matter, that is the question
with respect to whether or not the additional

term of reference of the committee should
deal with the estimates of the Ombudsman,
is one which the committee has not as yet
taken any position on and it offers no opinion
about it. It is a matter which we undoubtedly
will take under advisement when the first

annual report of the Ombudsman comes
before the committee. This will likely be
either sometime later this year or in the early
part of next year.

I would draw your attention to the fact

that this particular report expresses no opinion
on that problem. We do recognize, of course,
the immense amount of time and the diffi-

culty which that whole question caused to the

assembly and to the committees of the

assembly earlier this year. We have stated

in the report that the committee is of the

opinion that it does not, at this time, have
sufficient information respecting this function
—that is whether or not we should be the
committee to deal with the estimates of the

Ombudsman, particularly in view of this com-
mittee's ongoing responsibilities in other
areas. Accordingly, the report offers no
opinion and makes no recommendation on
the subject at this time.

The other matter on which the committee
had occasion to rule was the long delayed
and vexing question of whether or not the
committee's proceedings should be open to

audio-visual coverage by the media. After

correspondence between myself and the

Speaker, and other considerations which en-
tered into the matter, the committee ruled
that access to the press gallery members for

audio-visual coverage by radio and television

and still photography is permitted, and the
rules which have applied in these proceed-
ings to the print media will apply as well to

the radio and television media.

We made that decision, I think, in the

light of the wishes of the assepibly about
the matter and certainly after consultation

with Mr. Speaker. There are some problems
about it but we believe that the problems
are not sufficiently real when balanced

against the need for adequate coverage of

those proceedings to rule out audio-visual

coverage. We recommend in the report that

all necessary steps be taken by this assembly,
or by whatever the appropriate committee of

the assembly is, to formalize this extension

of coverage so that it will be clarified for

all of the committees of the assembly.

We believe that is consistent with the

recommendations in the Camp commission

report and also with respect to the resolution

which has already been made about that

problem in connection with the coverage of

the proceedings in this assembly itself.

Turning now, if I may, to the North Pick-

ering dispute, I think it is fair to say that

we had, during the course of the hearings,
the co-operation of all persons who were
called before it or had occasion to be in-

volved in these proceedings. I think on be-

half of all the members of the committee
I'd like to express my appreciation for that

co-operation. I want to say specifically, with-

out particularizing everyone who appeared
before us, I think it is proper to say that the

Ombudsman himself co-operated fully with
the committee and the Minister of Housing
co-operated fully with the committee.

I think the committee was firm and totally

unanimous on the one proposition and that

was that the select committee on the

Ombudsman was not the proper forum at any
occasion to deal on a one-to-one basis with
the 44 cases that were in dispute between
the Ombudsman and the Minister of Housing
(Mr. Rhodes). It did not seem appropriate
that a select committee of this assembly
should take upon itself what was in the

nature of a judicial decision on relative

merits between the negotiators for the Min-

istry of Housing and the particular land-

owner as to what that decision should be.

And I think it's fair to say that the members
of the committee were unanimous and solid

throughout the hearings that if that one-on-
one operation had to take place at any time,
a select committee of the assembly was not
an appropriate body to do that.

In addition to that of course, we all

realized that life was far too short for us to

be engaged in that kind of a lengthy under-

taking and we were quite prepared to stand
united against any pressure brought on us
that we should take it upon ourselves to

make that kind of assessment.

I think in my own particular view, rights
and responsibilities and duties between citi-

zens are best decided in the courts and not
in a forum such as that of the select commit-
tee the purpose of which is entirely different.

Within that framework, I think it is rea-

sonable to say that we maintained a con-
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sistent pressure on the Minister of Housing
and on the Ombudsman, if I may use that

in its best sense. The committee met regu-

larly and diligently. The committee clearly

indicated to both the Minister of Housing

and to the Ombudsman that we were intent,

regardless of the obstacles or hurdles which

might appear before us, on doing the work

which this assembly required of us, namely to

review that report and report back to the

assembly on it.

And in that basic sense of urgency which

the committee brought to the problem with

which it was confronted, and the need for a

speedy solution of it ,we had of course the

immense and continuing support of the

counsel for the committee, Mr. John Bell,

and of both the first clerk of the committee

and the present clerk of the committee.

[4.15]

In the working out of the meetings of the

committee at about the end of September, it

became relatively clear to all of us, and every-

one responded to the situation, that in a

sense the committee provided the forum for

keeping the Ombudsman and the Minister

of Housing in close and continuous contact.

I think it is also fair to say that the catalyst

which precipitated the solution to the prob-
lem was an action, a motion, brought in the

Supreme Court of Ontario, returnable in the

divisional court, on behalf of five of the

negotiators.

I think that perhaps that occasion to

precipitate the kind of agreement which was

reached between the Minister of Housing and

the Ombudsman was bound to come at some

point in time. I think it is also proper to

say that it was that particular event which

precipitated the opportunity for the Minister

of Housing and the Ombudsman to meet to-

gether to try to resolve the jnatters before

us. The member for Quinte gave the final

nudge to them when he suggested that they

should perhaps have luncheon together and

from there on in the Minister of Housing and
the Ombudsman met privately themselves

and then with members of their staff on an

almost continuous basis until they reached

an agreement on the direction of the com-

mittee.

They then returned to the committee and
we met in camera at the request of both the

Minister of Housing and the Opibudsman to

discuss the agreement. We thoroughly can-

vassed the agreement, not from the point of

view of remaking their agreement but to

make certain that it was the kind of agree-

ment which would draw the concurrence of

all members of the assembly, regardless of

party, in this House.

We took a considerable amount of time

to make certain also that there would be no

need, to the extent that it was possible for

us to do so, for enabling legislation in order

that the agreement could be implemented
because that would have meant further

delay.

It was our anxiety, and I am quite certain

it was shared by the Ombudsman and the

Minister of Housing, that sufficient time had

gone by, there had been enough delay in

the course of settling these outstanding mat-

ters of very deep emotional controversy

within the whole framework of the North

Pickering project, and that the sooner these

questions were settled, the better for every-

one. Again, within that framework of that

sense of urgency, we agreed in the agree-

ment reached between the Ombudsman and

the Minister of Housing and we urged that

it be implemented promptly and immediately

in order to cut down any fui'ther delay which

was in many people's minds, already inter-

minable.

1 want to to say that our recommendation,

for which we ask the concurrence of the

assembly, is to give effect to this agreement,

that is, the agreement between the Ombuds-
man and the Minister of Housing.

This committee recommends that the

legislative assembly approve in every re-

spect the agreement reached between the

Ombudsman and the Minister of Housing.

This committee further recommends that

the commission to be appointed under The
Public Inquiries Act, 1971, be appointed
forthwith with terms of reference substan-

tially in accord with the agreement be-

tween the Minister of Housing and the

Ombudsman.

With respect to the statement of issues

as adopted by this committee and repro-

duced earlier in this part of the report,

the committee is of the opinion that the

mquiry which will be conducted under The
Public Inquiries Act, 1971, with the agreed
terms of reference and the hearings by the

Ombudsman's office, pursuant to section

22 of The Ombudsman's Act, 1975, will

both involve areas of inquiry wherein those

issues will be fully investigated, examined

and thoroughly reported upon.

I wish to say that recommendation is the

unanimous recommendation of the commit-

tee without even any mental reservations,

so far as anyone could determine, on the
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part of any member of the committee. I think

it is within that spirit that the committee
concluded its deliberations with respect to

the North Pickering project.

I was pleased to note that the Premier

(Mr. Davis) announced the appointment of

that commission on the day that this session

of the assembly reconvened. I think it was

very important that that commission be ap-

pointed before this report was a matter of

discussion in the assembly; otherwise the

debate might very well have been confusing
to say the least.

The commission that has been appointed—
and I have not seen the exact terms of refer-

ence of the commission, but I assume they
are in accordance with the recommendations
of the select committee on the Ombudsman
which I've just quoted verbatim from the

report—is to be composed of the hon. J. F.

Donnelly, a former judge of the Supreme
Court of Ontario; Mr. Roy Grant, who is

vice-chairman of the Ontario Land Com-
pensation Board; and Mr. G. P. Marriott,
who is also a member of that board.

Perhaps I might be permitted a minor

parenthesis about our report. If I had to do
it over again, I think I perhaps would have

urged the members of the committee to have

suggested that some consultation would have
taken place between the members of the

committee, perhaps the Attorney General

(Mr. McMurtry) and perhaps with the Om-
budsman, on the selection of that panel. I

want to close that parenthesis With the simple
statement that that in no way, in my judge-
ment, is to be taken as reflecting in any way
upon those persons who were appointed.
However, in the delightful glow of after-

thought, I would believe that the appearance
would have been somewhat better had there

been some consultation through this com-
mittee, with the government and with the

Ombudsman on those appointments.

I am certain the commission that has been
appointed will carry out the repsonsibilities
which are imposed upon it in accordance
with the Act and for the purpose of achiev-

ing the resolution of the very deep-seated
emotional problems, let alone legal contro-

versies, which arose in the process of the

development of the North Pickering project.

Basically, the decision-making processes
are in two parts. Twenty-eight of the cases
—that's 12 cases which, in the hearings of the

committee, had been disputed by the Minister
of Housing, together with an additional 16
cases in which the five negotiators who had
placed the motion in the divisional court-
are to be dealt with by the commission under

The Public Inquiries Act, which of course
will be in public in accordance with the

requirements of that Act and will deal with
the substance of the controversy between
the particular land owners and the Ministry
of Housing and those agents and employees
acting for it.

I think it bears comment, as stated in the

agreement between the Minister of Housing
and the Ombudsman, that the commission is

to be set up by order in council.

The commission so appointed will be

empowered to consider in the first instance

the overall merits of the claims for addi-

tional compensation of the former land

owners. [Which in this case is the 28 land

owners to whom I have referred.] In mak-

ing this determination the commission shall

be empowered to take into account all the

circumstances of each particular case in-

cluding, but without limitation, any mis-

leading statements, inadequate appraisals or

misunderstandings based upon reasonable

grounds in the circumstances of the par-
ticular case.

In addition to that, the commission "shall

determine what allegations of misconduct
are made against the five applicants to the

motion presently before the divisional court

in the report of the Ombudsman and whether

they are justified."

Then, after those detenninations, they will

be entided to fix the additional mode of com-

pensation to be paid, if any, in accordance

with the terms as further set out in the report.

I think it is important for the House to

recognize that that commission will deal with

those 28 cases. I think it is the anticipation of

all the members of the committee that that

form of public inquiry will permit all of the

issues which have caused so much deep con-

cern in the North Pickering project, which

were investigated by the Ombudsman, to be

fully aired and I hope resolved in the report

that will be made in due course by that

commission published under the Public In-

quiries Act.

The remainder of the 44 cases, together

with additional cases, which at October 1

aggregated in total I believe about 71 cases,

will go before the Ombudsman on an in-

dividual basis to be dealt with by tiie

Ombudsman's ofiice under oath in an ad-

versarial situation but in camera. I think it's

fitting that they should be in camera, those

71 cases, and any others which may have

come in since that time. The Ombudsman's
ofiice will determine—whether or not by
reason of any misunderstandings or any of
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the other, in the broad sense of that term

"misunderstandings" misrepresentations—other

concerns which may have caused these con-

troversies to arise; in each particular case

the Ombudsman's office will make the deci-

sion. The Minister of Housing has agreed
that in those 71 cases, plus any of the addi-

tional ones, that he, the Minister of Housing,
will accept the decision of the Ombudsman's
office in those cases and will then proceed
automatically to refer those cases to the

Land Compensation Board for determination

of the additional compensation, if any, which

may result from the consideration of those

cases by the Ombudsman's office.

I spoke with the Ombudsman yesterday
in connection with his annual report which
is in process. His first annual report, I under-

stand, will be presented if all goes well to

Mr. Speaker and automatically thereby re-

ferred to this select committee some time

before the end of this session. I would

expect from what he said that it will be some
time in late November. My anticipation
would be that at the turn of the year, the

committee will reconvene for the purpose of

considering the first annual report of the

Ombudsman. I think with the experience of

the North Pickering project, with the ex-

perience of review of the first annual report
of the Ombudsman, this committee will be
in an informed position to be able to make
intelligent and intelligible recommendations
to the assembly with respect to the whole
area of the institution of the Ombudsman's
office and its relationship to the parliamentary
process as we know it.

The member for St. Andrew-St. Patrick

(Mr. Grossman), being the vice-chairman of
the committee, and myself, had the privilege
of meeting briefly while we were in England
on other business with the chairman of the
select committee of the House of Commons
in the United Kingdom to discuss some of

the problems and also to establish a very
necessary relationship with that chairman,
which I think will' be of mutual benefit.

It may be interesting for the House to

know that while it's not a matter of imme-
diate concern to this assembly—and I sup-
pose by the time it comes around few of us
will be around—but one of the concerns they
felt very strongly about was that the first

Ombudsman appointed in the United King-
dom—he is actually called a parliamentary
commissioner—retired from office and the

government, unilaterally without any consul-

tation, appointed the successor. There was
no criticism of the choice of the successor
but certainly the select committee in the
Um't^d Kingdom and the House of Commons

felt that it would have been advisable and

strongly urged that in the future any ap-
pointment of a successor in the important
office of the Ombudsman should be after

consultation, not any veto of course, with the

select committee on the Parliamentary Com-
missioner in the United Kingdom. At some
point in the future someone may want to

raise in the assembly that very question but

that's a long way off and it's not a matter

of immediate concern.

[4:30]

I may also say that three members of the

committee and counsel for the committee
attended the first international conference of

Ombudsmen. Those were the member for

Hamilton Centre (Mr. Davison), the member
for Quinte (Mr. O'Neil) and the member for

Essex North (Mr. Ruston), together with

counsel for the committee. They attended

the first international conference of Ombuds-
men in Edmonton. They had an opportunity
to meet with the delegations from all of the

countries in the world which attended that

particular conference and I think those con-

nections or relationships will prove of im-

mense value to the committee in its ongoing
work.

Specffically, and I think this is perhaps a

suitable place for me to close my remarks,
the Ombudsman in Alberta has now been
in office for some 10 years. They are con-

ducting—a special committee of the assem-

bly is engaged in receiving public representa-

tions with respect to the office of the Om-
budsman. As their Act is so much the same

as ours counsel for the committee has made

arrangements with that committee in Alberta

to let us have the submissions which are

made to the committee in Alberta to see

whether or not we can perhaps have the

benefit of their 10 years' experience and

not, in our own case, have to wait 10 years

before we have such a public review to deal

with any anomalies or concerns that the

public may have with respect to the func-

tion of the Ombudsman.

With those brief remarks I am pleased to

have had the opportunity to chair the com-

mittee, I am surprised that the committee

endfed up with the unanimous result and I

am delighted to think, in anticipation, that

the report will receive the unanimous en-

dorsation of the House and our recommenda-
tions which need to be implemented will be

implemented.

Mr. Ruston: The chairman of the com-

mittee very ably explained the general con-
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sensus of our report and I'm sure I wouldn't

want to belabour it.

This report, being the first one that the

Ombudsman brought in—it may be bad in

one way and good in another that we
learned in a hurry something about the Om-
budsman and his operations. When his first

major recommendation came in and was not

accepted by the Minister of Housing nor

by the Premier then, of course, it was laid

in the lap of the Legislature and delegated
to the committee.

It so happened, from what I can gather,
this is about the first time in the world that

an Ombudsman has run across a similar

situation. As mentioned by the previous

speaker, some of us had the opportunity to

attend the first world conference of Om-
budsmen in Edmonton. Speaking with a

number of the Ombudsmen from Sweden,
Australia, Quebec, New Brunswick, Alberta,

gave us a real opportunity to speak in per-

son with some of these people and find out

how they operate.

What was going on in Ontario was quite

a surprise to the whole conference and it

was seen as trying to break in another new
road as to how the operations of the Om-
budsman would be carried out. In most

cases as far as we can understand, the rec-

ommendations in the Ombudsman's report
have been accepted by the government, the

ministry or whatever the case might be.

We were faced with something on which
we had to more or less try and receive as

much information as we could and still try

to keep it within the realm of a committee

of this Legislature. And, as the previous

speaker mentioned, we didn't want to get

into the adversary system of a court and so

forth, because that really isn't the function

of a select commitee. We didn't have too

much opportunity to find that type of in-

formation from the World Conference of

Ombudsmen because this type of confronta-

tion, I guess you would call it, was more or

less something new.

I have a feeling myself—and not to get
mto the details of it, because I realize that

now the resolving of the matter is before a

commission. Also other matters left in abey-
ance are going to the Ombudsman imder a

different section of the Act, so I don't want
to get into the detail of it.

What concerns me is that here we have
the first report of the Ombudsman of On-
tario and the rejection of it by the ministry.
It went its full course around and ended

up with the committee. Then the minister

was called in and he made a reply to us.

Over the period of our hearings I think he

made three major representations, some of

them took an hour and a half each—60-page
presentations on a couple of occasions.

But what concerns me as a layman, and

not as a legal person, is that it seems to me
that the first report of the Ombudsman
should have been looked at more carefully

by the minister, and maybe the items that

he brought out to us should have been

brought out to the Ombudsman at the time.

That's hindsight, of course, but on the other

hand I think that in order to try and make
the system work maybe we could find some

criticism there on how it came about and

why it was sent to us. If there had been a

little more flexibility on behalf of the min-

ister in taking the report, looking it over

and coming back to the Ombudsman with

his recommendations or his findings, perhaps
the Ombudsman may then have taken a new
look at what he had and maybe the problem
would have been resolved without coming
the full route that it took.

Another thing; wdth the new Act as we

go along maybe we are going to see flaws

in the statute. One section of concern to

me is section 19(3): The Ombudsman
"shall give to that organization or person

an opportunity to make representations re-

specting the adverse report or recommenda-

tions, either personally or by counsel."

In looking over the Alberta bill, under their

section 26 they say that the Ombudsman
must give the department, oflBcer, member,

employee, person or group of persons an op-

portunity to know the nature of the opinion

or comment that he's going to make.

I figure that our part of the Act, section

19(3), is maybe not quite fuUy clarified.

There should be more clarification so that

anyone's name that may be mentioned in a

report of the Omudsman, whether it may be

some report of the way that an individual

in some ministry worked—when the Ombuds-

man may be making an adverse statement

as to how he did his work—then he should

be notified by the Ombudsman that he's

going to bring this into the report. This is,

of course, what caused the five people to

make representation to the divisional court,

because they were making the representation

that they were not notified.

Not being trained in legal technicalities,

I look at section 19(3) and feel that if the

minister was notified, wouldn't in fact all

people under his ministry be notified? Well,

some of them work under contract and a

number are regular dvil servants, so to be
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fair, I suppose, maybe we should enlarge

that section at a future date to see that any-

one who may be affected adversely would

be notified and have an opportunity to

present their side of the story to the Om-
budsman before the report comes out. That's

an area, I think, we will probably have to

consider in the future.

It's been a learning process. I think we're

all looking forward to seeing what the com-

mission will find when they go through the

number of cases that they have as well as

the number of cases that the Ombudsman
Will be dealing with under oath and in

camera. As far as the report and the things

in general leading up to the report and the

whole realm of the North Pickering project

you could talk for an hour or two on how it

started and the problems that went along

with it. You make a statement in the House,

say, that you're going to build a new towai

someplace and of course, then everything

changes around that area.

There are rumours flying; there are reports

coming out. Ministers change from one min-

istry to another and there's no continuity

of the same thinking and so forth. This all

adds to the whole conundrum of a major

project. I don't think this is the time to get

into that because our recommendation is that

these things be referred to a commission and

back to the Ombudsman. I think that should

be held at a later date. I'm sure that with

the amount of evidence that was presented
to the committee by the Minister of Housing
on his statements and the Ombudsman and

other information that we had access to, it's

very interesting. I'm looking forward at a

future date to probably going into detail on

the whole planning process and the an-

nouncement of a major new town near a

proposed major airport.

These are all things that I think we should

not be discussing at this time because I

wouldn't want to in any way jeopardize any-

thing that may go before this commission. I

just want to say that I'm happy that we came

up with a good arrangement. I think that

when the member for Quinte mentioned

about the Minister of Housing and the

Ombudsman having lunch together, it re-

minds me of when you have a problem with

a constituent in the riding. You may find

that by going out to the house and sitting

across the kitchen table from him, you re-

solve more problems or allay fears that he

has. Many things may be resolved in that

type of atmosphere. I think that's what
assisted some in this where the pressure had
been on the Ombudsman and the Minister of

Housing. We feel that that, no doubt, helped
them to come to an agreement on their

differences.

Mr. Godfrey: I can heartily endorse the

recommendations of the committee and ex-

press confidence in the work of the Om-
budsman and others who have participated
in this function. I can certainly agree to the

urgency with regard to settling the problems
associated with the 44 people who have been
under considerable duress with regard to

financial matters.

However, I am a little concerned at my
colleague, and I am sure he will take me
in good faith, I am concerned about state-

ments that life is too short to really go deeply
into these matters in the select committee.

And I express a certain amount of disappoint-
ment that we have now been given a hoist to

what should have come out at that par-
ticular time. Realizing the wisdom of not

becoming involved on an individual basis

with any of the 44 people who were involved,

I think there were other matters in the report
which could have been explored more exten-

sively.

Part of this concern is borne out by the

fact that on page 10, subsection 2, it points

out: "The Ombudsman will re-open the in-

vestigation into the merits of the balance of

the 44 cases and in all of these cases and

any new cases coming before the Ombuds-

man, the Ombudsman—" and so on. I am
concerned there, because there does seem to

be slightly different shading and I'm sure

it was unintentional on the part of the com-
mittee as we already have assurances from

the committee that they are very well alerted

to what should happen when the Ombudsman
does meet these 71 further applicants and

others who most likely will appear.

[4:45]

I would call your attention to page 9

where, in setting up the rules for the com-
mission which will act, it says:

All circumstances of each particular case,

including but without limitation, any mis-

leading statement, inadequate appraisals or

misunderstandings based upon reasonable

grounds in the circumstances of the par-

ticular case.

Certainly this clause does not limit the

Ombudsman from looking into such matters

and it is possible that his terms of reference

would include those matters but I am con-

cerned that the committee did not see fit to

emphasize that in those particular areas. Why
am I concerned? Because I do not believe
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that consideration of 44 cases will bring out

all of the issues which are on hand. If they
are brought out it will be in a different light.

The 44 people who will appear before the

special commission will be those who are

seeking money and when one is seeking

money, one's motives take on a different

implication.

On the other hand, many of the others

will come before the commission not seeking

money; they will come before it, and I agree
to this, to speak to an emotional problem. I

agree with the select committee that this

was a highly emotional problem and I am
glad they realize that. After saying it is

emotional it is not sufficient to say, "We will

now become legalistic. We will now go about
our business and disregard these emotions."

I would remind all of us in this House that
the people in this province are emotional

people. They have certain beliefs; they have
certain faiths, if you like, in equity and in

justice. That is why they become emotional,
and highly emotional, when it seems that the
natural processes of justice are being ignored.

Indeed, I think it will come as a bit of a
shock to them to realize that a Supreme
Court action is what forced the resolution of
this problem. It was a problem that to them
was a highly personal problem. It had been
investigated by the Ombudsman, with a
committee which was thundering along, in-

vestigating, etc., then, suddenly, on the' ap-
pearance of a motion against the Ombuds-
man, somebody went out to lunch and the
problem was solved.

That seems to me a small travesty of the
way justice should work. Surely, we should
be able to do this without pressure being
exerted upon an ombudsman or anybody else
to get a resolution to the problem.

My concern, therefore, is that the Ombuds-
man will continue to pursue aggressively
what went on in the North Pickering busi-
ness because it was an emotional thing. For
the first time in the province a large number
of people feel, and felt, that they were done
badly by and they looked to the Ombudsman
and continue to look to him for redress not
of money-of justice, of an evaluation of
what went on.

The Ombudsman has already referred to
that. If I may refer members to his report,
on page 90 he points out, "We anticipate
that following the course of action that has
been recommended will create a substantial
increase in the work load of the Land Com-
pensation Board and would recopimend" etc.

There he's talking about the money thing

and he goes on to talk about, "The actions

of the officials and agents of the Ministry of

Housing were unreasonable, unjust and op-

pressive."

I don't think these matters have been ad-

dressed by the select committee in the full-

ness which they deserve. I'm sure when this

new action goes forward with the Ombuds-
man they will have a full hearing but that

full hearing must not be based upon the fact

that the applicants who come for the hearing
are seeking money. I reinforce once again—
they are seeking rectification of an ill that

was done to them and in being done to

them, is being done to the people of this

province because it was done by a govern-
ment agency.

I would point out that the whole North

Pickering project created the most terrible

air of distrust, a climate of distrust which
is still present in that area. When we have
citizens who distrust the government, we
cannot have good citizen participation.

I would point out that the Ombudsman,
in looking at this in the future, aside from

the 44 people who want jnore money, must

address himself to correcting that air of di'^-

trust. This distrust is founded very largely

on very real emotional inner things that go
with the people who live in that area. They
have distrust because their social community
was torn apart, their churches were dismem-
bered. Their communities—Whitevale, Cedar
Grove Martin subdivision and others—were

shattered and remain in that situation today.

You wonder why it is an emotional issue.

Yet there has still been no redress made.

For example, hay is stolen—900 acres of

hay was stolen from a farmer's barn. What's

happened to our community? That could

never happen in a farming community at any
other time. But when you have a bunch of

strangers coming in, who knows what is

going on. There is nobody there to protect

Bill's property next door when he is away.
This is an index of the type of distrust they
have because they know their community has

been rent asunder and will not be resumed

again until they get that trust back in gov-
ernment.

In addition to the social impact which

they suffered, there was the utter confusion

which attended the whole exercise, the limbo

living which 3,000 families were subjected
to and the inability to get answers. The
Ombudsman has referred to this and has

made recommendations that in the future

during this type of activity it should be the

responsibility of only one person from begin-

ning to end.
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But that doesn't help them. They live in

that atmosphere of confusion. Two years
after the announcement of the annex of

understanding—and I would say parenthetic-

ally, with regard to the debate earlier today
and the Reed matter and the small piece of

paper which has been signed, I would point
out to you this whole business began, the

airport and the North Pickering business on
an annex of understanding, a simple docu-
ment which had no real legal standing; in

the same manner the Reed business may
devolve to this as well.

It was hung in the official office where
information was given out to the citizens.

The map showing the area which was to be

expropriated or acquired was an RCE map
taped to a wall, an Army Survey Establish-

ment map, dated 1964. This was the official

document which was presented to people who
came into the office and asked for informa-
tion.

It was not only confusing, it was also once

again leading to an air of distrust in the

government. I am sure it will come out in

the future as one hysterical comedy situation.

Somebody phoned the Premier's office and
asked who was in charge and then was
passed successively through a series of minis-
ters who said: "Oh, Mr. White is in charge,"
or "Mr. so and so is in charge." Nobody
really knew, on several occasions, who was
really in charge of the North Pickering de-

velopment.

All of these things that happened were as
a result of big government-and it is a big
government, a tremendous government—in-
volved with these small people. Indeed, that
air of distrust that has come about is largely
on the basis of the big government not hav-
ing sufficient sensitivity.

I would hope truly that in future the
Oml^udsman will look at the misrepresenta-
tion to people. He has already referred to
it in his documents. On page 90 he pointed
out:

We have concluded that undue pressure,
the scare tactics and resort to like devices
in dealing with owners, many of whom are

unsophisticated in such matters, would
have left the agents of the project open
to criticism even if they were acting for

private developers.

I hope that we talk about that when we
talk about other than 44 people who feel

they want more money. I hope the Ombuds-
man will investigate to the fullest extent

when those people, who have no motive
other than justice, come before him.

In addition to misrepresentation to people,
there were also misrepresentations to groups
—the People or Planes group, the Whitevale
citizens group, the Christian group in that

particular area. Although they sat down with
the government they were never given the

exact truth of what was going on. I don't

think the government was trying to be sinis-

ter about this. I think it was simply because
the government itself didn't know what would
be the next step. On several occasions they
were told the expropriation notices would be

going out within the day, within the week
or what have you; and these never did appear
until some two years later.

Indeed, one of the things that caused much
of the distrust by the citizens were the so-

called Citizen Participation Groups for

which we paid some $60,000 of tax money.
These Citizen Participation Groups were set

up in order to get the people together so

they could discuss the future in the North

Pickering development. It was somewhat
akin to inviting you to a meeting to say do

you want to be drawn or quartered? That
was about the choice they had.

These citizen participation groups cause

more distress on the part of the people there,

because they did not feel that they were

being run in the best possible interest of the

people in the community. Indeed they were

part of a deliberate selling campaign on the

part of the government to do that.

Now all of these things are intangible. You
can talk about dollars and you can say a

house is worth a certain amount of money,
but I earnesdy plead—and I fault the select

committee for not looking at this more

deeply—that any further investigation into

this look into this matter. You cannot redress

people with money for insult in the past; but

you can ensure, by setting up a proper frame-

work, that it will never happen again.

I'm delighted to hear that the North

Pickering project has been an object lesson.

It's been a lesson for this government. I would
like to hear a little bit of sympathy oflFered

to the people who were the unwitting models
for this edification of ourselves. Thank you.

Mr. Grossman: Mr. Speaker, I may not be
able to keep my mind on my remarks. I can't

help it, sitting here behind such divergent

people as the member for Prince Edward-
Lennox (Mr. Taylor), with his friend the

member for Cornwall (Mr. Samis)—their dif-

fering philosophies, if not their hairlines, are

distracting me.

Interjections.
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Mr. Grossman: If I speak long enough it

may encourage him to stay. Even I can't

speak that long.

I did want to address a few remarks on
the subject of the North Pickering report. I

will get a copy of Hansard for today to

enshrine somewhere in my office the remarks
of the member for Durham West (Mr. God-

frey) about big government and all the prob-
lems were caused by big government. I think

I'll be reading them back to him on several

occasions later.

But I did want to deal with one of his re-

marks and that is that he's sorry the commit-
tee did not deal more directly—and forgive
me for not paraphrasing him not quite

exactly—with some of the emotional and
other problems from the people in North

Pickering. I think it's fair to say that all the

members of our committee well understood
that money could not assuage all the prob-
lems and emotional upsets which very many
of the people there may well have suffered.

But that wasn't really what the select com-
mittee on the Ombudsman was all about.

We still have some long sessions ahead of

us to determine exactly the procedtires to be
followed on these reports. What are we
really about? Are we to follow the mode
which is generally followed, I think in Eng-
land, of acting more as a public accounts

committee would operate, and that is to

assess the recommendation of the Ombuds-
man, assess the reaction of the government,
and comment upon those reactions as to

whether the government has offered up a

sufficiently acceptable explanation for not

following the recommendations of the Om-
budsman.

These are problems that still lie phead of

the committee. But I think it would be a

little unjust to the members of our committee
to suggest that we were not exhibiting any
empathy or an understanding of the prob-
lem involved. Indeed, it was really the in-

tense desire of all the members of the com-
mittee to see that justice was done in North

Pickering, notwithstanding what was termed
the "battle of the giants", notwithstanding
the reputations, or whatever, of the persons
involved directly, being the Ombudsman anr]

the Minister of Housing, to provide that

justice to the landowners and former land-

owners of North Pickering. It caused us to

get as deeply involved as we did and to

meet las often and as regularly as we did

and deal so intensely with the problems and
not to gloss over any of the problems as they
arose.

[5:00]

None of us, even we lawyers on the com-
mittee, wanted to get involved in some of

the legal gyrations that developed. But we
all felt a deep obligation to see that those
matters were adequately dealt with and
fairly dealt with in that very open and very
public forum, so that none of the landown-

ers, those present in the room and those not

present in the room, could go away saying
that we had advertently or inadvertently let

any hint of legal or legislative injustice

abound. As time developed, because of our

determination to see that this didn't happen,
we got deeper and deeper into some of these

legal problems but I think all of tiiat led

toward a determination to be consistent with
our earlier decision not to get into a one-on-

one. It led us down the path in any event
toward having a properly constituted set of

judicial persons or judicial-like persons deal

vvith the problems under oath and with

proper legal protections to see that justice

was done to those persons who are entitled

to more money, who are entitled to be com-

pensated as of a different date from the one

on which they decided to sell. I think the

members of the committee are satisfied that

justice in that sense will be done.

I have been concerned as things have

devoleped since the termination of the com-
mittee and indeed right up to the present
when the chairman of the committee—who.
by the way, did a very very capable and ex-

cellent job of handling the committee not-

withstanding the fact that his absence on one
of the key mornings was either a coincirlfr.ce

or a catalyst; we haven't decided which—
the chairman, the member for Riverdale

(Mr. Renwick), did comment that the cata-

lyst was the law suit launched by Mr.

Sopinka.

That may have been a catalvst in the

minds of some of the members of the com-

mittee, some members of the public anrl

press, and may have been a reason for ^h"

Ombudsman and/or the Minister of Housing
suddenly deciding to move toward some re-

conciliation of their differences. I felt barllv

about that because it has never been mv
opinion that the external intervention of that

law suit did anything but move up the ulti-

mate determination of the committee to have
the thing eventually go to a judicial inquiry.
That is, of course, my own personal judr^e-

ment, my own personal feeling, as the thing

developed.

I think my feeling developed that that

was what was going to happen because the

more we were there, the more we got into

matters relating to what happened in the

offices of the North Pickering project. The
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next step was going be what happened—
what the negotiators said and what happened
in the homes of North Pickering. That would
invite us to get into the one-on-one which
we so earnestly sought to avoid.

I could see a situation developing, par-
ticularh' in view of the substantial briefs sub-

mitted by both the Ombudsman and the

Minister of Housing, in which we were even-

tually going to say, "There's a pretty large

doubt raised both ways and we had better

let persons who are properly constituted deal

with the one-on-one situation."

That is, as I say, my own personal guess
as to where the committee was headed in

any event. I did feel that a close reading of

the transcripts would indicate that at least

on the face of the transcripts, while the

Sopinka motion certainly played a role in

determining which cases went where and it

certainly played a role in moving up or

shortening the deliberations of the committee,
I am really quite unhappy at the thought
that the public or landowners in North

Pickering—for whom we have gone to great

lengths to find a very special remedy—would
feel that ultimately it took a law suit launched

externally to pressure the Ombudsman and
the Minister of Housing finally to say, "Let's

get down to providing some justice and
immediate justice for the residents of North

Pickering."

I didn't sense that at the committee, I

felt that at the particular stage at which the

committee had arrived there were a lot of

questions being asked and a lot of difficulties

being raised on both sides. We were getting

\'ery much involved in the timing of the

minister's reactions and what role that

played. We were getting very much involved

in the question of notice under section 19 (3)

of The Ombudsman Act. These things were

playing a very important role, it seems to

me, and as the days went on the questions
continued to build up and build up. The more

questions that were created, the more ques-
tions we had in our minds, the larger our

task became and the more we were invited to

get into that one-on-one. I sensed, as I sat

there, that we were approaching the time,

at which Messrs. Rhodes and Maloney were

going to say, "We've got to find some way
to get out of this jackpot. We've got to find

some way to have justice determined on a

one-on-one situation by persons other than a

select committee of the Legislature." It was

my feeling, in any event, that that day was
close at hand.

I would have hoped that the parties in-

voh ed could have reached that determina-

tion prior to the launching of the lawsuit by
Sopinka, because I do think that all persons
involved have been put in a somewhat bad

light by the fact, in the public appearance,
that it was the Sopinka motion that finally

jerked everyone into action.

As I say, I can't speak for the Ombuds-
man or the Minister of Housing in saying that

was or was not the catalyst. I just wanted to

get on record in this House my feeling with

regard to where the committee was going
and the committee's very fervent desire to

see that those in North Pickering who were
and are entitled to more money and adequate

compensation do, in fact, get that compensa-
tion.

I don't think anyone could suggest that

there was anyone sitting around that table,

including all the parties and all the members
of the committee, who was there to do any-

thing but see that justice was arrived at for

those residents in as quick and reasonable

and fair a fashion as possible. I think that

would have developed regardless of what

John Sopinka or anyone else did in the courts

quite outside of this Legislature.

I did want to say that I think the members
of the Legislature should be aware that the

committee did discuss inviting the members

to communicate individually with the com-

mittee on the blueprint and the annual report

of the office of the Ombudsman. I think it's

important that the members of the assembly

should be aware as early as possible that the

committee, very unanimously, is intending to

invite all the members to communicate with

the committee to let us know their thoughts

after this first year of operation of the Om-
budsman's office, so that we know what the

members of the assembly feel about the

operation, particularly about the blueprint

for the operation of the office, as it comes

down the pipe in the next few weeks, and

the first annual report, because it has been

very much of a learning process. I sincerely

hope all members will apply their minds to

the subject over the next few weeks so that

a meaningful contribution can be made by
as many members as possible to this very

difficult task.

One thing that the chairman of the com-

mittee, the member for Riverdale, and my-
self did learn overseas when we were speak-

ing with the persons involved in the Parlia-

mentary Commissioner's office in Great Britain

was that the operation of the Ombudsman's
office in Ontario and our select committee

was quite unique and was being looked to by
Ombudsman's offices throughout the world as
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a new and different type of operation in all

respects.

I think it's fair to say that one of the

things that the members of the committee
who were in Edmonton reported back to our

committee was that the appointment of our

Ombudsman here, the Act, the operations of

his office and the operation of the select

committee in Ontario were looked upon as a

very signal movement in the whole concept
of the Ombudsman's office.

Therefore, we should understand, all of us,

that we really do not have enough precedents
to look to and no precedent that is as binding
and as easy to grasp and look to as we would
like to in every circumstance that may de-

velop over the next period of time. I say that

in spite of the fact that the chairman of the
committee has a very effective habit of look-

ing to his own precedent; but, outside of

that, we don't have very many or enough
precedents from the operation of Ombudsmen
committees or Ombudsmen throughout the
world to make our task very easy.

I'm happy to say that the committee
worked well together and showed some
determination to work together to assist this

very difficult process as well as a willingness
to remain together over the next period of
time. Some of us are also very confident that
the member for Riverdale will be able to

continue in his capacity as chairman of the
committee after the next election.

Finally, I must say that I'm concerned
about the idea that the committee might
have been consulted in the appointment of
the committee. I think that is perhaps taking
a too active interpretation of the role of the
committee.

I have felt, as members of the committee
will know, that we ought to, as much as

possible, stand back and attempt to take an
overview of the process as it's developed, the

report as it came down to us, the reaction
of the government as it comes to us, and try
and develop through whatever modes pos-
sible, whatever witnesses we have, whatever
sources we can glean from, try and develop
some sense regarding the appropriate action
to be taken. And this is not inconsistent with
the memorandum of agreement, or disagree-

ment, reached between the Ombudsman and
the Premier (Mr. Davis) prior to our delib-

erations.

My tendency is always to have the cojn-
mittee take an overview and draw some con-
clusions with regard to the propriety of the
action on both sides, and not to get involved
in the day to day administration, the day to

day remedies, the exact ways in which the

difficulties pointed out by the Ombudsman
ought to be corrected and the wrongs
righted. Rather, a comment—a recommenda-
tion to the assembly that the recommenda-
tion of the Ombudsman is an appropriate

one, and the remedy seejns to be appropriate
or that the remedies ought to be altered or

changed in accordance with some of the

recommendations made by the governmental
authorities; but not that we should get in-

volved in some of the very difficult decisions

to be made in the implementation of those

recommendations.

Having said that, may I say that the com-
mittee went through very many difficult days
—which is no secret to any member of the

committee or the House or the public for

that matter, but I think it was well struck

in terms of membership and if, as and when
the criteria of the committee are adjusted
and our full authority worked out, I think

that this committee will and can make a

very substantial and ifnportant contribution

to the operation of the Ombudsman's office,,

and to the input that this assembly ought
to and can have and must have into the

process, to be sure that justice is provided
to all persons affected, notwithstanding any
personalities which may become involved at

any particular time along the line. Thank
you, Mr. Speaker.

'Mr. Acting Speaker: Does any other hon.

member wish to take part in this debate?

On motion by Hon. Mr. Welch the item

was discharged from the order paper.

BUDGET DEBATE
(continued)

Resumption of the adjourned debate on
the amendment to the motion that this House

approves in general the budgetary policy of

the government.

Mr. Burr: Mr. Speaker, I have several

questions I should like to put to the Minister

of Agriculture and Food (Mr. W. Newman),
but as all members know the chances of

doing this during question period are becom-

ing less.

When I first entered the Legislature we
had a five-hour question period a week, one
hour a day for five days; now, as you
realize, we have three-quarters of an hour
for four days. The question period has

shrunk from five hours a week to three

hours a week. So I think the best chance of

getting some answers to my questions on
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certain matters lie in my describing them

very briefly to the House now and drawing
the Minister of Agriculture and Food's atten-

tion to them afterwards.

The Ontario Veterinary Association has

many concerns about veterinary practice in

Ontario, and many months ago Dr. E. H.

Bottarell was given the task of inquiring
into the delivery of animal health services

in Ontario. Question one for the minister is,

of course, when will this report be made
public? The veterinarians are distressed about

the huge amounts of milk that have had to

be destroyed over the past few years simply
because of overdoses of penicillin and other

antibiotics. So question two: How much has

been des'troyed and what was its value dur-

ing each of the last five years?

[5:15]

They are concerned also about the medical

problem for humans caused by the use of

antibiotics in animals that have eaten com-
mercial food mixes. Some humans now can-

not eat meat, at least certain varieties of

meat, because they are allergic to the anti-

biotics that are left in the animals in suflB-

cient quantities to have adverse effects on
some people. One man, of whom I heard re-

cently, becomes swollen if he dares to eat

a certain kind of meat.

So, question three: What research is being
done on this aspect of feeding animals?

The vets are concerned also about the

large number of food animals lost annually
to our food supply because of inadequate
preventive care.

So, question four: Has the minister looked
at the Manitoba system of delivering animal
health care, a system which to all accounts
is proving satisfactory to farmers, vets, con-
sumers and the government?
The vets are concerned about the milk

losses resulting from clinical and sub-clinical

mastitis.

Question five: How great have been the

financial losses resulting from mastitis during
the last few years?

Question six arises out of these previous
questions: What is the ministry doing in pre-
ventive care for our food producing animals?

There are many other aspects of the de-

livery of animal health services that are of
concern to the Ontario Veterinary Associa-

tion, but they are hoping that Dr. Bottrell's

inquiry will bring forth many worthwhile
recommendations. But they are becoming
weary and increasingly frustrated by the
absence of the pubhcation of his report.

As a PS may I add that on Tuesday eve-

ning I urged the government to consider

raising the driving age from 16 to 17 or

perhaps to 18. Since then I have been told

that in the United Kingdom and in South

Africa, 18 is the lowest age at which a

motorist may legally drive a motor vehicle.

That is all I wish to put on the record at

this time.

Mr. Edighoffer: I'm pleased to be able to

participate to some extent in this budget
debate. I'd like to say, first of all, that I

would like to thank Mr. Speaker again dur-

ing this session for allowing me to put the

excellent brochures from the Stratford Festi-

val on the members' desks. I know many
of them have attended during the year and

enjoyed it very much.

An Hon. member: Right, great place.

Hon. Mr. Welch: I must say, next to the

Shaw Festival, it is top-notch.

Mr. Edighoffer: It's okay is it? However,
there was one time during the festival season,

which has now been completed—by the way,
it was the 24th season— we did have one sad

time during the whole season and that hap-

pened on October 9, not too long ago. As

many members are probably aware, the festi-

val continues on into the fall season and, of

course, plays to audiences made up of many
students from all over Ontario and the United

States. On October 9 they happened to have

the Minister of Education (Mr. Wells) in

attendance in preparation to give a lifetime

pass to the millionth student who attended

the Stratford Festival during these special

student performances.

However, this student was picked out. He
actually came from the Howe Military

Academy in Indiana and they were very

busily checking off the number of students

as they came through. I am sorry to say that

when he was drawn from the line going into

the theatre and was taken over toward Mr.

Wells, the local newspaper said "As he was

pulled in the direction of Mr. Wells, Bill

Bond's head hung low. It looked as if he was

being led away by the police." I am sorry to

say we did have that one sad day at the

festival.

However, the Minister of Education was

there. I am happy to say that next year will

be the 25th season of the festival and we look

forward to it being given again a tremendous

season and, of course, again adding to the

great tourist business which we in Ontario

enjoy.
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It has been a long time since the budget
was brought down by the Treasurer (Mr.

McKeough)—in fact, it was April 6. It seems
a very long time ago and I presume a lot of

bucks have gone through the provincial till.

I have received two interim reports on re-

vised budgets and I believe in the September
30 report the Treasurer stated that the 1976

budget remained on target with net cash

requirements only $7 million above the

original budget plan. Of course, included in

the revised budget we expect another $20
million from the provincial lottery which was
not in the original budget so I might say that

probably we are going to find that our

budgetary deficit is larger than predicted on

April 6. I feel I have to put in the record

again the first two paragraphs of the budget
speech given by the then Liberal critic. It

went like this:

I could not help but admire the Treasurer's pre-
sentation of the provincial budget just over a week
ago. His self-assurance, the slick presentation of the
so-called facts, the smug satisfaction at the reduction
of the deficit, the proud statement that no public
borrowing would be required, all were quite im-
pressive. As a theatrical performance, it was well
done indeed. Unfortunately, for the people of this

province, the Treasurer is a much better actor than
he is a producer. This new budget is obviously and
specifically designed to conceal more than it reveals.

Mr. Ruston: Who said that; the member
for London North (Mr. Shore)?

Mr EdighoflFer: To continue:

It is a masterly presentation of warped statistics
and semantics, woven together with the competent
skill of a professional con artist. Had the Treasurer
and his officials spent their time and effort in sincerely
attempting to exercise some degree of financial re-

sponsibility, the people of this province would have
been much better served.

Those are the first two paragraphs and I

thought it might not—

Mr. Ruston: The member for London
North.

Mr. Edighoffer: -hurt to put that on the
record again.

Hon. B. Stephenson: He was suffering un-
due influence from his cohorts across the

way.

Mr. Good: He didn't really mean it.

Mr. Ruston: I notice they didn't put him
right behind the Treasurer. They left him
over a little way.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Please
allow the hon. member for Perth to continue.

again that those were the words spoken by
the member for London North. In the same
municipality, a writer in the London Free
Press wrote: "This year's Ontario budget is

such a marvellous piece of political magic
that one is left wondering how the Treasurer
did it."

On May 26, the Treasurer spoke to the
Trust Companies' Association and said:

We took it as a high priority to turn our

budgetary position around this year. The
government of Ontario reduced its bud-

getary deficit from $1.6 billion in 1975-76
to less than $1 billion for 1976-77. That is

the kind of progress recognized by every-
one.

This is really how I think a magician works.
He pulls out figures where he wants to use
them for hi^ own benefit. If you look back at

his budget presentation in 1975 you see that

the budgetary deficit expected was $1.2 bil-

lion and the net cash requirement was $1.6
billion. Then his 1976 budget called for a

budgetary deficit of $997 million and net
cash requirement of $1.2 billion. So you see
how the Treasurer can rearrange the budget-
ary deficit and the net cash requirement for

his benefit so that the difference doesn't look
as great as it really is.

Mr. Ruston: That's cooking the books isn't

it?

Mr. Good: He makes Aberhart and his

funny-money books during the 1930s look
like an amateur.

Mr. Edighoffer: I would say, Mr. Speaker,
that his revised budgetary deficit after six

months has increased $87 million to over a
billion. I look forward to the time when the

people of Ontario are handed approximately
a $1.5 billion budgetary deficit at the end
of the fiscal year. Goodness knows what the
net cash requirement will be.

Mr. Speaker, it's an alarming budget. The
first thing the Treasurer said was that the
first element in his 1976 fiscal plan is control

of spending. Then he said very specifically,
to complement expenditure control the sec-

ond element in any 1976 fiscal plan is to in-

crease taxes in order to redtice the prov-
ince's cash requirement. So today his spend-
ing has increased and the net cash require-
ment has also increased.

The riding of Perth is, I would say, very
similar to all other areas in Ontario. The
local tax bills have increased considerablv.

Mr. Edighoffer: Thank you. I thought it Mr. Ruston: The only difference is thev
would be appropriate to remind the House give their member a 10,000 majority.
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Mr. EdighoflFer: Well, that's a good dif-

ference.

Mr. Ruston: I wish I had that many votes,

period.

Mr. EdighoflFer: I receive many complaints
from municipal officials about the conditional

grants from the province. They leave very
little elbow room for local councils to press

ahead with their priorities.

The Treasurer did, however, announce in

his budget a proposal to establish a commit-

tee of provincial and local officials to study

the scope for deconditionalization and sim-

plification of provincial grants. I certainly am
one that would urge the Treasurer to press

on and make changes as quickly as possible.

More unconditional grants would allow

greater freedom for locally elected people to

use the tax money more carefully locally.

There are many things I would like to

speak on. As I said before I work very

closely with my constituents, and this year
I have received more mail pertaining to gov-

ernment waste than ever before. In fact, a

number of my constituents were appalled at

the waste of money in placing tropical plants

in the Ministry of Transportation and Com-
munications building in London. I know
that this was discussed during the Ministry

of Government Services' estimates but as

chairman I wasn't really able to make any
comments—so I thought this might be an

appropriate time.

[5:30]

Because of the many letters I received

from my constituents I thou^t I should

look a tittle deeper into the reason for

purchasing 429 plants at a cost of $19,000-
then on top of that to give a two year con-

tract for $10,061 to maintain the plants.

In fact I went a little further and I obtained

the great 15 page document which outlines

the specifications for the Ministry of Govern-

ment Services office building in London
which has to do with the maintenance of

the interior plants. As I went through I

noticed it certainly got down to the nitty-

gritty so that the person who received the

contract certainly would know what had to

be done to maintain those tropical plants.

For instance in this document it takes it

right down to the nitty-gritty and it tells

them exactly how plants should be watered

and how they should be turned around to

the light. In fact, I'd like to read one or

two of the items which outline the schedule

of services. It says here:

Plants should be checked once every

week for need of water and general con-

dition. The entire growing medium shall

be kept moist but not wet. Growing
medium shall be checked for each plant

individually as to the need of additional

water. Detect the need of water by feeling

the soil and running the fingers down into

the soil. If no moisture can be felt one

inch down in the soil additional water is

required. Use only lukewarm water.

Hon. Mr. Taylor: Use rainwater.

Mr. EdighoflFer: And I could go on and on.

Mr. Ruston: Oh go on, we want to hear

that. How to look after our plants.

'Mr. EdighoflFer: The other area states that

for that $10,000 over two years for looking
after these plants, you must make certain that

all foliage plants must be turned on their

axis about 15 or 25 degrees—

Hon. Mr. Taylor: Turned on their what?

'Hon. B. Stephenson: Axis he said.

Mr. EdighoflFer: —preferably every week if

possible. But if they are in square planters,

a full 90 degree turn will be required.

I won't go on and on but I feel this is a

ridiculous waste of government expenditure.
! see no reason why, if plants are needed
in such a building, the maintenance staff

can't do the work without having it done

by special contract.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: That's enough of that,

Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Breithaupt: $10,000 worth.

Mr. EdighoflFer: The opening paragraph of

the budget ended by stating that the govern-
ment would set an example for others to

follow in the fight against inflation.

Mr. Ruston: Running a bigger deficit every

year.

Mr. EdighoflFer: I have mentioned it in this

House before and I have to mention it again
because I feel the government is fueling in-

flation in the area of land prices.

In 1966 the government purchased 9.2

acres of land in the northwest corner of

Stratford for approximately $25,000. This was

purchased from the board of education as a

site for a future teachers' college. I know
that priorities for teachers colleges have

changed in the last few years. But included

in that purchase was an easement on a half
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an acre of land adjoining the 9.2 acres, so

that there would be adequate access from the

original 9.2 acres.

This property has remained vacant since

it was purchased in 1966. In April, 1974,
the government appraised it at $192,000. In

December, 1975 the government appraised it

at $270,000. In early 1975 they offered the

property to the municipality for the figure
of $270,000, which of course the municipality
turned down.

Mr. Ruston: They paid $25,000 for it.

Mr. Edighoffer: During the election cam-

paign last fall, a ministry official made a

trip to Stratford—in a big black limousine,
I am told—and agreed to sell the easement—

Hon. Mr. Taylor: Was that your leader?

Mr. Edighoffer: No, that was not my
leader. I said it was a ministry official from
the Ministry of Government Services. He
agreed at that time to sell the easement to

the board of education for $1. My Conserva-

tive opponent immediately issued a press re-

lease and said that he had contacted the

Minister of Government Services, who is now
the Minister of Transportation and Com-
munications (Mr. Snow), and that negotia-
tions certainly would be speeded up so that

they could buy back the easement which,

by the way, was included in the original

purchase.

I have now learned that on April 1, 1976,
seven months later, after Visits, telephone
calls and letters, the papers have finally been

signed and the board of education bought
back the easement for $1. What this really

means is that the government wants to re-

ceive, not $270,000 but $270,001, in return

for a $24,500 purchase, which was com-

pleted because it was to be used for an
educational facility. I would urge the Min-
ister of Government Services (Mrs. Scriv-

ener), if she believes in setting an example
for others to follow in fighting inflation, to

sell the land back to the board at the cost

plus reasonable interest. That makes sense,
doesn't it?

Mr. Kerrio: But it has nothing to do with
the way the government operates.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: You old sewer digger,
don't sit over there making trouble.

'Mr. Edighoffer: I would like to refer briefly

to another problem in my area. The county
of Perth, I have to say, is one of the best

agricultural areas in Ontario.

Mr. Kerrio: John is not here.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: He will be.

Mr. Edighoffer: We do have small areas

spotted throughout the countryside that are

unworkable and could be used for housing.
Our land division committee has been work-

ing well, with the help of the local Agricul-
ture and Food office and the agricultural

engineer there. Now the Minister of Agri-
culture and Food says that the local staff

cannot participate and offer advice to the

local land division committee. I believe this

was sent out in a press release by the

Minister of Agriculture and Food; I don't

have it handy here, but I believe it was
some time in April. From what I under-

stand, the Minister of Agriculture and Food
wants to set up a number of regional offices

where these land severances would have to

go to be reviewed by a representative of the

Minister of Agriculture and Food. I under-
stand the one in our area possibly may be
set up in London, so that representative
would serve 10 counties.

Mr. Good: Centrahze; that's the policy.

Mr. Edighoffer: I simply say to the Minis-

ter of Agriculture and Food that I certainly

hope that he changes his mind and that he
doesn't regionalize this service, because it's

working well now. I know that the Perth

county council wrote to the minister in May
and presented him with this resolution, which
stated very briefly:

That Perth county council go on record

as being opposed to the decision of the

Minister of Agriculture and Food to

eliminate the land severance review func-

tion from the local agricultural offices and
recommend to the minister that this func-

tion continue to be carried out by local

staff in Stratford, who are familiar with

the county.

That is certainly a very brief, concise, con-

structive resolution—

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Inaccurate.

Mr. Edighoffer: —and I hope that the

Minister of Agriculture and Food will act in

agreement with that resolution.

Hon. Mr. Taylor: You will find him as co-

operative as ever.

Mr. Edighoffer: I am glad to hear the

Minister of Community and Social Services

say that they will be most happy to co-
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operate with such a great council as the

Perth county council.

Mr. Speaker— I feel jnore comfortable this

way. I'd like to make a comment or two

about the increase in health premiums and

health costs because I receive a great num-
ber of requests from constituents to assist in

their premium billings or their claims. This

seems to have increased in the last number

of years. I would think as OH IP became

more organized, more fitted into the system,

that this would not have happened but the

work load seems to have increased tre^men-

dously.

|I feel, Mr. Speaker, that the identification

system and procedure which we have now
should be changed to a credit card style

system. If this was done at the same time

the patient or person receiving the service

could use the card the same as he'd use any
other credit card and he should be requested
to sign for the service and receive informa-

tion as to what the service is costing.

To me, the goverrynent to date has devel-

oped a system for health services which

shows a total cost at budget time but does

not in any way educate or notify the patient

as to what his or her benefits may be. In

most cases, the only time a person reahzes

the amount of the bill is if the contract has

lapsed. If the individual signed, he or she

would know the cost and make duplication
of billings impossible.

Also on health care costs and health care

generally, I would have to bring to your

attention, Mr. Speaker, that one of jny

municipalities has been trying for a number
of years to design and develop a community
health centre which would not only serve as

a medical clinic but serve as a preventive
health care centre. We've tried to work with

the Ministry of Health for a number of years

but have been unable to receive any financial

support. I'd like to make a suggestion—and
I'm sorry that the Minister of Health (Mr.

F. S. Miller) and the Minister of Culture and
Recreation (Mr. Welch) aren't here at the

present time, but I'd like to suggest that

there seems to be many millions of dollars

in the Wintario fund and I think it would
be most helpful and beneficial to the people
of Ontario and the health care system if the

Minister of Health were to explore the pos-

sibility, along with the Minister of Culture
and Recreation, of using some of those funds
to support community health centres that

would also be a centre that would promote
physical fitness. As I say, I'm sorry the min-

isters aren't here but I'm sure they'll read piy

remarks in Hansard and, no doubt-

Mr. Maeck: And act upon them im-

mediately.

Mr. Edighoffer: —there will be such grants

available.

In conclusion, I would like to remind the

Treasurer that as he ended his budget speech
he said:

It is imperative that governments reduce

their borrowing as well as their spending.
Governments cannot live on credit indefi-

nitely any more than families can.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Right on, as Pierre

Trudeau once said.

Mr. Edighoffer: It was also clearly stated

in the editorial page of the Stratford Beacon-

Herald on Thursday, April 8—that's an excel-

lent paper. Actually it wrote the minister up
very well as he was speaking to the last

provincial Conservative annual meeting.

Mr. Kerrio: Hypnosis! That's hypnosis.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Don't you have them in

your democratic organization?

Mr. Edighoffer: Oh yes, we have them.

Mr. Breithaupt: We just don't let a few

years go by in between.

[5:45]

Mr. Edighoffer: So, in closing, Mr.

Speaker, I would hke to read the first line

from that editorial which says:

There was a time when a balanced

budget was looked upon as a political

virtue, one that would be appreciated by
voters when the next election rolled

around. It's time some hard budgeting is

done to gain the confidence of the tax

paying people of Ontario.

Mr. Speaker: I think there's an agreement
that rather than embark on another presen-

tation before the dinner hour, I should recog-

nize the clock. I do now leave the chair and

we will resume at 8. At 8 o'clock, the hon.

member for Timiskaming (Mr. Bain), I be-

lieve, will lead off.

'The House recessed at 5:46 p.m.
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APPENDIX

(See page 4205.)

Answers to questions were tabled as follows:

75. Mr. Angus—Inquiry of the ministry: Would each ministry advise whether they use the

accounting system called commitment accounting or whether they use a system of recording
actual expenditures.

Answer by the Treasurer and Minister of Economics and Intergovernmental Affairs.

The recording of actual expenditures and accounting for commitments are not mutually
exclusive.

Since money is allotted to ministry programmes by vote of the Legislature, all basic re<x>rd-

ing and consoHd'ated public reporting is on the basis of cash transactions as a record of steward-

ship and accountability for the moneys so granted. At the same time, ministries generally em-

ploy within their own internal financial information systems an appropriate accounting for

commitments. This additional information allows them to monitor and control their expendi-
ture against budget allocations and to keep track of uncommitted funds.

The degree of formali2dng this additional commitment information into their records varies

according to the nature of the ministry programmes and the requirements of the programme
managers.

117. Mr. Cassidy—Inquiry of the ministry: 1. How many students are studying in Ontario
at the grade 13 level: (a) in public secondary schools; (b) in non-public secondary schools;

(c) in qualifying year courses at universities. 2. What is the amount of federal funding for

which Ontario is eligible for students in each of these categories. 3. How much federal fund-

ing does Ontario actually receive for students in each of these categories. 4. If some funds are

available from the federal government, but not applied for or received by Ontario, what is the

reason.

Answer by the Minister of Education.

1. Grade 13 student enrolment data based on 1974 statistics: (a) Public secondary- schools,

51,074; (b) non-public secondary schools, 5,322; (c) qualifying year courses at universities-

fall 1974-904.

2. Federal funds available to Ontario: Under Part VI of The Federal Provincial Fiscal

Arrangements Act, the federal government provides a fiscal transfer equal to 50 per cent of
Ontario's operating expenditures on ix)st-secondary education. Operating expenditures are

broadly defined, but exclude certain items such as the capital costs of land and buildings, rent,
and furniture and equipment.

In Ontario, shareable exi>enditures are calculated each year by the appropriate authorities,,
and a combined submission is made by the Treasurer of Ontario to the federal government.
Federal reimbursements are made in the current year, based on an interim submission, and a
reconciliation is made several years later following a federal audit of the province's final claim.

As the policy of the government of Ontario is that public funds should not be used for the

support of private schools, provincial submissions do not include the expenditures that the

private schools make relating to students in grade 13. The potential recovery on behalf of these
students is unknown because the province does not monitor the cost exi>erience of the private
schools.

In 1972, The Fiscal Arrangements Act was amended, and a 15 per cent growth ceiling was
imix)sed on the federal government's contribution to all provinces combined. Since 1974, this

has resulted in Ontario recovering less than 50 per cent of its eligible operating expenditures.

3. Recoveries from Canada: For 1974, the last year for which complete data is available,
Ontario received $41,551,388 on the basis of cost calculations related to grade 13 students
enrolled in public secondary schools.

As explained above, no funds were received that related to grade 13 pupils enrolled in

private schools.

The recoveries made from Canada related to students enrolled in qualifying year courses
at the universities are not available as the universities provide total figures which do not
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identify the costs attributable to these students as opposed to students enrolled in other

courses.

4. Funds not applied for by Ontario: As indicated in the reply to question 2, Ontario does

not claim expenditures made on behalf of the grade 13 students enrolled in private schools. It

should be noted, in any case, that claiming these expenditures at this time would not increase

provincial recoveries because of the federal ceiling which is in eflFeot.

119. Mr. Cunningham—Inquiry of the ministry: Will the Minister of Industry and Tourism,
as promised in the House, reply to questions previously asked concerning impropriety in the

province's advertising in the ethnic press of this province.

Anwer by the Minister of Industry and Tourism.

On May 13, 1976, as recorded in Hansard No. 57, page 2232, Mr. Cunningham asked the

following question to which the Minister of Industry and Tourism agreed to reply:

Mr. Cunningham: Would the minister be inclined to tell us, or investigate and report to the House, whether
or not this individual and his franchised advertising agency are recognized by the advertising industry in the

province of Ontario?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Yes, I will, Mr. Speaker.

This matter was d*uly investigated and records of agency registration were obtained which
attested that Mr. Frank Kowalsld, president of Canadian Foreign Language Services Limited,
has for 20 years been carrying on several service businesses allied with the advertising industry
and the ethnic press of this province. The following companies were registered by Mr. Kowal-
ski:

Lingua Ad Services; registry office, Toronto; date of registration, April 9, 1956.

Ethnic Public Relations; registry office, Toronto; date of registration, April 14, 1966.
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The House resumed at 8 p.m.

BUDGET DEBATE
(continued)

Mr. Bain: This evening I'd like to draw
the members' attention to a very grave prob-
lem that exists in northeastern Ontario. It's

a problem that perhaps hasn't been focused

on in quite the way that I would like to do
it. For me, the problem really involves com-
munities and their right to live. People have

developed these communities; they've built

homes and schools and they've put down
roots and many of these communities now
are in jeopardy because of the price of gold.

It's not the precious metal that's at stake;
it's the communities that are at stake. In the

Timmins area, we have a number of mines
that have laid off men since the beginning
of the year. For example. Dome Mines laid

off 150 workers. Pamor Porcupine Mines
Limited, which operates all the other gold
mines in the Timmins area, have been laying
off about 500 men since the beginning of

the year. Just recently, the Aunor and Hall-

nor mines laid an additional 100 off.

This is not only a problem for the Timmins
area, it's a problem for many, many com-
munities in northeastern Ontario. In my own
riding, Kirkland Lake has communities that

are dependent basically upon three mines,
two of them being gold mines. If you con-
sider the problem that these communities
find themselves in, you realize that the prob-
lem was entirely of someone else's creation.

These communities had no influence upon the
creation of the circumstances that have led to

their present situation.

I'm sure the members are very familiar
with the situation that the American govern-
ment, a considerable length of time ago—in
fact, long before the Second World War—put
a base price underneath gold which led to a
considerable amount of production. It led to
a situation where you had a number of coun-
tries accumulating gold. This developed over
the years until you finally got the Interna-
tional Monetary Fund recently making a
decision to dump this gold. You had auc-
tions beginning which, we were told initially,
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would not depress the price of gold—there
would be no decrease in the price of gold.

This hasn't been the case. The price of

gold has fallen rapidly until it's reached the

point now where the gold mines in many
communities cannot make a go of it. I've

been told that for many mines they are

actually losing—losing, not gaining but losing
—$30 an ounce for every ounce that is pro-
duced. I know the members of the House
can appreciate that any business that finds

itself in that position cannot last for long.

But it's not the mines, per se, that are the

most important thing in this equation. It's

the miners; it's their families; it's their com-
munities; it's their way of life. And as I said,
the miners have not created the particular
situation they find themselves in. This has
almost happened with a stroke of a bureau-
cratic pen, in this case not entirely of Ottawa's

making, but certainly Ottawa supported the
idea that these options should take place.

Certainly the United States was the main
country pushing for these options.

I think we have an obligation now to pro-
vide a transition for these communities. I

think we have an obligation to provide some
sort of support. You cannot, I maintain,

create a situation where people establish

communities, then overnight pull the rug out

from under them.

The Minister of Natural Resources (Mr.

Bernier) has stated at St. John's recently that

he personally has a great deal of sympathy
for the mining communities that produce

gold. Indeed, many mining communities that

produce gold are in his riding. But unfor-

tunately, the Minister of Natural Resources

has basically said that ff the federal govern-
ment will not act, Ontario will not act.

I don't think this is good enough. We
have too many examples wliere the govern-
ment in Ontario says that it's a federal

responsibility.

We heard the same for the farm income
stabilization. We couldn't have a support

price beyond 90 per cent of the average

price received for a product over the last

five years. That was the federal support

price and Ontario couldn't strike out on its

owTi. But, lo and behold, when threatened
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with the combined opposition, the govern-
ment decided that they could in fact pro-

vide more than the 90 per cent support price.

But I suggest that the government, on too

many occasions, uses this idea that it's a

federal responsibility to hide their own re-

sponsibility to look after the citizens of this

province.

I would suggest that if the federal govern-
ment refuses to act that the provincial gov-
ernment provide some sort of support price,

base price, subsidy or whatever you want to

call it, for the gold mines in this province.
I don't suggest that it simply transfers money
out of the public treasury into the profit

picture of the gold mining companies. What
I would suggest is that it looks at their defi-

cits and perhaps picks up a deficit, but cer-

tainly not simply transfer money.

I would suggest that this kind of support
would be far cheaper in the long run than

the money that would be required out of the

public treasury to support these mining com-
munities if those gold mines close.

In Kirkland Lake the average age of a gold
miner is 57 years. I'm sure that a similar

situation exists in Timmins. Where will those

miners go if those mines close? How many
mines do you know that are going to hire

57-year-old miners? Not very many. Besides

that, most of those people don't have a large
income. They have built up their home in

their respective communities. They can't af-

ford to leave it for a few years and go to a

community where they are very unlikely to

find employment anyway.

So most of those miners will be forced of

necessity to remain in their communities.

They will first turn to unemployment insur-

ance and then they will have to turn to

public assistance. And the public treasury
will end up paying far more in support if

that happens. Plus, this government will

have done something else which I consider

far more of an indictment. It will have taken

people who are proud people, who have pro-
duced a lot of wealth in this province for

the benefit of others, not for themselves, and
it will have forced them on to public assis-

tance. And I think the government owes it

to those people. It owes it to those people
to provide a decent income for them. It owes
it to the whole gold mining industry in this

province to intervene if the federal govern-
ment refuses to do so. I don't think this gov-
ernment can justify sitting back and doing
nothing. If it does that it is abdicating its

moral responsibility to these communities and
to these people.

Another area which has been very serious

for the people of all of this province has

been the difficulties that farmers are facing.
I don't think there is a member in this

House who does not have a farm community
which has come to that member and dis-

cussed the difficulties that the farmers are

facing. I won't go into detail because mem-
bers all realize that basically fanners are

forced to pay out far more for the neces-

sities they need to purchase in order to main-
tain their farms than they can possibly receive

as a return for the products they are pro-

ducing. That is why we need some sort of

farm income stabilization which will provide
a decent income level for farmers in this

province.

It is not solely for the farm communities
but for all the people, because if farmers go
out of production we are not going to have
them come back in very easily. In a few
years we will be faced with food shortages
and many people will not be able to afi^ord

the price for food at that time. Let me tell

members that at that time the few farmers

will not be getting the benefits. Even then
we will still have the large meat packing
companies, the flour milling companies, all

the food processors and the food chains

which will be the ones that will be reaping
the windfall profits.

Right now the price of beef has fallen

considerably since 1973. For the farmer the

price has fallen but the price has remained

relatively unchanged in the supermarket. The
farmer is not meeting his cost of production
as a beef producer today but the meat pack-
ing companies and the supermarkets are

reaping untold profits.

Right now the price of beef has fallen con-

siderably since 1973. For the farmer the

price has fallen but the price has remained

relatively unchanged in the supermarket. The
farmer is not meeting his cost of production
as a beef producer today but the meat pack-
ing companies and the supermarkets are

reaping untold profits. If the situation exists

where the farmer, because of kck of supply,

finally gets a decent price we can bet our
last dollar that the meat packing companies
and the distributors will be the ones that

will be really benefiting from that kind of

situation.

We have an obligation to the farm com-

munity in this province and we have an

obligation to all the people in this pro\ance
to provide food not only for today but for

tomorrow.

That brings me to the present farm income
stabilization bill which was introduced the
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other day. Bill 131. This bill. An Act re-

specting Fami Income Stabilization, was
heralded by the minister as a great step for-

ward. If the minister had been in charge of

the space programme we would never have

got to the moon. It's not fnuch of a step for-

ward as far as I can see.

The only difference in the bill is that the

minister has incorporated some of the things
the opposition parties requested. For exam-

ple, he is miaking the bill cover all com-

modities; the programme will be covered by
premiums which will be paid by farmers and
those premiums will pay for a third of the

programme's costs. Two-thirds of the cost

will be paid for by the provincial govern-
ment.

The problem is that the support price, in-

stead of being 90 per cent of the average
price received, plus some allowance for pro-
duction costs over the last five years, is now
95 per cent. We get an extra five per cent

on one hand but that is going to be taken

away by the farmers being called upon to

pay a premium to participate. I would sug-

gest that the bill we have before us is the

same bill with a little change made here and
there but it is still totally unsatisfactory and
it is not going to solve the problem.

I believe that the problem is one worthy
of tackling. I believe that the farm commu-
nity in this province deserves a lot better

from any government and I would think that

the members of the government should be
ashamed to introduce Bill 131.

Mr. Liipusella: It's a shame.

Mr. Bain: The mismanagement of our re-

sources, I think, is a shame that can be laid

to rest at the doorstep of this government.
We have always been told that the govern-
ment is efficient in its planning. It's efficient

as a party that knows how to manage. If

you look at our natural resources, which in

fact are the basis of our prosperity, you will

see that they have been totally mismanaged.
We've already seen first-hand the problems
in the farm community because of lack of

proper j>olicies on the part of this govern-
ment. If you turn to the forest industry, Mr.

Speaker, you find an even greater indictment
of the government.

[8:15]

I always assumed, because the government
said it was the case, that we were into a

programme of sustained yield in this prov-
ince, that we always planted as much as

we cut, and therefore the forests would go
on forever providing the jobs that were so

necessary. But in fact we have a situation

that has come to light in a number of re-

ports—one of them the Armson report-
where we see that the government in this

province has collaborated with the private
companies to not embark upon forest man-
agement but to maximize the immediate

profits of the corporations.

There really has been veiy little effort

made to embark upon adequate policies of

regeneration. I'll grant that some efforts have
been made to regenerate, but those have
been very short of what the goal should be.

During 1971-1972, an area covering 5,100
acres was harvested near Dryden while only
an area of 2,600 was treated through various

methods of regeneration, whether there was
actually a spreading of seed from the air by
planes or whether it was planting of seed^

lings. In the same district in 1975-1976,
12,500 acres were harvested and only 3,600
acres were treated. It doesn't take a mathe-
matician to see that far more is being taken
out than is being put back in.

If you look at the entire province one
finds that the picture is about the same.
We're harvesting, as of one year ago, 5.1

;nillion cunits of wood over 500,000 acres and
we're treating only 175,000 acres. By 1982-

1983, we are expected to be harvesting, in-

stead of 500,000 acres, 600,000 acres. By
then we'd only be regenerating 296,000 acres.

As you can see, as the years pass the accumu-
lation of untreated acreage will build up and
build up, until you reach a point where we
will not be able to maintain the same level

of cutting, where we will not have put any-

thing back into the bank to draw upon, and
we will have to curtail the forest industry.

Those members in the government who
are from northern Ontario—and there are, I

admit, a few of them—will have to recognize
and agree with me that this is a severe prob-
lem. We in the north realize the limitations

of our mines, but we always felt that our

forest would provide jobs at a sustained rate

and that there would never be any curtail-

ment of the forest industry, because we be-

lieved that the government was in fact

utilizing the policy of sustained yield. But
as I showed earlier this is not the case. We
are cutting and we are not putting back what
we should be.

I'm sure that I speak for my party on this.

One cannot always assume they speak for

their party on many issues, but on this I'm

sure I do. If the government introduced a

sufficient budget to cover regeneration for

everything that is being cut, and began to

get rid of some of the backlog of acreage
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that has never been regenerated, it would
have the full support of this party. We would
not show the slightest reservation. If it wants
to spend money on something useful, spend
it on regenerating our forest. It then would
be protecting the future, not of ourselves but
of our children, in this province.

An example that has come to light recently
that I think exemplifies mismanagement of

our forest industry is Reed Paper. Reed
Paper has, I think, just about the worst record
of any company in this province in the forest

industry. It is responsible for the pollution
of the English and Wabigoon river systems
with mercury. It has a record of total dis-

regard for regeneration in its limits; the

province itself has been almost incapable of

accomplishing any regeneration within those

limits.

This company, with such a record, is given
almost 19,000 square miles of virgin timber
land in northwestern Ontario. It just doesn't

make any sense to me. I know I would not
be able to say it, because the Speaker would
call me to order, but I just wonder about the

motivation for such a decision. I am not

attributing motives. I am simply wondering
how such a thing could happen; how a com-
pany like Reed Paper could be given any
more acreage in this province. I would sug-

gest, since that company—

POINT OF ORDER

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: On a point of order,

Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: What is the point of order?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: The hon. member is

intimating to this House that, in fact, 19,000

square miles of area has been given to Reed

Paper.

Mr. Deans: That's not a point of order.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: The Premier (Mr. Davis)
has stated quite openly, on behalf of this

government, that it is not so. With respect,
Mr. Speaker, I feel the hon. member should

not be making those comments that this, in

fact, has been done.

Mr. Deans: It is his opinion. He's entitled

to his opinion.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: No, it is not an opinion.

Mr. Bain: Mr. Speaker, I assume you will

not rule that is a valid point of order, so

might I continue?

Mr. Speaker: Irrespective of that this

seemed to be very thoroughly discussed this

afternoon. There is a diflFerence of opinion
as to whether anybody has been given any-
thing or not, but I think you must accept the

word of the hon. member that it has not
been given. You may suspect that it might be

given, but that's a different matter from say-

ing that it shall be given. So I think the

member should avoid such statements in

view of the statements this afternoon.

Mr. Breithaupt: Mr. Speaker, if the mem-
ber wishes to give his opinion as to what may
have happened or what may happen, I would
think that might be all right. But to say, in

fact, that a certain thing has happened, in

the light of a denial from the Premier, might
be a little presumptive. One would therefore

hope that the member would refer to his

own point of view as to what may happen.
If that occurs, I would think the House
would be pleased-

Mr. Speaker: I think that's what I said in

other words. The hon. member will continue.

Mr. Deans: Just a brief word on the point

of order: If you are going to exercise that

prerogative now, Mr. Speaker, I hope you
will keep it in mind when people like the

Minister of Housing (Mr. Rhodes) make

speeches.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Timis-

kaming will continue.

BUDGET DEBATE
(continued)

Mr. Bain: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I

would assume that whenever members speak,

they speak about reality as they perceive it.

I would simply say that my perception of

reality, and my party's perception of reality,

have been proven to be correct more often

than the government's—in my opinion.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Ninety-nine per cent

garbage.

Mr. Breithaupt: That's perception of itself.

Mr. Bain: In the example I cited relating
to Reed Paper, I was going to say that a

memorandum of agreement that agrees to

give or not to give, that might give, that

perhaps will give and that some day will

give, is not what should have been signed.
What should have been signed was a strong
letter of indictment that would have been
sent by the Minister of Natural Resources to

that company that, because they as a com-
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pany are responsible for the pollution of the

Enghsh and Wabigoon river system, unless

they clean up that river system themselves

at their own cost, they will lose what timber

rights they already have.

The time has long since passed in this

province, I think, when we can tol'erate any
company destroying the natural resources of

the people of this province in the name of

corporate profit. For, after all, when the

companies have come and gone, the people
will still be here; and if there are no re-

sources, what will sustain them?

I would like to turn to a matter that is of

great importance to the average person in

northern Ontario because they face it every

day of their lives. I am sure that the Min-

ister of Housing will recall in 1971, in the

election campaign waged by the government
in northern Ontario, that they published a

very nice pamphlet. It had a blue cover

with, I believe, a picture of the Premier. I

looked for it down here in my office but, un-

fortunately, I had left it at home so I will

send you a copy if you should indicate your
interest.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I have one. I was
around in 1971 and you weren't.

Mr. MoflFatt: I have 12,000 that nobody
would take.

Mr. Bain: You have it? The pamphlet in

particular was very interesting in that it

promised—this was -an election promise and
I assume the government keeps its prom-

Mr. Deans: They can speak on whatever

they want to and you can't challenge.

Mr. Bain: I wouldn't want to impute mo-
tive but I assume they keep promises. They
promised in that election that they would
equalize gas prices all across this province—

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: What is Orphan Annie

talking about?

Mr. Bain: That appealed to the people of

northern Ontario and it still appeals to them
and they're waiting.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Not in the Soo. We pay
less in the Soo than in Toronto—two cents a

gallon less.

Mr. Bain: How long must they wait? In
the fall of 1975 we saw where gasoline and
oil prices were going up on the average
six cents a gallon. The oil companies were
about to make another windfall profit but
the government refused to intervene and

allowed this to take place. We have recently
been treated to another such increase in

gasoline prices and on a recent trip last

week through northeastern Ontario, we kept
track of the gasoline prices from station to

station.

In New Liskeard, we found that gas in

one station was 93.9 cents for a gallon of

regular gas. In Timmins it was 83.9 cents.

In Smooth Rock Falls it was 99 cents and in

Kapuskasing at one station it was 94.9 cents.

These are random stations, just happening to

be the ones we pulled into.

The point is, we're always told in northern

Ontario that we have to pay more for gas
because of transportation costs. We get it

from the south supposedly. For anyone's

geography, if you look at New Liskeard,

Timmins, Smooth Rock Falls and Kapuskas-
ing's relative locations on a map, you will

find that New Liskeard is in the south with

93.9 cents, Timmins, over 100 miles to the

north, has 83.9 cents. Smooth Rock Falls,

going further north, is 99 cents. But again,
further north than Smooth Rock Falls, you
have Kapuskasing with 94.9 cents.

I would suggest that the price of gas bears

no relationship to transportation costs. It

bears a strict relationship to what the com-

panies figure they can charge the public.

They charge all that the market will bear. In

the case of Timmins, we owe the lower gas

price to one stalwart individual who sells his

gas as an independent at a lower price. I'm

sure the people in Timmins thank him every

day, not only by high sales but by gratitude
for his desire to do a little bit to provide a

reasonable price for gas. He's still making a

profit. The other companies, of course, are

forced to keep their prices down a little

more.

There is no relationship between gas

prices and northern Ontario and transpor-
tation costs. For the government to fail to

act in this area is again negating its respon-

sibility. We are told that transportation is

the reason for the difference. But transpor-

tation, of course, is not the reason. The com-

panies will charge whatever they think they
can get away with and, of course, the gov-
ernment seems to sanction that attitude. I

believe it calls it free enterprise. Most of us

would call it gouging.

Hydro. The government can say it doesn't

have any control over the gas companies,
which I would debate, but it has a very
direct control over Hydro.

Last year hydro rates went up some 20

per cent and this year we've been told

there's going to a wholesale increase of 30
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per cent. The government can give me all

sorts of justifications why-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Could we have a

little less noise in the chamber, please? Can
you keep your side conversations down?

Mr. Bain: The Liberals and the former
Liberals.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Who said that?

Mr. Bain: I did, the person who is sup-

posed to be speaking.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: That's the first accurate

thing you've said all night.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: If the Minister of

Housing wishes to interject, please would he
do it from his own seat?

Mr. Bain: I think that the Speaker would
appreciate a little incident—the Minister of

Housing and the former Minister of Trans-

portation and Communications reminded me
of this.

[8:301

Mr. Laughren: He's not the Minister of

Housing; he's the minister of house. He
built one.

Mr. Bain: The minister, of course, repre-
sents the great riding of Sault Ste. Marie,
which has rejnained a great riding despite
the representation. I'm sure the former Min-
ister of Transportation and Communications
realizes that the people in northern Ontario
have a totally inadequate road system and
that people all along Highway 11, from
North Bay onwards, have been asking the

government for quite some tipie to build a
few passing lanes so that people's lives and
limbs would not be endangered every time

they went on the road. We've been told

that the government can't afford that.

This summer my wife, piy son and I had
the privilege of vacationing in the Dean
Lake area and we happened to go to Sault

Ste. Marie one day. Members will realize

that we had already gone from North Bay
toward Sudbury and we didn't see any great

profusion of passing lanes along Highway 17.

We were well past Sudbury at Dean Lake
and we went toward Sault Ste. Marie.

All of a sudden, out in the middle of

nowhere, these passing lanes began to spring
up upon us and my wife couldn't quite
figure out why those passing lanes were
there because she knew there were no pass-

ing lanes to speak of in any other part of

northern Ontario. As we got closer to the

Soo these passing lanes were so intermittent

that they must be an embarrassment to the

minister.

Of course, his pride is the fact that we
have those passing lanes there. As a former
Minister of Transportation and Communica-
tions I'm sure he evaluated the need for

passing lanes on Highway 17 toward Sault

Ste. Marie in the same way as he evaluated
the need for passing lanes everywhere else

in northern Ontario.

I feel that this kind of crass patronage is

what has resulted in the Tories having only—
what? one, two, three, four people repre-

senting northern Ontario in the government.
I would suggest that that is because of their

attitude, the way they treated politics in

northern Ontario. I don't find many people
who believe that the way one votes should

determine whether one gets basic services or

not. That's what defeated the Tories in

northern Ontario.

I'm sorry for the digression, Mr. Speaker,
but the interruption by the former Minister

of Transportation and Communications I felt

should elicit a response.

Going back to the problems of Hydro and
the escalating prices in general, we come to

the most scandalous example, the example
of natural gas. Within the last 2% years the

price of natural gas has gone up over 100

per cent.

Interjection.

Mr. Bain: Incidentally, Mr. Speaker, you
correct me if I'm wrong, but I believe that

in the bud^get debate I will be speaking,
then a Liberal will be speaking but we don't

have a Conservative who would be willing

to speak tonight. Obviously the member for

Sault Ste. Marie has a lot to contribute and
I'm sure we'd be happy to listen to him in

his turn.

Interjection.

Mr. Bain: The gas bills, as I've said, in

northern Ontario have gone up over 100 per
cent in the last 2^ years. I cite these ex-

amples to indicate that the government's

supposed restraint programme applies only
to essential services and certainly not to

basic needs of the people.

If the Tories are going to embark upon
an anti-inflation prograjnme which they
claim is necessary to fight inflation, I'm sure

the people of this province would be happy
to accept such a programme if they felt it

was being applied fairly. If wages are al-

lowed to go up only eight per cent to 10
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per cent, fine, as long as prices go up only

eight to 10 per cent. But the Tories have

shown no indication of doing that. This

mumho-jumbo about profit control is mis-

leading no one; nobody believes that. Even

they don't believe that. If they want to con-

trol prices set a lead; set an example. If

they control prices as they have tried to

control wages, they'd have the support of

people for a real anti-inflation programme.
As long as they allow Hydro charges to

increase l^y 30 per cent wholesale this year,

natural gas to go up 100 per cent in the last

two years and, worst of all, as a government,

increasing OHIP premiums 45 per cent—that's

what I call real leadership. They really want
to show the people they mean business about

prices. It's a service for which they charge

people; they raise the price for it 45 per
cent and expect the people to sit back and

allow their wages to be restricted to eight
and 10 per cent.

In effect, what they are doing is taking

away earning power from working people.

They are—they're right. They'll be able to

fight inflation because if people don't have

any purchasing power they can't buy goods.
There won't be a demand, therefore the

government is not going to have inflation but

there's no way that that is a method of fight-

ing inflation which any progressive, humane
government could sanction. Yet these people
sanction it and, in fact, proselytize for it

but they have gained no converts. Unless

they totally disavow the anti-inflation pro-

gramme they're going to be totally disavowed
at the next election.

The restraint programme, I have found,
has l)een expressed in a very unacceptable
manner when it comes to the Ontario Stu-

dent Assistance Programme. I'm glad to see

that the Minister of Colleges and Universities

(Mr. Parrott) is here. I would simply like to

sa\- to him that last year and this year when
I and others phoned the Ontario student

assistance branch here in Toronto, we were
told that there was not sufficient staff to pro-
cess the applications and that's why the

applications took so long to process.

I would suggest that in an area like this,

a basic area where people need the service,

he shouldn't cut back on his staff. Whatever
staff he needs to process the applications, he
should have. If he can't do that or is un-

willing to do that, he should set up a basic

set of guidelines which would show the quali-
fications for an Ontario student assistance

loan and give those guidelines to the colleges
and universities and let them administer the

programme. At least he'll get it done a lot

more quickly.

I'm not saying that he needs to do that.

I'm simply saying that whatever method he
feels he can manage is the method he should
embark upon to allow those applications to

be processed.

Since I was elected in the fall of 1975, I

have begun to get an idea of what the

Speaker referred to as—what was it? It was

bureaucracy. Flabby bureaucracy? It was a

good term anyway.

Any time one phones a government agency,
one has to have a number, a file number, a
social insurance number, some sort of num-
ber. I've come to accept that. I see the

necessity for that. When one phones the

Ontario student assistance branch, one needs
a file number but the file number is no good
to them. They can't find the file. They have
to have the batch number as well. I think

that is the first ministry in any level of

government where you need two numbers to

get hold of a file.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: Progress.

Mr. Bain: As I said, whatever method the

minister needs to utilize to overcome the

problems of processing applications, he

should do it. Many students who are going
to colleges and universities would not have

been able to go a few years ago; they don't

have family resources to fall back upon. If

they can't get their student loans in time,

many of them have to drop out of school

and I don't think we can—

Hon. Mr. Parrott: That is not so.

Mr. Bain: I don't think we can tolerate

that and any student—

Hon. Mr. Parrott: Why doesn't the mem-
ber name a few?

Mr. Bain: Okay. Any student who has had

to do that—

Hon. Mr. Parrott: Send me a list of a

bunch of those who have left.

Mr. Bain: Okay. I assume, then, if I give

the minister any names of students who are

faced with this difficulty—

Hon. Mr. Parrott: The ones who have had

to stop. The ones you said are dropping out.

Mr. Bain: The ones who have had to drop
out? Unless the minister is going to be able

to go to them now and provide a situation

by which they can re-enter, his posturing is

of little use. I'm trying to get an improve-
ment. If I provide the minister with names
of students—
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Hon. Mr. Parrott: Who have dropped out?

Mr. Bain: No. Who are presently in that

situation. I can provide the minister With
those names as well, but those people can't

be helped right now.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: You're aware that 80

per cent of them got their loans?

Mr. Bain: The minister is willing to help.
I can see that. I'm glad he's willing to help.
Can I provide the minister With names of

students who face that problem right now,
and will he act before they have to drop out
in the next week or two?

Hon. Mr. Parrott: Certainly. We have 80

per cent of them now.

iMr. Bain: Thank you very much. The
minister will have the names tomorrow. Do
any other members have names? If so, send
them to the minister.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: Without the student
aid programme, there wouldn't be any stu-

dents left.

Mr. Bain: I was told that one couldn't

get any action out of the government by
speaking in the House. I'm glad to see that

isn't true. I'll have to bring more matters to

the attention of the House.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: It's the first representa-
tion you've made on behalf of your constitu-

ents since you have been here.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh.

Mr. Villeneuve: He's only here for one
term.

Mr. Bain: I've known of situations where
the member for Algoma has had to raise

issues in this House which more properly
should have been raised by the member for

Sault Ste. Marie. It just goes to show who
is representing their constituents, doesn't it?

(Mn Lewis: Does the minister realize that
his party is 12 per cent behind the NDP in

northern Ontario? In the Soo, Algoma-
Manitoulin, Cochrane North and Kenora-in
those four ridings.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Not in the Soo, baby.

'Mr. Lewis: The other ones we won't even
talk about.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: You've got to admit you
guys don't even come close.

Mr. Lewis: And when you think of who
they're talking about as your successor—

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Speaker, will you
stop the interjections by the member for

Scarborough West? It's terrible.

IMr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. Will

the hon. member for Timiskaming please
continue?

Mr. Bain: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. An-
other area I would like to deal with is one
which the government has neglected far too

long; it is the area of occupational health.

The government has received the report of

the Ham commission, which I think many
of us will agree has been a milestone in its

thoroughness and in the personal character
of Dr. Ham, which led him to really talk

to people about the problems they face in

the mining industry. But this royal commis-
sion on mine safety also has been a mile-

stone in that it has documented, point by
point and verse by verse, the government's
total lack of involvement to enforce proper
health standards in the mining industry. In

fact, the Ham commission report is an indict-

ment of the government's inaction over the

years.

Mr. Cunningham: Where's Marvin? We
want Marvin.

Mr. Bain: There are a number of things in

the Ham report which I feel are long over-

due, but won't go into all of them. However,
I think that we must have workers as the

inspectors in the mines. There's no point in

having the inspection done by people who
come out of management and whose sym-
pathies lie in that area. We also need to

have strict and objective threshold limits for

various levels of exposure to dust, gas, etc.,

that can be rigidly enforced. There needs to

be this reference that can be made so that

one can find out exacdy what the standards

are.

One other thing that I think is most im-

portant is that permanent records need to be

kept of anyone who enters into the mining
industry so that person wiU be able to know
of any developments that would hazard that

person's health. Today we have many min-
ers—and the member for Sudbury ( Mr.

Germa) has mentionedthis many times in the

House—who don't have records kept of the

mines they've been in; they might go out
of mining, and when they do there is no
effort to track them down to see if they do
need treatment. So I feel this is absolutely
essential.

It remains to be seen whether the bills

that have been promised by the government
will accomplish what the government says
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they're going to accomplish, but at least the

government is admitting that it must move
in a new direction, and that this new direc-

tion has to guarantee safety in the work

place.

Mr. Cunningham: Where's Marvin?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Where's Stuart?

Mr. Cunningham: Looking for Marvin.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Is he down talking to

Pierre, saying, "Please go away"?

Mr. Cunningham: Talking to Bob Johnston.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: "Pierre is hurting me,"
says Stuart—Stuart is hurting Stuart.

Mr. Bain: I would suggest that the gov-
ernment do something that might be a little

innovative for the government. It should
formulate a bill of rights for working people
and for miners, and it should be mandatory
that this bill of rights be poisted in every
work place in this province so that the work-
ing people would know exactly what their

rights are. I find that a number of people
involved in industry do not know exactly
what rights they do have. I'll grant you
under this present government those rights
have been precious few but they are not
even aw«re of many of those. So, provide a
bill of rights for working people in this

province that is easily understood by every-
one and easily enforced and can't be wrig-
gled out of by the government.

[8:45]

Mr. Laughren: Long overdue.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Glad to have been of

service, says another teacher.

Mr. Laughren: Says the Minister of Hous-
ing, a former jock.

Mr. Bain: I have been glad to see the
Minister of Housing participate in this ex-

change. I only hope that he has learned
and will benefit from the exchange.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Yes, teacher.

Mr. Breithaupt: He still has powers-

Mr. Bain: We are all teachers and we are
all students and we all have a lot to leam.

The problems that I have discussed this

evening do not simply focus on an abstract.

Gold is not the problem; it's people and their

communities that are the problem. Farming
is not the difficulty. It's the farm commu-
nities that are threatened by the govern-

ment's inaction. Forestry, again, is not the

problem per se. It's the fact that we are not

wisely utilizing our forests and that we have

to embark upon regeneration in order to

guarantee the future for the people of this

province.

Prices—gas, hydro, natural gas, your in-

famous OHIP premium increase—these again
in themselves are things that affect people
and the government has to control those

prices. If it doesn't—and I don't think it

will because I don't think it cares—then in

fact what it is saying to the people of this

province is that they don't really matter.

The government is saying that you can't

have a dividted loyalty. You can't have a

loyalty to corporations and people at the

same time. And it has obviously decided

which side it is on. The profits di corpora-
tions—

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: You want to subsidize

them.

Mr. Bain: —are what it will protect. And
that is why this government has to be

watched constantly because it says that it

will come in with a bill that will protect

workers. But when it implements it, what
kind of a bill will it really be? The govern-
ment's heart usually is not in any of these

things and it is driven, yelling and scream-

ing, to the point where—like 1943—it figures

"We might lose so we had better put in a

bill that looks like it will appear to people
that it wiU tackle the problem." Invariably,

it's window-dressing and the bills usually

never have any real substance.

I would like to oflFer a little spirit of co-

operation. I wouldn't want to be accused by
the government of not being willing to co-

operate. I personally would be willing to

support this government when it makes the

decision that people are more important than

corporate greed and corporations maximizing
their profits. Until it does tbat-and I don't

think it ever will—it will not have my sup-

port and it will not have tlie support of this

party nor of the people of this province.

Mr. Ruston: Mr. Speaker, after all that

applause I feel as though I should sit down
while I am ahead. On the other hand, I don't

think I will.

It has been some time since the Treasurer

(Mr. McKeough) brought down his budget
last April 6. There have been a number of

major things happen since that time and a

person could spend a great deal of time in

going over that budget. Probably one of the

items that is of interest right now is the

reform of property taxation in budget paper
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E that the Treasurer spoke about at that time.

I think that he should take the reform out.

I don't thing it is a reform. I think it's just

a shuffle, like they sometimes shuffle the

cabinet over there, like musical chairs or

something. I have a feeling that's what he

recommended in budget paper E and the

reform of property taxation—and that's all

it is.

With regard to his proposals to raise the

market value assessment on the golf courses,

and to tax schools and many other charitable

properties, in my opinion this is not reform-

ing our taxation system. If we are going to

really reform it then I think it's time we
started thinking about where the money
should come from for certain services that

we must put into the community.

I would suppose that education is always
one of the topics in a type of thing like that,

because it does take a major portion of the

municipal tax. I think in our own area, from
what the municipality collects, about 55 to 60

per cent goes to the education system. It's

worrisome when you see people bringing you
their tax forms for this year compared to

last year. I was looking at one of my neigh-
bour's whose house is in the township where
I live. I think his total taxes last year were

$552 and this year were $654.

The township and county rate held steady

—they didn't raise any. They were very care-

ful—they are trying to keep it down. They
were aware that the province had cut back
to some extent on the increase it had been

allowing school boards, so the school board
had to raise theirs considerably—in fact $102
on one home. That was what the school tax

alone increased in one year.

But it concerns me to see what happens
in the United States just 20 miles from where
I live—the problems they're having in educa-
tion for their children, and assessing the cost

of it. I don't know if you are aware of it

but in the United States they cannot raise

the mill rate automatically at the whim of

the elected people like we can over here. We
have much greater powers than they have.

The local municipal council in Detroit or any
of the areas there cannot say, "We need $10
million more this year so we'll just raise the

taxes." They can't do that. They're limited

in what they can put on the taxes in United
States.

Last August during the primaries they had
a vote in the city of Detroit to try to get
more money to run their school system, and
it was turned down. That meant a great

catastrophe really—in the city core especially.
Under our present system, if it continues

the way it is, I'm seriously concerned that

the same thing could happen here. I think

everybody in the education system should

think about this—teachers, school boards and

everybody. If it continues like that—and
there's been talk about it over here—the

people are going to get so concerned about it

that they are going to start demanding that

something similar come about.

That could really be the ruination of our

education system. Much as we like to look

after our fellow man, we sometimes have a

tendency to say, "We don't need a new
school—our children are all through." This is

what is happening in the United States in

many cities. In fact they are having another
vote on November 2 to try to get this.

There are many more people in the com-

munity concerned about getting the mill rate

voted, so they can raise more money.

If we continue our present method of pay-

ing education costs—so much of it on the

mill rate and property taxes—I'm concerned

that we're going to have real problems. I

think it's time we took a look at how the

future stands and how we are going to

handle this and whether we are going to

have to start looking at the sales tax, the

income tax and the corporation tax. I don't

think we can continue at the rate we're

going. I'm afraid we're heading for trouble.

I'm very serious about this; I'm really con-

cerned about it because I can see these

problems growing.

We have the negative income tax, of

course— it does help some. But it doesn't

solve the problem and it's not going to

solve the problem, and I'm really concerned

about this.

The education system that has been run-

ning in this province for the last 10 or 15

years has not been the best. I know that the

Minister of Education (Mr. Wells) and the

former minister, now the Premier, like to

get up and say that our system is the best

in the world. But it's not been the best in

the world and they are finally admitting it.

In fact, it was only a couple of weeks ago
on Wednesday afternoon when the Minister

of Education came out with a window-dress-

ing statement that he was going to start

making certain subjects mandatory and so

forth when he was aware that one of the

other parties had a policy statepnent coming
out to try to bring our education system to

a higher standard.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Which party?

Mr. Ruston: Well, which party, Mr. Minis-

ter of Housing? I am sure the minister knows
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which it is because we know the NDP are
not interested in improving the education

system. They want it freer than ever. No
regulations, no nothing, just go and do your
own thing. That's their system; that's their

pohcy and we know that. I am ignoring that

party for now.

I think it's a serious situation and I would
hope that all parties would consider this mat-
ter of assessing the cost of education in the

future and taking it very seriously. I think

that if we continue with the present system
we are heading for real trouble. I think the

public is not going to accept it,

There are many things that a person could
talk about now. One of the main concerns to

everyone in the province of Ontario, not just

in our own riding, is our energy costs-

hydro rates, natural gas rates and gasoline.

The OPEC countries a few years ago came
to the conclusion that if we could sell a

bushel of wheat for $5, they should have $10
or $11 for a barrel of oil. They raised the

price from $3.50 to $11 and that's it. Of
course the sheik of Alberta then figured if

they can get $11 or $12 a barrel, he should

be able to get that much too—

Mr. Edighoffer: He is NDP.

Mr. Ruston: No, I am afraid he is a Con-
servative. It's a funny thing about the oil in
Alberta and the price that they want. The
federal government is trying to keep them
from raising it too fast. They want the world
price immediately but the federal government
said, "No, we are not going to allow that."
You know that fellow from-well I don't
know what riding he's from-fropi Alberta. I

think his name is Clark but I don't know if he
is from Assiniboine—

Mr. Breithaupt: He is the Yellowhead kid.

Mr. Ruston: —or from Yellowhead or from—

Mr. Kerrio: He's a McTeer.

Mr. Ruston: Well, yes, I have heard that
name too. But there is another riding he is

going to represent too and I am not sure
which riding it is. He is having a little prob-
lem there. He is having a little problem there
with somebody running against him in one
of those ridings.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: He is the next prime
minister of Canada.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: He is not bailing out to

Quebec.

Mr. Ruston: The funny part about Mr.
Clark is that I never heard a word from him

about what he would do about energy costs.

It's amazing how he can keep so quiet in all

this. It is just amazing and one wonders why,
but I suppose it is not hard to figure out
when he comes from Alberta, Naturally he
doesn't want to say anything about all the

millionaires in Alberta and all their oil. But
that fellow, the leader of the Progressive
Conservative Party in Ottawa, I will give him
credit. He can really keep quiet when it

comes to energy costs. He has never said a

word since he has been elected leader of the

party.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Don't mention the fed-

eral Liberals.

Mr. Ruston: John, are you having trouble

over there?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Don't mention the fed-

eral Liberals or Stuart will be mad at you.

Mr. Ruston: Oh, I see. Well, I am men-

tioning energy costs and they come all tied

in. The Minister of Energy for Ontario (Mr.
Timbrell—well, I have a word for him but

I don't think it is ethical. I can't call another

member by what I was going to use. I am
very disappointed in the way he replies to

some of the suggestions that people have

made—the municipal associations of Ontario

and so forth. The arrogance that he shows—
I don't know whether it is because of his—

Mr. Eakins: Youth?

Mr. Ruston: Well, I think a lot of young
people are a lot smarter than that. They
respect people more than that. I am not sure

what it is but I think that most people are

disappointed in his attitude with regard to

suggestions made to him on energy costs and
so forth in Ontario.

As for hydro rates in Ontario, it's fine to

say we need controls and my goodness, we
know that the majority of people of Canada

accept them. They don't agree with them
all because, after all, everyone likes controls

as long as it is on the other fellow and not

on them. That's the way we happen to be

in most cases. But when you come and want
a 30 per cent increase in Hydro rates at a

time like this I just can't understand it.

[9:00]

Sure, the Treasurer gets up and says:

"Ontario Hydro has to have the money be-

cause we'd only have to go into the market
and borrow more money." If I was running a

business and had to compete with a fellow

down the road who had his place all paid
for while I was still borrowing money I
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couldn't afiFord to raise my price way above
his because I wouldn't stay in business. I'd

have to go out and borrow money and try

to get along so that I could compete with
him.

But, of course, Ontario Hydro doesn't have
to compete. That's one great advantage, I

suppose, of being a government agency. In

fact, like the NDP, if everything was run by
the government there would be no competi-
tion. Whatever the price is, that is what it

would be.

But you still need a little competition.
Ontario Hydro does not have to raise the

rates all that much if they really look at

what their rate structure should be over the

next five years. If they do have to borrow a
little money for this year or for the next two
or three years, there's nothing wrong with
that. They could keep their increase to about
18 per cent wholesale this year and next

year about 12 to 14 per cent and the next

year about eight to 10 per cent.

That can be done, Mr. Minister of Housing.
I see he's taking his pencil out, but that can
be done.

Mr. Bounsall: Not a bad idea.

Mr. Ruston: No, that's sound business

practice, especially at a time like this when
we're trying to keep our cost increases in a

general line or from six to 10 per cent each

year. That's what we should be looking at.

There's nothing wrong with it at all.

The cost of hydro at this rate is going to

put our manufacturing industry in some
jeopardy. It's going to put everybody in

jeopardy. We just can't be looking at a 30
per cent increase in one year, especially when
it can be done with a lower increase. I realize

that even 18 per cent is too high but, on the
other hand, that's the wholesale rate. I'm

surprised that the member for London North
(Mr. Shore) doesn't get up here. He's an
accountant and I'm sure he could tell you
fellows that this could be done, but I sup-
pose he's not going to say anything to you
fellows. He's going to be pretty quiet.

Mr. Eakins: He's 9 to 5 now.

Mr. Ruston: I see he's not in his seat now.
Anyway, Mr. Speaker, I'm concerned that
this is not at all good for the province of

Ontario-

Ron. Mr. Rhodes: He is out with Stuart

playing tennis.

Mr. Ruston: —and I think that this govern-
ment has to see that Ontario Hydro does not
raise the rates over 18 per cent wholesale for

this year, and balance it out over the next
five years. That can be done, I'm sure.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Eighteen?

Mr. Ruston: Eighteen per cent wholesale.

They're asking for 30.5 per cent.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Would you settle for 22.7

per cent?

Mr. Ruston: No, 18 per cent.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: We'll have to go to the

people over that one.

Mr. Ruston: We don't have much control

over natural gas. We realize that because it

comes from Alberta and British Columl>ia—

Hon. Mr. Kerr: It comes from Chatham.

Mr. Ruston: Maybe if we had all this

natural gas like they have out there we'd be

greedy too. After all, we all have to live in

this country. Surely, we can look after our

own anyway. Our own hydro, fine, we should

look after that. We should see that it stays

within reasonable limits and within the guide-
lines set up by this government. This govern-
ment approved those guidelines.

Mr. Speaker, one of the ways the Treasurer

is handling the finances now—his cash flow

and his budgetary requirements and so forth,

and this Wintario lottery and now this Pro-

vincial lottery—I spoke on the Wintario l>ill

when it came in—and mind you, I have five

tickets in my pocket now. Sometimes I have

more but I have to force myself to quit buying
so many because—

Mr. Eakins: You're playing right into-

Darcy's hands.

Mr. Ruston: Yes, I'm playing right into the

Treasurer's hands and also those of the

Minister of Culture and Recreation (Mr.

Welch). Every time there's a draw on TV, the

Minister of Culture and Recreation is up
there and this is a great thing. They are all

right up to a point but when we start putting
these in and now there are the $5 tickets,

the thing that bothers me—not very long ago
I saw a fellow walk out of a place which was

selling tickets. He had worked overtime the

week before and he had a good-sized cheque.
He walked out with three $10 lottery tickets,

two $5 tickets and five $1 tickets. There was

$45 that he was paying in one week in>

lottery tickets and he's got a family to keep
and so forth. What I'm saying is the more
these are put out and the more we keep this

advertising going—it's false advertising, too,

when they get up and say "everybody wins.'"
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I suppose if a businessman advertises like

that the Minister of Consumer and Corporate
Affairs in Ottawa would probably take him to

court.

What bothers me with this is it's fine to

have it for certain things but with this type
of a thing we tend to get the money—the

people who are putting out the money are

generally low income people, the people who
aren't able to pay high taxes. What I said

at the time this Wintario bill came through
was that we should never get the idea that

this is the way to raise money for necessities

because after all we're not collecting on the

ability to pay.

It's an emotional thing and it kind of

gets into you, I suppose. It's like betting on

the horses or betting on the numbers like

they have in the States and some other

places. I'm not objecting to them. I think

everyone likes to gamble a little and I think

the Wintario one with its $1 tickets is great
but I'm really concerned about these other

ones and the big advertisements we have

saying everybody wins.

I don't think that's the way to raise money
for health care and educational costs or even
health research. If we need health research

I think that should come from the people
who have the ability to pay and I don't

think there's any fairer way to collect it.

There is another thing with Wintario. I

mentioned about the Minister of Culture and
Recreation getting up there—we're using it as

a political game. I've had different people
tell me, "All you're doing is building up a

fund." I think one of the commentators on

CBET, channel 9 in Windsor, Lloyd Brown-

john, said, "All you're doing really when
you're buying tickets is you're building up a

fund for the province of Ontario and the

Conservative Party before the next election so

that they can go out and start approving all

the grants and making sure the cheques get
out in a hurry."

They've approved lots now but the cheques
aren't going out. It takes eight months to a

year to get them out. Five weeks before the

election, they'll be rolling them out and

they'll have to bring in transport trucks to

take them all out. It's a great thing. I had
one in the last election, $325,000, just seven

miles from me. The Premier came down and
said—sure, we're glad to take the money.

Mr. B. Newman: What happened as a
result of that?

Mr. Good: It cost $35,000 a vote.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Didn't hurt you any,
did it?

Mr. Ruston: But this is too political. We're

heading the wrong way on that, I'm sure.

It's an interesting thing—how the letters are

signed. Every time I get a copy of a letter

that went out or was going out to somebody
who made an application for a Wintario

grant-

Mr. Kerrio: Listen to this.

Mr. Ruston: —the first thing I do when I

get it, I don't read it—I look at the bottom to

see who signed. If the Minister of Culture

and Recreation signed it I know it's an ap-

proval but if the deputy minister or some
other one signed it I know it's being con-

sidered. It's awful to think that they have
come to that.

Mr. Good: How low can you get? Talk
about politics!

Mr. Kerrio: Mr. Johnston turns it down
and the minister approves it.

Mr. Ruston: The Minister of Culture and
Recreation has had so many portfolios. I've

been in this House nine years and I think

he's had eight portfolios since I've been
here. I really don't know whether he's in-

capable—whether he gets a ministry in such
a mess that they move him to another one—
or whether he can fix them all up in a year
and they pass him on to another one. I

really haven't been able to assess that be-

cause I don't have access to the files to know
for each ministry he's been in charge of,

whether he's good or bad. You have to look

at it one way or the other. He's real good
or real bad and they shuffle him out.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: What is your honest

assessment?

Mr. Ruston: My honest assessment? I

think he's pretty lousy,

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Give us your honest

assessment.

Mr. Eakins: He was Minister of Housing,
wasn't he?

Mr. Ruston: Yes, he was the Minister of

Housing for a while. That's right.

Mr. Good: What shape did he leave that

Mr. Ruston: They did get 100 more votes

but they still got only 18 per cent of the

total. That's all right, we accept that.

Mr. Ruston: I don't know if he was min-

ister much longer than this minister or not,

but—He wasn't?
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Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I hold the record.

Mr. Ruston: The present minister holds the

record, that's good. Well, that shows some
of his capabilities, I'm sure.

Mr. Deans: We've ground to a complete
halt. He's got the record for grinding.

Mr. Eakins: George McCague is going to

get the minister's job.

Mr. Ruston: We had the leader of our

party in Windsor yesterday and I was just

listening to the radio.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Which one?

Mr. Ruston: Oh, I'm sure that the minis-

ter knows that.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Federal or provincial?

Mr. Ruston: Provincial, and that's our

party. That's right. The only leader of my
party is the provincial leader and I'm very
glad to be with him. I was at the airport to

meet him and travelled in Windsor all day
yesterday.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Yes, he looked it.

Mr. Ruston: I might say that there was a

poll at CKWW radio for an hour before he
came on the hot-hne. It was rather an in-

teresting poll. There was 39 for the Liberals,
28 for the Conservatives and 20 for the
NDP. I can't really figure out where the 28
Conservatives were because you know, there
must have been somebody on that line all

the time just calling in. You see, I've never
heard that many before.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: How did you get 39
Liberals to phone in all at the same time?

Mr. Ruston: They called each other.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Where did they come
from?

Mr. Ruston: I don't know where they
came from. They must have been calling in

from Chatham. I think they were calling in

from Chatham. Darcy McKeough must have
had them calling in from Chatham.

Mr. Eakins: They used the WATS line out
of Toronto.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: You don't have that

many in your caucus. Somebody called
twice.

Mr. Ruston: I suppose we have a number
of concerns. I met today with people from
the Ministry of Housing and officials from

the Ministry of Housing with the township
of Sandwich West. We're concerned about
getting new sewage work put in the town-
ships and we have a number of these that
have been held back. I don't say they've been
cut off. They've been held back for a year
because the Ministry of the Environment has
run out of funds, apparently. I think he's a

pretty good fellow—

Hon. Mr. Kerr: A slight delay. Want some
of those Wintario funds?

Mr. Ruston: I think he'll see that we are
taken care of. We're all concerned to see
the pollution abatement programmes carried
out. I think that we are doing reasonably
well in Ontario compared to the United

States, although you know you never can
do too much on that because we still have
a lot of areas that need care and need pollu-
tion equipment, sewers, treatment plants and
so forth put in. This is a concern to many
people in Ontario and I question whether
this is a place we should be cutting back.

You always say, well, where should you cut?
I think pollution abatement is something that

should be a top priority.

Health care is of course a top priority and
how many more do you have? Education, I

suppose, but those three have to be on the

front burner. I think they have to be on the

front burner to keep them going.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Don't forget the high-

ways.

Mr. Good: Your liudget should be cut

right off.

Mr. Ruston: We're concerned about these

and we're hoping that the Treasurer will see

that money is made available for these pollu-
tion disposal systems and abatement pro-

grammes throughout the province and, of

course, in our own area.

We also have agricultural problems. It

seems to me that weather conditions vary so

much in agriculture. I just noted some of the

turnout, the bushels per acre of soya beans,

corn, tomatoes and different things like that

in our area this year. It's amazing the \'aria-

tion you get because of weather conditions.

I think I've noticed it more this year than

in the last few years. I think from 1972 on,

it has more or less evened out.

This year we have areas where soya beans,
which is one of our major crops in western
Ontario—especially Essex and Kent counties

and Pelee Island—they went from—I had one
fellow tell me last Saturday evening that he
had 60 acres of soya beans and he got 400
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bushels. The average crop in Ontario is about

30 bushels to the acre so you know what he

got—he had a lot of work for nothing.

[9:15]

That was at a meeting in Windsor. The
Minister of Consumer and Commercial Rela-

tions (Mr. Handleman) was speaking and ex-

plaining The Credit Union Act at the annual
dinner and banquet of the credit unions of

Essex county and the city of Windsor.

Farming this year in our area has had
some real problems. Corn production is down
as well. Wheat was a good crop. Some years
if a farmer gets a poor crop but the price
is way up, he's all right but this year I think

the United States is trying to avoid too many
exports so it could keep farm prices down
during an election year. That way the poli-
ticians thought they could get the majority
of the vote in the cities. Then Ford started

realizing, when he was out campaigning in

the farm states, that he was running into

problems so then he started saying he would
export more to help the farmers and probably
put the price up a littie. We find out now, I

see from Mr. Jamieson, I think, who was
over in Russia, that they have a bumper
crop this year and may not need very many
imports.

It's very unsettled. Beef prices are very
low. To give members an idea of hog prices
—I'm not sure there are too many hog farmers
here-a year ago they were about $85 a
hundred and right now they are $47. It's

pretty hard to run a roller coaster and that's

why I say we need a good farm stabilization
or insurance bill to cover these types of

catastrophies.

As members know, when a man starts a
business and is trying to run it along, $85 a
hundred probably is higher than he needs;
$70 or $75 may be what he should have,
but it fluctuates. When it goes down that

low, it can give him real problems especially
if he's trying to buy according to the mar-
ket. He has to be pretty careful.

It's a pretty unstable situation and it

proves that we need a good farm stabiliza-
tion Act to kind of cover these hills and val-

leys that we run through.

An hon. member: Better than the proposed
one.

Mr. Huston: Yes, better than the proposed
one, especially when some of them are go-
ing to get only five per cent on top of noth-

ing almost; or five per cent of whatever the
low price might be. We'll get into that at

another time and it's not necessary to speak

about it right now. That's one of the con-

cerns we have.

The dairy farmers and some of the in-

dustrial milk shippers in the past year liave

had real problems. It's awfully easy for the

Minister of Agriculture and Food here to

get up and blame the Minister of Agricul-
ture in Ottawa, and for him to get up and
blame the Minister of Agriculture in Ontario
for encouraging overproduction.

I had one of my constituents come in one

day and show me his milk cheque which
had $2,700 taken off as a penalty because
he had overshipped his quota. His total

cheque was $4,300 and $2,700 was taken off.

The government just can't do that. He was

shipping about 1,700 pounds of milk a day.
I asked him, "How did you get into this

type of a position?"

He said, "I got an IMPIP loan. I got a

Farm Credit Corporation loan; I'd had one

previously. I got an IMPIP loan and I had

only about a 400-pound class A quota and
about 500 industrial milk. I had a chance
last November or December to buy some
class A quota at five cents a pound." Five

cents or $5? Five dollars. I've got so many
things on the go.

He said, "I could have bought that and it

would have protected me then for shipping.
I would have had a class A quota." That

gives him the top price for milk, around $12
a hundred. He said, "One of the field men
from the Ontario Milk Marketing Board said

there was no use my buying that. I could

ship all the industrial milk I wanted. I get

only about $1 per hundred less and don't

have to invest any money, just keep on ship-

ping the industrial milk."

So he didn't buy the class A quota and

then, this spring the roof fell in on him. He
said, "If I had realized, if I'd known, that that

was going to happen I could have arranged
to have bought some of the class A quota and
I could have stayed in business. I would have
been all right."

Well, he's been struggling along and with
some changes lately I think he's going to be
able to manage. But they really put him in a

terrible situation.

So, who is at fault? Trying to control pro-

duction is not easy, I realize that. But we
don't get anywhere by saying the Minister

of Agriculture in Ottawa and the dairy com-

mission said we had to cut production. Then
the Minister of Agriculture said a year ago
we had to have more production. So they
come out with the IMPIP loan. We've had
some poor direction there some place.
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I am not positive where the real blame is

but I have to lay the blame at least 50 per
cent here and 50 per cent in Ottawa. I don't

know where else. There was poor communi-
cation there some place—from Ottawa prob-

ably in telling Ontario to cut down produc-
tion; we are going to be overproducing.

Maybe they didn't put it in writing. I think

that was one of the things that were wrong.
I think the Minister of Agricuuture for Can-
ada just made a statement that we were going
to have to cut down production. I don't

know how he notified the provinces. Any-
way, this was poor communication some place
and we certainly have to do something with

that because that puts the farmer in a terrible

position.

Now, of course, we're talking about im-

ports. We are importing a limited amount
of cheese—what is it?—50 million pounds a

year, I think, from foreign countries. I sup-

pose there has been a request to Ottawa to

cut that out.

But you know, the Minister of Industry
and Tourism for Ontario (Mr. Bennett) talks

different to the Minister of Agriculture for

Ontario.

He gets up and says the govenment of
Ontario will continue to trade with any nation
it wishes to. So if we are going to trade with
them then it has to come back in. It's fine for

Ottawa to say, put up a wall but if Ontario
wants to trade, what do you do? Ottawa has
no control. You can't have each province
controlling imports and exports. So, I think
the Minister of Industry and Tourism had
better get together with the Minister of Agri-
culture and they had better start putting their

speeches together. Because I have a speech
here from the Minister of Industry and Tour-
ism and it is certainly in complete conflict

with the Minister of Agriculture for Ontario.

I don't think that we can really put a wall
around our country and say we won't im-

port. There's always a certain amount neces-

sary even if you produce 95 per cent. I sup-
pose people may like to taste a little bit of
Swiss cheese; I don't know whether it's any
better. They seem to think if it has the Swdss
name on it, maybe it's a little better. I don't

buy it myself. I make sure I only buy Cana-
dian. That's what we have.

Of course, there was a strange thing about
the Milk Marketing Board. It was putting on
a campaign to sell more milk, "drink more
milk." What was it, have a whisiker of milk?
I think there was some kind of campaign on
with that. They had 12 of these little cars

going around with people driving them. They
were all painted white, with a sign on the

side. They were all imported cars; all 12

of them were imported cars.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Well?

Mr. Ruston: Well, not from Canada and
the United States. We class American-made
cars together because we have that auto

pact. But they make small cars in Canada,

you know. They make them in St. Thomas.

They make them up in Quebec. They could

have bought them just as cheaply. The Milk

Marketing Board was saying we should cut

off imports of cheese. But when they wanted
to buy 12 cars to promote the sale of milk,

they go out and buy 12 imported cars. The>'
must have had a reason for it; I don't know.
I just question it. I mean, it just seems kind

of strange.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: How about imported
wine, Dick?

Mr. Ruston: No, Canadian wine, I'm not a

heavy drinker, but I'll take the Canadian
wine.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: You see, it would be

interesting-

Mr. Reid: John, you will drink any given

quantity.

Mr. Hall: Don't knock the Ontario wines,

John. Got to drink it, John. Getting better

every year.

Mr. Ruston: You know, we get so much
mail it is hard to keep track of it all but I

have heard different people in the ministry

talking about emitting down on the use of—

being your own liquor control board-the ads

on TV and everything. I was looking over the

Liquor Licence Board of Ontario statistics. In

the week ending April 17, there were 38 new
applications for liquor licences. The week

ending April 24, 36 applications were ap-

proved. The week ending May 15, 19 new
applications; week ending June 26, 32 ap-

plications. I don't know—maybe the province
should be its own Liquor Control Board. They
are advertising on TV "be your owoi", you
know, but they are not leading a very good
example if that's what they are doing. It

comes in the mail, Mr. Minister of Housing,
and it's interesting—

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Any in Essex North?

Mr. Ruston: No, I don't think so.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: It is dry there.

Mr. Ruston: Oh no.
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Mr. Eakins: Save it for the select com-

mittee, John.

Mr. Ruston: Mr. Speaker, we have a num-
ber of other items we'd hke to speak on—I

don't know if anyone wants to speak.

il suppose the select committee on highway
safety will be coming in with its report in

the near future. That's something I've been

extremely interested in for some time, and
I've been looking forward to what the report

may be. I never made any presentations to

the committee; I was out of town^ at the

time they were in the Windsor area. I had a

number in mind.

I know there have been some remarks

about whether the age limit for driver's

licences should be raised. I personally am
against raising the age to 18. I think that 16

is still all right. Mayl)e we should' have a

better system of driver training, so that

maybe everyone would have a driver train-

ing coiu-se before he gets his licence. Now
they have some of them in schools, and I

think that's an area we should be exploring.

I think we should be looking at our high-

way system, and whetlier we are building it

for the maximum in safety: They've got the

speed limit down to 60 now on our main
four-lane thoroughfares. Of course, I suppose
the majority of cars drive between 65 and
70.

Mr. Good: Between 70 and 75 on Highway
401—it is great.

Mr. Ruston: Another thing that ties in with

the speed limit is the police chasing after

someone who broke the law. We hear of so

many cases where a car went out of control

and someone was killed or injured in driving
90 fast.

Wliy can't we say to the manufacturers that

the maximum speed of a car should not be
over 85 miles an hour? With a speed limit

of 60 or even 70, if you have to pass a car

85 certainly gives you all the passing ability

you need. You could have police cars with a

maximum speed probably of 95.

With a little enforcement that could be

done, and I think it would solve an awful lot

of oiu- problems when it comes to tlie p>olice

chasing cars that may have been stolen, or

whatever the case may be. It may sound a

pretty simple way but I still think it would
work.

Many trucks are geared to go 65 miles an

hour and they just can't go any faster. If you
ever see one trying to pass another, he might
spend three or four miles trying to get by
him, because the maximum speed of some
trucks is 65. They are geared to that speed

by governors. I think that that's an area we
sihould be looking at.

Another thing I'm concerned about are the

rear end accidents. After some cars have

been produced and sold, people then try to

doctor them up. If you ever drove behind a

car that had the back end jacked up about

four feet, it's an awful looking sight. And
if you were to ever run into that car, you
are up into the gas tank and the accident

happens before you know it. I think the

province would have to get involved in that,

because the federal regulations apply to when
the car comes out of the factory. The province
would have to get involved after, because

these modifications are always done after the

car has been purchased—

Mr. Good: You shouldn't allow modifica-

tion.

Mr. Ruston: I think that the modification

of cars is what it would cover, and that's

what we would have to do.

Anyway, Mr. Speaker, the thing that I'm

concerned about now is energy. I think that

hydro rates are outrageous at 30 per cent

wholesale at this time, which means about a

23 per cent increase at the retail level. It

has been proven b>' good accountants that

an 18 per cent raise would cover it at this

time, and blending it out over the next five

years. That's what we should be heading for.

Thank you.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Does any other mem-
ber wish to become involved in this debate?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I must say, Mr. Speaker,
that applause was certainly deserved.

Mr. Deans moved the adjournment of the

House.

Motion agreed to.

On motion by Hon. Mr. Rhodes, the House

adjourned at 9:30 p.m
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The House met at 10 a.m.

Prayers.

Mr. Speaker: Statepients by the ministry.

The hon. Minister of Consumer and Com-
mercial Relations.

PROTECTION FOR
BORROWERS AND DEPOSITORS

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, I

would like to comment today on the Bor-

rowers and Depositors Protection Bill which

was tabled in the House of Commons this

week by the Minister of Consujner and Cor-

porate Affairs.

The Ontario government welcomes the

federal government's efforts particularly in

protecting borrowers against loan sharking
and the excessive discounting of income tax

refunds and welfare payments. However, I

would like to point out that Ottawa did not

write the book on consumer protection in the

credit field. Ontario consumers have enjoyed
the protection of cost of credit disclosure for

10 years.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: In fact, Ontario and

the other provinces, by injecting themselves

into the consultation process while the Act

was in preparation, pianaged to persuade
Ottawa to make substantial changes in the

original proposals. These consultations began
at the administrative level and continued in

December, 1975, and February, 1976, at the

ministerial level.

'The most important change these talks

brought about was the deletion of a registra-

tion system which would have required
almost any credit-granting business to

register, creating yet another huge, unman-

ageable bureaucracy at the federal level.

We have done everything possible to elipi-

inate conflict over this Act between the pro-
vincial and federal jurisdictions. There are

serious constitutional and administrative prob-
lems still to be overcome. The BNA Act

gives the federal government exclusive juris-

diction over interest and we do not dispute

Friday, October 29, 1976

that jurisdiction. Contracts, however, fall

within the provincial sphere, and I am sure

our colleagues in Quebec will have some-

thing to say about that. We feel it may take

some time before these problejns are resolved

and indeed they will probably end up in the

courts.

Mr. Speaker, my ministry officials and I

stand ready to work with Ottawa toward a

resolution of the problems created by this

new bill. Our first concern, of course, is for

consumers and anything we can do to en-

hance their status as borrowers and de-

positors.

ENERGY CONSERVATION WEEK

Hon. Mr. Timbrel!: Mr. Speaker, I would
like to remind hon. members that the first

week in November has been declared Energy
Conservation Week in Ontario.

As members will know, the purpose of the

week is to encourage greater public partici-

pation in cutting energy bills throughout the

the province. To highlight the week, on Mon-

day, November 1, there will be a special

night-time lightstick parade from Toronto City

Hall to Queen's Park, involving Boy Scouts,

Girl Guides and Air Cadets from around the

province. I hope the hon. piembers will join

me at the culmination of the parade at about

8 o'clock in the evening in front of the build-

ings to greet the marchers.

I have been greatly encouraged by the

participation of groups across the province in

Energy Conservation Week. High schools,

colleges, universities, chambers of commerce,
community groups, municipal governments
and corporations have come forward in sup-

port of the programme and are undertaking
a wide variety of special projects to assist

in encouraging energy conservation.

I hope all members of the Legislature will

take this opportunity to show leadership in

their own corrynunities by practising good
energy management, especially next week,
and in the months and years to come.

Mr. Speaker: Oral questions. The hon.

Leader of the Opposition,
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REED PAPER

Mr. Lewis: A question, if I may, of the

Chairman of Cabinet. Can he tell us what he
told Andy Rickard at 9:30 this morning in

his meeting with him?

Hon. Mr. Brunelle: Well-

Mr. Lewis: I didn't think the question was

terribly complicated. Just what did he say at

the meeting?

Hon. Mr. Brunelle: Certainly, Mr. Speaker,
I'd be pleased to answer although I thought
this was a private conversation between Mr.

Rickard and myself. However, since the

Leader of the Opposition brings this up

Mr. Lewis: About the Reed Paper Com-
pany?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The question
has been asked.

Hon. Mr. Brunelle: I indicated to Mr.
Rickard that we would be prepared to con-

sider financial assistance to Treaty No. 9 to

prepare their case when they appear before

the review board. I gave him a copy of the

Premier's statement of yesterday and' a tran-

script of Hansard as to the discussions that

took place in this room between the Premier
and the members, which mention that the

Premier was prepared to appoint someone
with a legal background who would be an

independent chairman of this board; that it

would be a very impartial board and that

Treaty No. 9 would be provided with every
assistance possible in order to present their

case and in order to protect their rights. This

was the gist of our conversation this morning.

Mr. Lewis: Thank you. May I ask, by—

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, just as a

further point of clarification so the members
will all know; I understand' that Mr. Rickard
also asked that I confirm this by letter to

him, which I found encouraging. The letter

is presently being prepared and will be de-

livered to him this morning.

Mr. Lewis: Things are moving more

rapidly toward the end of the week than

they were at the beginning of the week. Can
I ask the Premier, perhaps by way of supple-

mentary: Is he saying tbat the government
will underwrite the costs in total of any
presentation which Treaty No. 9 would wish
to make, should they decide to appear before

the board? I don't know what Mr. Rickard
will say at his press conference.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I can't

undertake to underwrite in total any costs. I

think it's something that the Chairman of

Cabinet, who has special responsibility here,

has indicated to Mr. Rickard that he will talk

to him about. Certainly, we want to be of

assistance.

I think we have to get some indication

from them on just what form their presen-
tation is going to take and we certainly want
to be helpful. I should further add that Mr.

Rickard has asked to visit with me. He is

going back to his own community for a

couple of weeks and I'm indicating that

representatives of the government or I, if I'm

available, would be delighted to meet with

him about this. It'll be in two or three weeks'

time.

Mr. Kerrio: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker:
Could we expect this same sort of co-opera-
tion on other environmental hearings through-
out the province for people who are left to

their own resources to present cases to en-

vironmental hearings?

Hon. Mr. Davis: No. I would say to the

member for Niagara Falls that as much as this

government is anxious to help everybody we
can; reasonably I think to suggest this would
become a uniform policy for every group or

every individual making presentations to

whatever government it may or may not be

would be asking a bit much. I really couldn't

give him that sort of assurance.

I think the hon. member, and I would

hope all members, would recognize that this

situation is unique. We are talking about an

interest of the native people of this province
whose resources are quite obviously limited

and where from their standpoint there is, I

think, a very genuine, legitimate concern. I

would like to think the public generally and
the taxpayers would understand that as a

government we could make some assistance

available without it becoming a matter of

policy that anybody could seek government
support for making presentations to tlie En-
vironmental Review Board or any other gov-
ernment agency.

I think the hon. member surely can recog-

nize what I think here is a very valid dis-

tinction, and I would hope all members of

the House would recognize that.

TRAINING SCHOOL DEATH

Mr. Lewis: A question of the Minister of

Correctional Services: Does the minister want
to make, or does he feel he might make, a

statement on the very sad story that appears
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in the Globe and! Mail this morning about

the suicide of the young, 14-year-old girl in a

training school? Can he, in the process of

the reply, talk about the bitter irony which
had that young girl presumably referred to

the training school by a government ministry
institution, Thistletown, under, I assume,
section 8 of The Training Schools Act, which

almost two years ago this assembly agreed
should be abolished from the Act? Can the

minister comment on that?

Hon. J. R. Smith: I'd be pleased to report

to the hon. member. The story in today's

Globe and Mail seems to be a debate between

various professional treatment people, all of

whom saw the girl prior to her admission to

the training school and several of whom have

not seen her for three years. My ministry was

not involved in the child's case until after

she was admitted to training school. There-

fore, I don't think it is proper at this time

that I should enter into the debate as to

whether or not she should have been ad-

mitted to one of our schools.

It is a most unfortunate and a tragic inci-

dent and one such incident is too many.
However, it might be pointed out that this

was the first suicide of a child at a training

school in the past 22 years. It speaks well

of the staff supervision considering the fact

that many seriously disturbed and acting-out

young people are admitted to training schools

and also considering the high rate of suicides

amongst young people in the community.

An inquest will hj held which will explore
all the details surrounding her death and no
doubt will make recommendations. As always
in the case of such incidents in our institu-

tions, we will co-operate fully with the cor-

oner and provide him with all the infonnation

at our disposal. I feel it would be inappropri-
ate to make any further comment pending
the outcome of that inquest.

Mr. Lewis: I have a supplementary, if I

may. Can the minister give us in the Legisla-
ture any sense when he will remove section

8 from The Training Schools Act as we
passed in law in this Legislature almost two
years ago, and without which section this

referral could not have been made and there-

fore the consequences would not have fol-

lowed? If the minister can't say that, can he
tell us when he is going to close down the

training school network altogether, as many
have asked for years?

Hon. J. R. Smith: First, I think I should

point out that I understand this young lady
was committed under section 9.

Mr. Lewis: No, the minister has to be

joking. Thistletown charged her as a delin-

quent and sent her to a training school?

'Mr. Speaker: Order please.

Mr. Lewis: That's hard to believe.

Hon. J. R. Smith: The actual question of

the proclamation of section 8 should be di-

rected to the minister responsible for social

development.

Mr. Lewis: I'm sorry, a supplementary,
if I may: Is the minister saying that the

Thistletown centre for the treatment of dis-

turbed children brought a young girl of 14 to

a training school through section 9, which re-

quires an equivalent of a criminal act if per-
formed by an adult, rather than section 8
which would require some particular treat-

ment and supervision? I find that very hard
to believe.

Hon. J. R. Smith: I'll have to wait until

Monday or later this morning to clarify this

for the hon. member.

Mr. Lewis: It could happen; section 9
covers delinquency.

Hon. J. R. Smith: I thought originally it

was section 8 and then there's something
that says to me that perhaps it was section

9. I'm not certain exactly as to under what
section she was committed.

[10:15]

'Mr. S. Smith: Is the minister conferring
with his colleague, the Minister of Health

(Mr. F. S. Miller), to see if the latter will

finally introduce into the province a sufificient

number of adolescent health care facilities

with a closed door possibility, so that this type
of thing doesn't have to occur?

Hon. J. R. Smith: Mr. Speaker, that par-
ticular minister has been very involved, par-

ticularly all through the summer months, visit-

ing the centres, speaking with the juvenile
and family court judges and developing a pro-

gramme to bring forward a programme that

will ensure that things like this don't happen.

Mr. Nixon: Supplementary: I wonder if

the minister could tell the House why, if

the suicide occurred August 20, it has just

become pubHc knowledge and concern now?

Hon. J. R. Smith: Mr. Speaker, that was

reported in the press. I was informed by tele-

phone at my home during the latter part of

August, the day it happened, and I under-

stand it was reported in the Peterborough
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news media. It was public knowledge. But

I found no mention of it in some papers like

the Globe and Mail.

iMr. Nixon: If I might pursue it with an-

other supplementary, Mr. Speaker, I realize

that all of us are shocked at this matter, but

has the minister, since he first heard of it

many weeks ago, undertaken a review of the

situation which has been brought to our atten-

tion in the House here today by the questions
asked?

Mr. S. Smith: Good question.

Hon. J. R. Smith: Yes, we've reviewed it.

Mr. Nixon: Well, I wonder if we might
have the advantage of the outcome of that

review. It's not enough for him to say yes,

he's reviewed it. What's happened in the

weeks since August 20? Anything?

Hon. J. R. Smith: Mr. Speaker, an inquest
is going to take place and we're going to

co-operate fully with it.

Mrs. Campbell: Mr. Speaker, supplement-
ary.

Mr. Speaker: Order please. A final supple-
mentary on this, yes. The member for St.

George.

Mrs. Campbell: Thank you. Since the min-

ister has indicated that, as usual, there is on-

going dialogue between the government and

family court judges to get all sorts of advice,

would the minister in specific terms advise us

not about discussions but what is put in place,
in order that we may scrap this section, which
we all agree should not be there? Would you
tell us now?

Mr. Roy: Don't be bashful.

Hon. J. R. Smith: Mr. Speaker, the govern-
ment has not decided as yet when to an-

nounce any new programme.

Mr. Lewis: You just don't have all the

facilities.

Mrs. Campbell: You don't have any places.

Hon. J. R. Smith: There's obviously a defi-

nite need for secure facilities for emotionally
disturbed and children with health related

proiblems, some of whom are presently in the

training school system.

Mrs. Campbell: That's not a definite answer.

Hon. J. R. Smith: I know the Provincial

Secretary for Social Development has some

propositions to come forward to the govern-
ment and perhaps the question should be
directed to her.

Mr. S. Smith: Just a brief supplementary.

Mr. Speaker: That was the final supple-

mentary. Any further questions? If not—

Mr. Lewis: Well, it's okay.

Mr. S. Smith: Just a quick one really. It's

related-

Mr. Speaker: You'll have an opportunity if

you wish to come back to this.

Mr. S. Smith: Thank you.

Mr, Speaker: Perhaps it's your turn now, is

it?

HALTON LANDFILL SITE

Mr. Lewis: Just one question if I may, Mr.

Speaker, of the Minister of the Environment:

Why is the Minister of the Environment so

quick to applaud the intended Tremaine- Bri-

tannia landfill site in Halton county when the

agricultural rep on the staff of the Ministry of

Agriculture and Food appeared before the

regional council and spoke against the par-
ticular dump site which appears to be in

prospect? When is the minister going to sort

out the conflicts between the ministries; that

is, between the Ministry of the Environment's

priorities and those of the Ministry of Agri-
culture, to preserve agricultural land?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, this could be

comparable to the questions that the hon.
member asked yesterday regarding Canbor-

ough. We have to understand the process and
the provisions of The Envirormiental Assess-

ment Act and the Board. The minister is not

supposed to be involved. I have not ap-
plauded any decision of the regional council.

This is a local decision. They've had a con-
sultant's report recommending four or five

different sites. The Tremaine site is apparent-
ly the number one recommendation. They'll
now carry out certain types of soil testing to
see if it is an acceptable site. Then, when the

region has that information, there will be a

hearing before the Enviroimiental Assessment
Board. Everybody who is involved, including
the citizens in that area, will be able to make
representation to the board. The minister has
to stay out of it until that stage and until the
board's report is submitted to him. I have no
real control over "Billy's boys" in Halton;
when they want to make a comment about a
site, fine—
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Mr. Lewis: Confusing for the citizens.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: —I think they will make
those comments at the hearing in any event.

My people, I am sure, will make comments
about the site and say that it is right or

wrong. In the meantime, I have to stay out.

And if the hon. member can do something
about all those postcards I'm getting, please
do. I am even getting them from Calgary.

Mr. Lewis: I mail them from almost any-
where I am at any given moment.

May I ask the minister, by way of supple-
mentary, if he can do something about the

widely reported understanding in the com-

munity that he, as minister, has indicated to

members of the citizens' groups who have
talked to him about Tremaine-Britannia, that

he sees no reason at all why it shouldn't be
a landfill site—the minister thought it might
make a nice ski area when it was all over, so

he is reported as saying—and that members
of his ministry have already indicated ap-
proval of it in advance? How are the citizens

supposed to cope with this when Agriculture
and Food and Environment are taking oppo-
site positions publicly?

Mr. S. Smith: By tippy-toeing between
them.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: When delegations have
come to see me, I have indicated to them the

problems regarding the establishment of a

sanitary landfill site. Nobody wants them in

their area. All I have pleaded with these

people is to give it a chance.

Mr. Dean: Give it a chance!

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I realize that aesthetically
it isn't the best possible area.

Mr. Lewis: How about a few recycling

plants?

Mr. S. Smith: What about your backyard?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: My backyard? I've got a

rotocropper, which the hon. member hasn't

got, by the way.

Hon. 'Mr. Davis: I've got two!

Hon. Mr. Kerr: And he's doing fine.

An hon. member: Yes, but yours flew

away.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Where's yours?

'Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. min-
ister will continue.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, I have at-

tempted to remain neutral.

Mr. Lewis: You've failed.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I think I have.

Mr. Lewis: No, you haven't.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I have indicated their con-

cern to the regional council-

Interjection.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: —and, hopefully, when a

decision is made—who knows, it may be in

my backyard.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Halton-

Burlington wished to ask a supplementary, I

believe.

Mr. Reed: Mr. Speaker, I wonder if the

minister would explain to the House his min-

istry's position regarding the obvious alter-

native to landfill sites; that is, a comprehen-
sive solid waste recovery programme which
will make use of 100 per cent of the garbage
input?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: First of all, there is no

plant in existence that makes use of 100 per
cent of garbage input-

Mr. Lewis: Then build one.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: There is always some
residue going to sanitary landfill sites, re-

gardless of the type of plant. However, the

region has made an application to my min-

istry for a reclamation plant with separation
and removal of sludge and things of that

sort. It will be what we call a front-end plant.
And I am expecting that that process and
that application will be completed within a

matter of weeks and that next spring that

plant will commence construction.

Mr. Nixon: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker—

iMr. Speaker: Order, please. We'll have a

supplementary here first of all. The member
for Durham West.

'Mr. Godfrey: Supplementary: In view of

the fact that he has received two recent

reports, one from Enviricon and the other

from MacLaren-Dillon, pointing out very

strongly that there is a good possibility of

siting a solid waste reclamation plant in a

proper area, and in view of the fact that we
have such an area in the Hamilton area,

Would he not mount immediately, as a prior-

ity, an investigation to see if that would not

be a suitable alternative to the Tremaine-
Britannia land site?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: The proposal for a plant
in Halton has top priority.
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Mr. Speaker: The member for Brant-

Oxford-Norfolk with a final supplementary on

this.

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Speaker, I wonder if the

minister would not agree that since no one

wants a sanitary landfill site in his backyard
and the problems are increasing as the sites

established become filled up—even in the

Peel area, I understand—why wouldn't the

government now move for a comprehensive
ban on a large percentage of the non-return-

able containers, as has been urged upon him
for such a long time and which he accepted,
I believe, four years ago?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: As the hon. member knows
we have new legislation and new regulations

dealing with non-returnable containers.

Mr. Good: Five years from now.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: The proposals to ban non-

returnable bottles, for example, are part of

the debate of this Legislature.

Mr. Nixon: But the government accepted
that years ago.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I know, but that really is

a very small percentage of the total waste

that goes to a landfill site.

Mr. Nixon: But the minister is not pre-

pared to take any reasonable steps to reduce

solid waste.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Yes, I am. As a matter of

fact the whole question of banning non-

returnables is still part of our new legislation

and our new regulations. As I've indicated

we're phasing this in and I expect that by
next July—

LMr. Nixon: July, 1994.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: —there will be a definite

commitment of what we are doing over the

next three or four years.

'Mr. Nixon: We've heard the government
say that for the last four years.

TRAINING SCHOOL DEATH

Mr. S. Smith: I'm sorry to see the Minister

of Correctional Services has momentarily left

us. Perhaps then I'll direct the question, Mr.

Speaker, to the Provincial Secretary for Social

Development.

Can she tell us two things: First of all,

when was the inquest ordered into the tragic
suicide that we were discussing earlier? Was
it ordered in August when the matter

occurred or today, when the matter became

public knowledge in Toronto? That's the first

question.

The second is: Can she tell us what facili-

ties she has been organizing in order to

permit the repeal of section 8 to be pro-
claimed and to have alternatives available

for difficult, disturbed adolescents who need
a closed door form of control for a i>eriod of

time?

Hon. Mrs. Birch: Mr. Speaker, through

you to the hon. member for Hamilton West,
as to the date of the inquest I have no

knowledge. I had no knowledge at all of the

suicide that took place on August 20 until

this morning, when I was notified, so that

information will have to be forthcoming from

the Minister of Correctional Services.

As to the other, I have spent the entire

summer visiting family courts, observing
what has been taking place within the family
court system. I have had many meetings with

family coiu-t judges, many meetings with

agencies which are engaged in the protection
of childlren. I have visited training schools

and I have talked to children within those

training schools.

I am just as disturbed as any member of

the opposition that we continue to send

children to training schools. I firmly believe

that community resources should be in place
to look after those children, and to those

ends I am devoted and hope to bring about

recommendations very quickly.

1 have had a complete review done of the

children in our training school systems under

section 8. I have a review of every child

within that system at the moment, with a

placement ready for that child just as quickly
as we can proclaim the repeal of section 8.

I hope to have a recx)mmendation before

cabinet very quickly and I can assure the

House that this government is just as inter-

ested in finding facilities within communities

to help these children who so badly need

medical help, not training school help.

Mrs. Campbell: In view of the fact that

there have been endless reports on this sub-

ject; in view of the fact that the family court

judges have for years made it quite clear that

their hands were tied because they did not

have these facilities available for tiiese chil-

dren, why would we spend the summer look-

ing at the situation, rather than developing
the funding that would enable us to have the

facilities in place?

Hon. Mrs. Birch: Mr. Speaker, it was my
summer and I spent it as I thought it best to

be spent.
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Some hon. members: Oh!

Hon. Mrs. Birch: That was in making sure

for myself what was happening. I can say to

the hon. member that some of those family

court judges still insist that they need section

8, regardless of the resources they have in

their communities. Until that is repealed
that's the only way we are going to make
them change their mind.

Mrs. Campbell: That's the point, it is in

your hands.

[10:30]

Mr. Lewis: Can the minister consider

spending her winter looking at the kids who
are inappropriately in training schools under

section 9, as apparently this young girl may
well have been, because the consequences
are equally destructive whatever the route

may be? Might she therefore consider the

repeal of the whole training school system
rather than simply section 8?

Hon. Mrs. Birch: I too am disturbed about

many of the children who are there under

section 9, and that is something we will be

making a lot of recommendations about.

Mr. Nixon: I wonder is the minister con-

cerned, as I am, that she who has not only
the wide i>olicy responsibility but obviously
a great personal interest in this important
matter was not informed of the suicide until

she saw it in the paper today when it

occurred two months ago?

Hon. Mrs. Birch: I feel betrayed.

Mr. Lewis: By whom is the minister be-

trayed?

Hon. Mrs. Birch: By the officials and by
the interministerial committee that I have

reporting directly to me.

Mr. Lewis: By the minister's colleague,
who heard about it on the day it occurred?

Hon. Mrs. Birch: Yes.

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Minister

of Correctional Services: In view of the state-

ment just made by the Provincial Secretary
of Social Development that she feels '^be-

trayed" that she was not informed about the

suicide which we have been speaking about

today, what responsibility does he take for

not informing the senior minister about this

tragic event when he says he knew about it

in August? Secondly, can he tell us when
the inquest was ordered? Was it ordered in

August or was it ordered today?

Hon. J. R. Smith: First of all, I heard the

earlier question by the leader of the third

party when I was outside. The date on
which an inquest will be held is up to the

coroner. An inquest on the death of a person
in correctional facilities is always automatic.

I understand the coroner didn't actually set

the date. He was awaiting results of tests

from the forensic science laboratories in To-

ronto. When that was received, he was going
to set the date for the inquest.

Mr. S. Smith: Two months to get a test?

Hon. J. R. Smith: That is a question that

should be directed to the coroner in Lindsay
or wherever he is based in that part of On-
tario.

As to the other question asked of the pohcy
minister of being uninformed of the suicide,

I apologize for the fact that she was not in-

formed. In fact, it is a lack of communication,
I suppose. On the other hand, there are

suiciaes in the adult institutions from time to

time and it has not been the policy to inform

the social policy minister of these unfortunate

deaths. As I say, this was public knowledge
in the media in the Lindsay-Peterborough
area at the time, and we tried not to conceal

anything from anybody. A federal member of

Parliament inquired about this in August.

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Solicitor

General then: Can he explain the delay by
which a coroner has failed to order an in-

quest in this extraordinary event described by
his colleague as the first such occurrence in

22 years? Can he explain the delay which
has now taken two months allegedly to ob-

tain certain tests and why mysteriously the

delay is over the day it appears in the news-

paper? Could he possibly explain that?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I assume that the cor-

oner had an inquiry at the time of the death.

Any unusual or violent death requires a cor-

oner's examination. (I assume that that was
done although I don't know, il have not asked

for a report on this matter. Generally speak-

ing, one of the purposes, the main purpose,
of the coroner's inquest is to find the cause

of death. In this case the cause was I assume

obvious although I don't know and I don't

even know yet whether the coroner has asked

for an inquest. 1 will get that information for

the hon. member. I don't know whether a

coroner's inquest has or has not yet been
held or even requested. I will get that infor-

mation, but as I say-

Mr. Nixon: Your colleague says there has

to be an inquiry automatically.
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Hon. Mr. MacBeth: No, you are getting
mixed up between an inquest and an inquiry.
When there is a violent death the coroner

must attend, but whether or not he goes to

the extent of having an inquest is another

matter. As I say, generally, the main purpose
of an inquest is to find the cause of death.

It also has the purpose sometimes of examin-

ing whether a similar death can be prevented.
In occupational Ideations where death occurs

this is often the reason for having an inquest,

to keep that from happening again. Maybe
this is one of those occasions when that

should take place, sir, and I'll get that infor-

mation for the hon, member.

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, by way of supple-

mentary, surely the Solicitor General is being

awfully pedantic when he says the cause of

death is reasonably obvious? Siurely, it must

extend beyond—wouldn't the Solicitor Gen-
eral agree that it extends beyond actually
what caused the death, perhaps the circum-

stances surrounding it, what motivated this

young girl to take her own life in this way?
What could be done in this reform institu-

tion to prevent further incidents like this?

Surely he's not just talking about the actual

cause which stopped her from breathing?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, I thought
I made that clear. I said one of the reasons

for holding it is to find out the cause of

death-

Mr. Singer: The Solicitor General is look-

ing for an escape hatch and he hasn't got one.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I'm not looking for any

escape hatch.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Let's go on. I said that

there are other reasons for having an inquest
and one of the other reasons one might have

for holding an inquest—I wish sometimes the

hon. member over there would listen. He's

so involved with thinking up his next ques-
tion that he doesn't listen to the answers to

the former question. I said there are other

reasons for having an inquest.

Mr. Roy: Obviously tliere are.

Mr. Singer: We know that.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I think those reasons

may exist in this case.

Interjection.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I am agreeing with

the last part of the member's question, but

I wish he'd listen to my first answer.

LIQUID WASTE DISPOSAL

Mr. S. Smith: A question on a separate

topic, Mr. Speaker, to the Minister of the

Environment, regarding the Ganborough dis-

posal well.

In view of the minister's answer yesterday
that he was monitoring the abandoned waste

wells in the Samia area, how does that cor-

respond with the information we have from

his London regional office that he is not meas-

uring the pressure loss in those wells, and

it's that particular matter that would tell us

whether wastes are travelling in the imder-

ground strata? According to his own officials

there he is only monitoring some water wells

surrounding the waste wells and not the pres-

sure in the waste wells themselves. Gan he

get himself better informed about that or

explain the discrepancy, please?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, as far as

monitoring the pressure is concerned, a great

deal depends on the depth of the well. In

talking about the Ganborough well yesterday
I made the point that it is about 3,000 feet

deep and whether or not that particular well

could be measured or monitored in that way
was questionable.

I don't know who the member was talking

to in the London office but my information

is that at the wells in the Samia area, which

are of a depth of anywhere from 200 feet

to 400 feet or 500 feet, that type of monitor-

ing does go on, as well as monitoring any

adjacent water wells.

'Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,

clearly there's a discrepancy between what

the minister says and what his officials do.

To move on to the Ganborough matter itself,

would the minister not agree that since the

proposal he describes as going halfway to

Peking is unique and it's the first time that

such a thing has been contemplated in this

province, it would be better to have the

hearings under The Environmental Assess-

ment Act rather than The Environmental

Protection Act so that a very thorough hear-

ing not merely as to whether it's economical,

as the company says, but as to all the rami-

fications of this way of disposing of waste

could be properly dealt with in a public

forum? I'm personally very concerned about

what he is doing.
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Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, if the hon.

member was concerned he would have his

facts correct. There's no intention of having
a hearing under The Environmental Protec-

tion Act. That just isn't possible in our legis-

lation today. The hearing will be under The
Environmental Assessment Act and it will be

the Environmental Assessment Board that will

conduct the hearing.

Mr. Speaker: Further questions?

Mr. Roy: Mine is a new question.

'Mr. Speaker: This is not a supplementary,
is it? The hon. member for Beaches-Woodbine
with a question.

PROVINCIAL LOTTERY

Ms. Bryden: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I

had intended to ask my question of the Min-
ister of Culture and Recreation (Mr. Welch)
who is responsible for the Ontario Lottery

Corporation, but since he isn't here I'd like

to direct it to the Premier, since it's a ques-
tion of respect or disrespect for the Legis-
lature.

I want to know is the government planning
to iiring in legislation to legalize the advertis-

ing of the Ontario Lottery Corporation for

the new lottery which is to commence this

weekend? They are advertising that the pro-
ceeds will go to medical research and to

health-related environmental programmes.
While I'm very much in favour of help for

these activities, I cannot see that they are

covered under the present legislation—

An hon. member: Question?

Ms. Bryden: —regarding the disposition of

the proceeds.

Mr. Roy: She is right. They are not.

Mr. Speaker: I think the question was
asked at the beginning.

Mr. Breaugh: Answer.

Mr. Wildman: Answer.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I still haven't heard the

question yet. I heard a statement. If the hon.

member is asking me for a legal opinion,
she's asking the wrong person.

Mr. Ruston: We know that we don't ask

the Treasurer (Mr. McKeough).

Mr. Roy: We know that we don't ask the

Attorney General (Mr. McMurtry) for a legal

opinion either.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I don't want to become

provocative here this morning, but there are

several lawyers opposite I wouldn't ask an

opinion of either.

Mr. Roy: Our legal opinions have more

standing in the Supreme Court than yours.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Several, including the

member for Ottawa East (Mr. Roy).

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Ruston: We are batting a better bat-

ting average than you are.

Hon. Mr. Davis: In fact, after I listened

to the debate between the member for Wil-

son Heights (Mr. Singer) and the Attorney
General (Mr. McMurtry) yesterday, I'm not

sure I would retain him on that particular

issue either. In fact, I was sitting over here—

Mr. Speaker: Order please. The question
was asked over here.

Hon. Mr. Davis: However, the Minister

of Culture and Recreation has returned and

he may wish to venture a legal opinion.

Mr. Speaker: Would the hon. member
care to repeat her question—the question

part, that is?

Ms. Bryden: May I then ask the Minister

of Culture and Recreation, since the Act

states that all proceeds must go to the pro-

motion and development of physical fitness,

sports, recreational and cultural activities and

facilities therefor, how are proceeds from

the new lottery going to go to medical re-

search and health-related environmental pro-

grajnmes under that clause without the legis-

lation being amended? If it has to be amend-

ed, is the lottery corporation anticipating an

amendment and showing contempt for this

Legislature? Certainly up to now the Win-
tario money has never been made available

for this kind of activity.

Hon. Mr. Welch: This government has

never been in contempt of this Legislature.

Mr. Roy: Well you are.

Mr. Lewis: Even though you may feel that

the Legislature is in contempt of government.

Mr. Renwick: Is that a legal opinion?

Mr. Speaker: Would the hon. minister

please continue? Thank you.

Hon. Mr. Welch: From time to time we
may have to regularize certain things.
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Mr. Lewis: With a majority no doubt.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We regularize it without
a majority. Some people chickened out.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order please. Let's get on.

We're wasting valuable time here.

Hon. Mr. Welch: It's a matter of opinion
whether it's valuable or not.

Mr. Lewis: Stop taunting them now. They
may turn on you.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Oh, I don't doubt it at

soime point in time.

Mr. Cunningham: When you least expect it.

Hon. Mr. Welch: The lottery to which the
hon. member makes reference is not a lottery

being run by the Ontario Lottery Corpora-
tion, point number one.

Number two, the lottery is being run by
tihe Interprovincial Lottery Corporation. On-
tario is a party and has asked the Ontario

Lottery Corporation to act as its agent. There-

fore, Ontario has decided by order in council
that the proceeds which are derived from that

particular activity will be kept in Ontario,
insofar as ticket sales in Ontario are con-

cerned, and will be used for health research
and health-related environmental matters. It's

quite clear, and under the circumstances, On-
tario has authorized the Ontario Lottery Cor-

poration to enter into an agreement which
falls under section 7 of the legislation to

which the hon. member makes reference.

Ms. Bryden: Here is the Wintario Lottery
News published by the Ontario Lottery Corp-
oration which says: "Introducing the Provin-
cial. Now a $5 ticket." It seems to me that it

appears to be being run by the Ontario Lot-

tery Corporation which is governed by The
Ontario Lottery Corporation Act.

Hon. Mr. Welch: I just told the hon. mem-
ber that the Ontario Lottery Corporation has
been designated las the agent insofar as this

particular lottery corporation is concerned.
The proceeds are coming to Ontario from the

Interprovinci'al Lottery O>rporation.

Mr. Roy: Just so I get the point, is the
minister saying that he is collecting the

moneys and he will be expending these

moneys for whatever purposes he sees fit

without consulting the Legislature? Is that
what 'be is saying?

Mr. Lewis: That's right. That is exactly
what he said. He said it nicely, but that is

what he said.

Hon. Mr. Welch: No, that is not what I

said.

Mr. Roy: What is it then if it is by order
in council?

Hon. 'Mr. Welch: I would prefer to say it

my way.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Because that will be the

right way.

Mr. Breithaupt: It may take a little time.

Hon. Mr. Welch: I pointed out to the hon.
member for Woodbine-

Mr. Breaugh: Woodbine is the racetrack.

Hon. Mr. Welch: —the member for

Beaches-Woodbine, in response to a question
as to why the proceeds of the Provincial lot-

tery were not flowing to sports, recreation,
culture and fitness under section 9 in the
same way as the proceeds from Wintario
were flowing, that this was a different ar-

rangement because it was a lottery being run

by the Interprovincial Lottery Corporation. A
statement was made in this House last May-

Mr. Roy: I asked you then.

Hon. Mr. Welch: —so it should come as no

surprise—last Miy—that the proceeds, insofar

as Ontario ticket sales from the Provincial

were concerned, were going to be used at this

stage for health research and health-related

environmental projects, and for such other pri-
orities that from time to time would proceed.
Indeed, the government authorized the enter-

ing into the agreement with respect to the

Interprovincial Lottery Corporation and has

designated that those proceeds would flow

that way through the mechanisms to which
I've made reference.

Mr. S. Smith: We said you would need an

amendment.

Mr. Roy: A supplementary on that, Mr.

Speaker. Didn't the minister say at that time
—I think I asked him a question back in

March—that he would be—

Hon. Mr. Welch: May.

Mr. Roy: —bringing legislation to the

House? Didn't he say that? If he didn't say

so, what he is s'aying here today is that he
has decided how to spend the money without

consulting us.

Hon. 'Mr. Welch: We announced last May—

Hon. Mr. Davis: You were told.

Mr. S. Smith: We were told, he says.
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Mr. Roy: That's what I'm saying.

Hon Mr. Davis: Don't you want it spent

that way?

Hon. Mr. Welch: —that we were going to

—that we had initially designated—does the

member have some objection to that par-

ticular-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Roy: No, just ask us. We might have

some other priorities.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Hamil-

ton West with a supplementary.

Mr. Lewis: It took us a few months to get

agitated about it as we reflected on it.

Mr. S. Smith: A supplementary question

to the minister. In view of what he has just

said, in view of the Premier's interjection

which said we were told, and particularly in

View of the recent statement by Dr. Eraser

Mustard, author of the Mustard report, dean
of health sciences at McMaster, that he has

grave doubts because of the possibility that

pouring this money totally into health re-

search according to certain out-dated reports
would overstress the present health research

facilities, would the minister agree to give this

House some opportunity to debate, however

briefly, the use to which he is going to put
these funds?

Hon. Mr. Welch: I would think, with the

greatest respect. Dr. Mustard and several very
learned people have shared with us views

with respect to how we might avoid—

Mr. S. Smith: Us? What about this "us?"

The Legislature? You know you regard us

as "Letat, c'est vous." It comes from Louis
XIV.

Mr. Nixon: It comes from Louis XIV; and
I think he had his head cut off.

Hon. Mr. Davis: What was that again?
Are you saying your leader is like Louis XIV?
That's an insult, I wouldn't say that about
him.

Mr. Roy: You are not as good looking.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Is there further

answer?

Mr. Lewis: The leader says to complete
the phrase, apres moi, le deluge.

Mr. Nixon: Do we detect he is not very
sure of his position on this?

Hon. Mr. Welch: Certainly no decision—

I'm having some difficulty getting it across

here because of aU the interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I will be quiet, Mr. House
leader.

Mr. S. Smith: Let's debate it in the House.

Mr. Nixon: You just had a press confer-

ence on it.

Hon. Mr. Welch: I'll tell you, you're such

a good actor—I'm now referring to the leader

of the third party—that you should wear a

costume on Sunday flight and come to the

first Provincial draw.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: He wouldn't have to

wear a costume.

Mr. Reid: We understand you don't have

to wear one.

Hon. Mr. Welch: If you're so interested in

getting an answer from me just sit back and

give me a chance to answer. You're frustrat-

ing me from giving an answer.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Is there a

further answer to the question, whatever it

was?

'Mr. Ruston: You are making it political.

Political is all you are.

Mr. Roy: You can't even run the lottery.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. You would
almost think it was Hallowe'en here this

morning. Will the hon. minister please com-

plete his answer if there is further reply?
If not, we'll get on to the nex-t question.

Mr. Nixon: If there is one.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Would I please complete
the answer? I've been trying for five minutes

to complete the answer.

Mr. Roy: That shows how incompetent you
are. You can't even answer.

Hon. Mr. Welch: There are a number of

possible projects presently being considered.

The views of Dr. Mustard and a number of

other learned people have already been shared

with those who are charged with some

responsibility to come forward with some
advice.

'Mr. Roy: An in group,

Hon. Mr. Welch: I will be glad to report

to the House when we have something more
definite wath respect to specific projects in line
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with the general designation of health re-

search and health related environmental

matters.

Interjections.

Mr. S. Smith: It's $50 million you are

talking about; well let's talk about it.

Mr. B. Newman: May I ask of the min-

ister, as a supplementary, whether the min-

istry has provided any funds to date for any
type of health-related research or assistance

to individuals who wished to use Wintario or

the new funds for certain health problems
that they may have had or still have?

Mr. Good: Have you paid any money out?

IMr. B. Newman: Have you paid moneys
out?

Hon. Mr. Wdch: There is no money paid
out yet. The first draw is not till Sunday
night. There are no proceeds at the moment.

Mr. Ruston: Darcy has used the money,
eh?

Hori. Mr. Davis: Have you bought your
ticket yet?

Mr. Roy: How many tickets did you buy?

Mr. Speaker: The member for Kitchener-
Wilmot with a question.

An hon. member: Too bad, Albert. You
had your turn.

Mr. Roy: I was looking forward to Darcy
all morning.

POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION COSTS

Mr. Sweeney: Mr. Speaker, a question of

the Ministry of Colleges and Universities: In

view of the distinct possibility that there will

be an increase in tuition fees for post-secon-

dary students, can the minister tell us on
what basis that decision is going to be made
and what criterion is going to be used to

decide the amount of that increase?

Hon. Mr. Parrott: I'll provide that in-

formation at the appropriate time, and it is

not today.

Mr. Nixon: What is more appropriate than

today?

Mr. Speaker: The question period has ex-

pired.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order: I am sure the SoHcitor General would
not have deliberately misinformed the House.

However, I want to draw to his attention and
to your attention, sir, the provisions of

section 9(4) of The Coroners Act. which says :

Where a person dies while detained or

in actual custody of a peace officer, or

while an inmate on the premises—

Hon. Mr. Kerr: What is the difference be-

tween detained and imprisoned?

Mr. Singer: It continues:

—of a correctional institution, lockup or

training school [and training school was
where this girl was detained] the peace
officer or official in charge of the lockup
or the training school, as the case may be,

shall immediately give notice of the death
to the coroner and the coroner shall issue

his warrant to hold an inquest upon the

body.

That's quite contrary to what the hon. minis-

ter said.

Mr. Lewis: That's what John Smith said.

Mr. S. Smith: That's right. What a bunch
over there; incompetent.

Mr. Roy: Wrong again. Small wonder you
get in trouble with that type of legal advice.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I just checked with

the coroner himself and he assures me that

the Hon. Mr. Justice Singer is quite correct

in his interpretation of the law.

Mr. Reid: As usual.

Mr. S. Smith: What has been the two-
month delay then?

TRAINING SCHOOL DEATH

Hon. J. R. Smith: Mr. Speaker, in view of

the seriousness of the incident that has been
discussed here this morning I feel it incum-
bent upon me to report to the House the

absolutely exact nature, as I now have it, of

the circumstances surrounding this girl being
admitted to the school.

Mr. Roy: He is out of order with it.

Hon. J. R. Smith: I am informed she was
at Thistletown-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Do we have
the permission of the House to revert to
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eitlier an extended' question period or minis-

terial statements to answer a question? Is

that all right? Do we agree?

Agreed.

Mr. Speaker: All right, the hon. minister

may continue. I believe it's in answer to the

Leader of the Opposition's question.

Hon. J. R. Smith: Yes, Mr. Speaker, to

the opEK)sition, she was at Thistletown until

she appeared in family court on May 18 on

a charge of break-and-enter and theft. On

May 18 she was placed on probation and the

case adjourned until Sept. 14 on condition

that probation would be terminated if her

behaviour was satisfactory. Unfortunately,
her behaviour continued to deteriorate and
she appeared in court six times between May
18 and July 7, and on July 7 she was

charged and appeared in court before a

judge on a common assault charge, at which
time she was committed to training school.

Mr. Lewis: Was she at Thistletown all

that time?

Hon. J. R. Smith: She went from court to

the Oakville assessment and reception centre

at Oakville and subsequently Kawartha Lakes
School in Lindsay.

Mr. Lewis: Just a question of information

and clarification, Mr. Speaker: During the

period of the various criminal violations, was
she within Thistletown? Was it Thistletown
that was looking after this young girl?

Hon. J. R. Smith: Mr. Speaker, I don't

have that. I'll find out for the hon. member.

Mr. Speaker: Petitions.

Presenting reports.

REPORT

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I am tabling today
a copy of a report prepared by Ontario

Hydro on the costing and pricing of electri-

city, and three copies of the study overview.
In your upper gallery, Mr. Speaker, there

are Mr. Gordon Davidson, the chairman of

the study team, and Mr. David Dent, the
senior economist of the team.

The study, which grew out of recom-
mendations of Task Force Hydro and the
Ontario Energy Board, was formally launched

by the Ontario Hydro Board in September
1974—only a few months, in fact, after that

board had come into existence. At that time
it received the wholehearted support of the
then Minister of Energy. It is one of the

most exhaustive studies of this subject that

has ever been made anywhere.

While the report makes a series of recom-

mendations, it should be borne in mind that

these are recommendations of the study team,
and not of Ontario Hydro. Indeed, in its

letter of transmittal the Hydro board expli-

citly states that it "does not take any position
at this time with respect to the conclusions

and recorrunendations contained in the report."
It goes on to say that it "wants to make it

perfectly clear that the whole purpose of the

exercise from its inception has been to pre-

pare a document that will serve as a useful

focus of discussion concerning the develop-
ment of an appropriate pricing structure for

the electric power system in Ontario."

Basically, it is a study of how the costs

incurred by Hydro to provide electricitv

should be charged to various customer

groups and how those costs should be re-

covered from individual customers within

those groups through pricing.

'It is the 10 volumes of this very lengthy
and detailed report that I am tabling today,

along with the three copies of the overview.

Copies of volume one, which gives an over-

view of the entire report, are available for

members, and each caucus will receive a

copy of the full 10-volume text when these

are received from the printer within the next

week to 10 days.

The study covers four basic areas—costing,

pricing, demand elasticity and impact. The
study group which Ontario Hydro estab-

lished was directed to study and, where

appropriate, make recommendations concern-

ing:

1. The principles and methods for deter-

mining electricity costs and for allocating

these costs to customer groups;

2. Electricity pricing policies and rate

structures for all end users of electricity in

the province;

3. The demand for electricity as it is

affected by income, price and the prices of

alternative energy sources; and

4. The effect that changes in the costing

and pricing of electricity have on customers

and the economy in Ontario.

The study group has concluded that some
form of marginal cost pricing should be the

basis of electricity pricing in Ontario. If the

marginal cost principle is accepted as the

basis for pricing, it would mean the end of

the declining block rate structure for the

residential consumer. It would mean the end
of flat-rate water heaters and consideration
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of ending the bulk metering of apartment
buildings where that is economically feasible.

It would mean that interruptible power and
time of day and seasonal rates for large
industrial customers would be introduced or

expanded. It would mean that when each
customer makes a decision whether or not to

consume electric power, the objective would
be to have the expense or saving he or she

experiences equal the expense or saving
experienced by Hydro as a result of his or

her decision.

You will note, sir, that some of the pro-
posals made by the study group are similar

to recommendations made by the select

committee which inquired into Hydro's 1976
bulk power rates. I plan, in fact, to table the

government's response to that report next
week.

Apart from marginal cost pricing, the study
group looked into four other possible ap-
proaches or principles upon which electricity

pricing could be based. These are: average
cost pricing, pricing to minimize environ-
mental impact, pricing for conservation, and
pricing for income redistribution. After in-

vestigating each of these alternatives, the

group concluded that marginal cost pricing
resulted in the most efficient use of resources
to produce electricity as well as contributing
positively towards the desirable characteris-
tics of the other pricing philosophies
reviewed. Marginal cost pricing was also felt

to be consistent with Ontario Hydro's objec-
tive to sell power at the lowest feasible cost.

Although the proposals made in the report
would change the rate structure through
which Hydro's revenues are generated, they
would not result in an increase in total

revenues.

At present the residential customer is

charged on what is known as the declining
block rate structure. That is, a relatively
high rate is charged for the first block of

kilowatt-hours used, usually 50; the second
Mock of kilowatt-hours, however, is less

expensive than the first and the third less

expensive still. This type of rate structure is

sometimes criticized as favouring the large
user and encouraging the increased con-

sumption of electricity.

[11:00]

The residential rate structure proposed by
the Hydro study group would have two com-
ponents. The first would be a fixed customer
charge, based on the fixed costs associated
with keeping that customer connected to the

system. The second would be a charge for

the electricity actually consumed. It would
be based on a fixed price for each kilowatt
hour multiphed by the total consumption.
The study group has concluded that such a

pricing approach would discourage the waste-
ful and unnecessary use of electrical energy.

Because of the importance of this study,
I have referred it to the Ontario Energy
Board which will begin public hearings on it

around May of next year. A specific reference

to the OEB will be made in early January
outhning in detail how the public hearings
should be cond'ucted. I should emphasize
that because of the public hearing process,
it is unlikely that any of the rate proposals,
if accepted, could be implemented before

January 1, 1979.

I have asked Ontario Hydro to circulate

copies of the report to interested individuals

and organizations for their information.

Arrangements have also been made for the

report to be sold through the Ontario govern-
ment bookstore. It is my intention to en-

courage the widest possible discussion and

understanding of the implications of this

study as it could have a significant impact on
the way electricity is priced in this province
for every consumer.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. Foulds: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker: As the minister did not move the

adoption of the report, which I believe he

just tabled for discussion purposes, would it

not have been more appropriate for the

minister to make his remarks as' a ministerial

statement indicating that he would table the

report later?

Mr. Speaker: It's a matter of choice. It is

done both ways. Quite often there's a state-

ment when a report is tabled in the normal

manner, as there was yesterday and ever
since I have been around here. Occasionally
there is a statement preceding, but it's not

necessary. It is at the discretion of the minis-

ter himself.

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Speaker, could I pursue it

just for a second? I would like you to examine
the precedents, because as long as I can
remember in the House, which is a much
lesser time than yours ad!mittedly, a long
statement such as the minister made has only
been made by a speaker who moved the

adoption of his rer>ort. I would like you to

examine the precedents and report back.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, I had
considered making it a statement, but inas-
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much as that would have involved a state-

ment and then another shorter statement at

the time of tabling, my decision was to do it

all at once. As I pointed out, the report is

going to the Energy Board. It is there now
so that they can begin the necessary staflF

work to evaluate the more than 1,000 pages
of the rep>ort. In January I will send the

Energy Board a specific reference indicating

how, as I said in the statement, the hearings
are to be conducted. Then I anticipate by
May 1 at the very latest the hearings will

begin. StaflF from the member's caucus were
at the briefing session this morning where
this was gone over and they have the

schedule.

Mr. Foulds: My point was simply a pro-
cedural one.

Mr. Speaker: As I say, occasionally the

statement is made at the ministerial state-

ment period, and at other times they are at

the presentation of reports. I presume it is

at the discretion of the minister when it is

more appropriate. There is no precedent set

any more than there has been throughout

history here.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry presented the report
of the Law Foundation of Ontario for the

year 1975.

Mr. Speaker: Motions.

Introduction of bills.

ONTARIO WASTE DISPOSAL AND
RECLAMATION COMMISSION ACT
Mr. B. Newman moved first reading of

Bill 160, An Act to establish The Ontario
Waste Disposal and Reclamation Commission.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. B. Newman: Mr. Speaker, the bill

establishes an Ontario waste disposal and rec-

lamation commission to have authority over

matters concerning the disposal, reclamation
and recycling of liquid, solid or gaseous
wastes, with particular reference to the pos-
sible development of energy from these

sources. In light of today's discussions in the

chamber, my suggestion would resolve many
of the problems. As an aside, this was first

introduced in this House in 1973.

Mr. Speaker: Orders of the day.

BUDGET DEBATE
( continued )

Resumption of the adjourned debate on the

amendment to the motion that this House

approves in general the budgetary policy of

the government.

Mr. Ziemba: Let me be the first member
this session, Mr. Speaker, to congratulate you
on how you conduct the aflFairs of this House.

I'm sure all members believe you are a real

credit to this Legislature and I just want to

put that on the record.

This Conservative government's private

enterprise attitude toward succession duties,

home buyer grants, tax credits, and par-

ticularly health care, is ripping off the citizens

of Ontario for millions of dollars. I have the

privilege of serving on tlie public accounts

committee and until now I believed, as many
people did, that the Conservatives had an

instinct for economic management. But I

find now, as do many people, that the Tories

are not as good managers of the economy
as people once thought they were. I'm going
to try today to describe how the Conservative

government's private enterprise approach is

the root cause of many of our social and eco-

nomic problems today.

We'll start with succession duties. In 1974,

this province received $88 million in suc-

cession duties. The following year, in 1975,

it dropped to $78 million; in 1976 it dropped
further still to $64 million; and in 1977 we
expect it will drop to $62 million. Why is

that, especially when we're talking about

estates in excess of a quarter of a million

dollars? It's obvious that the government isn't

interested in collecting succession duties, a

fairly equitable tax, from wealthy people. Its

lack of interest is shown by the fact that it

has cut down the number of auditors to one-

third what it had in 1974; these auditors are

charged with the responsibility of travelling

around the province and assessing these

estates. Too many rich people, I guess, are

having to pay succession duties and the gov-
ernment doesn't want to antagonize any of

its friends.

Home buyers' grants are something that

have been coming up quite a bit lately. The

government had originally budgeted for $50
million and will wind up g'iving away $130
million. One out of every 10 turned out to

be either fraudulent or paid in error—people

had homes previously or grants were paid for

units that weren't even built or people were

applying for grants for summer cottages.

Contrast that with the means test and the

investigations that go on when people apply
for welfare or even our basic social services.

I'm sure members have, as I have, attended

with constituents and witnessed the amount
of indignity, undisguised as far as the bureau-
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crats are concerned, which is heaped on these

people.

Another ripoff of the public purse which

will come to light in the coming weeks is the

tax credits. What started out as a very pro-

gressive move ends up, because of govern-
ment bungling and the government's lack of

economic management, as a ripoff of the

public purse. Until July 1, anyone could get

a social insurance card just for the mailing.

In fact, I heard of one case in which a

fellow got a social insurance card for his dog.

That came out when visitors to this country
were found to be getting social insurance

cards and being able to work. The federal

government tightened up that policy on July
1 but, prior to that, thousands of social in-

surance cards were made out. Because the

,G;overnm?nt used the social insurance card as

the main criterion for checking out the tax

credits that people applied for, once that was

established, the credit would be sent out.

I have received a letter from the Royal
Canadian Mounted Police, and I'm going to

just read it into the record; it may prove
interesting.

Receipt is acknowledged of your letter

dated October 8, 1976, relating to the

alleged fraud involving Ontario property
tax credits. While I understand Inspector
Brown of our commercial crime section

provided you with details of our investiga-
tion as per your telephone conversation

with him on October 18, 1976, I am setting
out hereunder a resume of the facts known
to us in answer to the questions raised in

your letter.

In co-oper*ation with other police depart-
ments, we have investigated several in-

stances of frauds of this nature during the

past six months. To date, Criminal Code
charges have been laid in three cases. In
St. Catharines 10 persons are charged with

conspiracy to commit fraud and five other
individuals are charged with fraud-related

offences. This particular investigation is

still ongoing and the amount involved is

approximately $80,000. The other two oases

are in Toronto where two persons are

charged separately with fraud, involving

approximately $33,000 and $10,000 respec-
tively. Thus, the total fraud we tare aware
of at this time involving Ontario property
tax credits amounts to $123,000.

Revenue Canada. Taxation, referred

these matters to us for investigation in the
first instance and we are completely aware
of the facts of the cases. I understand that

the department is taking corrective meas-

ures to prevent recurrence of this type of

fraud in the future.

Yours sincerely,
F. A. Howe, Superintendent
Officer in Charge
Criminal Operations Branch

Royal Canadian Mounted
Police.

This is just the tip of the frauds they're go-

ing to turn up. If it was just available for the

asking, if people just had to fill in a tax

credit form with their T-4 sHp and use a

social insurance number, I can imagine the

thousands that were sent out. In fact, in this

St. Catharines group a handful of people ap-

parently got $80,000. Again, if only the gov-
ernment had taken the basic steps in moni-

toring this system, we wouldn't have to be

into this post-auditing mess and be out all

this money.
At this point, I'd like to zero in on the

health delivery system in this province. Forty

years ago, a dedicated Ontario doctor wrote—
and I quote:

The situation which is confronting medi-

cine today is a contest of two forces in

medicine itself One holds that the impor-
tant thing is the maintenance of our vested

historical interests, our private property,
our monopoly of health distribution; and

the other contends that the function of

medicine is greater than the maintenance

of the doctor's position, that the security
of the people's health is our primary duty
and that we are above professional privi-

leges.

That was Dr. Norman Bethune. Truer words
were never spoken, then or now. Bethune was
the first to suggest the m'andate for the medi-

cal delivery system that we have in this prov-
ince today. But I saw the mandate for pro-

viding this service starting in the province
in which I was bom, Saskatchewan. The year
was 1943 and the government was a CCF
one. The Premier was that great Canadian,

Tommy Douglas. That was 1943, and that

CCF government carried out its mandate of

instituting Medicare as we know it today.
That was a generation ago, and whether this

government likes it or not, no government can

now reverse this progressive social move.

[11:15]

So what I have is a cm"sory examination of

the performance of the delivery of medical

care services to the people of Ontario. I'm

going to start, as my first example, with the

Ontario drug benefit plan. Up until last year,
the Ontario drug benefit plan was only avail-

able to the disabled and the socially assisted.
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In 1975 our senior citizens, 1,000,000 of

them, were added to the plan. The cost in

1975 of this plan was $7.9 million. In 1976

the cost went to $34,737,500. In 1977 we

expect it to be $57,190,000.

The Ontario Pharmaceutical Association,

representing 1,600 pharmacies, insisted on the

30-day supply limit as its price for co-operat-

ing in the drug plan, the argument being that

welfare recipients could end up with a job

and be in a. position to pay for their own

drugs, so why should the government pay for

them and why extend the plan over too long
a term. This was very thoughful and percep-
tive of them.

However, what the pharmacists didn't say

was every time a prescription was renewed a

new dispensing fee could be charged, so why
not have them coming back every 30 days.

Now, however, we have 1,000,000 senior

citizens added to the plan. Thirty to 40 per
cent of the prescriptions filled under it are

for maintenance drugs only, long-term drugs.
The welfare argument no longer applies. Still,

under the terms of the agreement with the

Ontario Pharmaceutical Association, these

long-term prescriptions must be renewed

every 30 days, with the pharmacies earning
a dispensing fee each time.

The average price of a prescriptioTi is

$4.50. The dispensing fee included in this

price can range from $2.05 to $2.60.

Let me read a letter I received from an
Etobicoke woman:

I am inclined to have slightly elevated

blood pressure and have been taking two
25 milligrams of hydrochlorothiazide tablets

per week. I purchased 100 of these tablets

on December 19, 1974, and these sufficed

until early in December, 1975. My doctor

then gave me another prescription for the

same kind of tablet and I decided to use,
for the first time, my privilege card for

dnig benefits. And since I was determined
to get the best deal possible for the govern-
ment [there's a very considerate woman]
I took my prescription to three different

local pharmacies and asked the price of 100
tablets. I received these quotations: $3.60,

$3.65, and $3.31.

Now, when I presented my privilege

card, I was promptly informed that I could

have only a month's supply. Since I needed
the tablets I had the prescription filled—

for nine tablets. [Nine tablets instead of

100.] I asked the pharmacist what he would

charge the government for that prescrip-
tion. It was $2.35. I multiplied $2.35 by 12

and obtained $28.20. Then my blood pres-

sure really rose! I could purchase a year's

supply of my needed tablets for $3.31

but under the drug benefit plan the tax-

payers would have to pay $28.20—a bonus

for the pharmacist of $24.89, minus the

cost of 11 plastic containers, extras which

just add to our pollution problem.

Most citizens are delighted that such

a plan has been implemented and do not

o1:)ject to supporting it with their taxes.

But this is no reason why they should be
asked to pay exorbitant sums to a business

group that was doing quite well financially

even before the drug benefit plan came
into eff^ect.

Good point.

Here's a Star article of September 18,

1976, headed "Nursing Home Ripoff. OHIP
Was Cheated: Doctor." It states:

Many doctors treating patients in homes
for the aged and nursing homes are cheat-

ing the taxpayers through unjustified

billings to the Ontario Health Insurance

Plan, OHIP, a Metro coroner charged yes-

terday.

Dr. Margaret Milton said one doctor

working out of a nursing home charged
OHIP $3,895 for a claimed 921 visits in

a single month last year. The same doc-

tor in a different month of the same year
-1975-billed OHIP $3,849 for 910 visits,

she said.

That's 40 patients a day.

Nursing Homes: Elderly residents of nurs-

ing homes are sitting ducks not only for

medical doctors, but for podiatrists and

private lab operators as well. I have come
across one Toronto nursing home with 252

residents where they have a doctor's office

immediately next door. The doctor, rather

than being on a contract, is paid on a fee-

for-service basis. As far as I am concerned,
when that fellow goes down the hall he may
as well be pushing a cash register because

he can write his own ticket every day of the

week.

The patients of the nursing home are a

captive group who are accustomed to sub-

mitting to tests and seldom question blood

tests. There is a private lab that comes

regularly and, whether they need it or not,

they are subjected to tests, as considerable

inconvenience to some of the people. This

is the private enterprise attitude, the private

enterprise approach, to health care. Write

your own ticket on a fee for service basis.

Podiatrists: On June 22 the Minister of

Health (Mr. F. S. Miller) admitted in this
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House that podiatrists can go through a

nursing home and bill OHIP $2,000 for an
hour's work. They are foot doctors and they
deal in corns. At $2.50 a corn times 10, it

adds up. It is $2,000 for an hour's work.
The Conservative government looks the other

way and allows public funds to be ripped
off in this way. Instead they close down
small community hospitals and psychiatric
facilities without consideration for the im-

pact on the communities involved.

Let me read you a letter, Mr. Speaker,
from a woman in Thunder Bay. She says:

My daughter, 28 years old, who lives

in Atikokan, Ontario, had to wait from

July, 1975, until October 23, 1975, to

get an appointment with a doctor in Thun-
der Bay, and then had to wait until De-
cember 7 for a hospital bed. When her

problem was finally looked into, a bone

biopsy was finally done on Dec. 17. [That's
from July to December.] She was found
to have bone cancer in her arm, and since

the doctors here were unable to do any-
thing for her at this point, they arranged
for her to go to the Mayo Clinic in

Rochester where she had her case diagnosed
in one day. The next day, December 30,

they had to amputate her right arm and
shoulder, because by now the tumour
had penetrated too deeply and they were
forced to do this radical an amputation.
I feel that had she not had to wait so

long to see a doctor and for a hospital

bed, she may have been spared some of

this heartbreaking situation.

Last year 812 physicians billed OHIP at least

$100,000 each. The total payments under
OHIP jumped $90 million to a record $648
million. Let's break down the figure for gen-
eral practitioners. The average general prac-
titioner's OHIP billing per patient is $11.32;
based on a normal work week that works out
that each patient is allotted 11 minutes. That
is $1 a minute. And this Conservative gov-
ernment tolerates this practice.

Hero's another article which I found inter-

esting: "Show Me Your Money; Paying Doc-
tors by the Case Load Is Called Corrupting."
It's written in Dublin.

Fee-for-service payment for piedical care

corrupts doctors, leading them to charge
for bad or needless care, two British doc-

tors claimed yesterday.

Dr. J. L. Stevens of Aldeburgh, Suffolk,
a general practitioner who worked in Can-
ada for three months, said, "I became
aware of the system corrupting me."

He said his nephew, a young Canadian

physician "makes $80,000 a year working
from 9 a.m. to 11 p.m. doing useless

bloody fee-for-service practice. I do think

Canadians are on the v^Tone track. Fee
for service is the road to hell."

Dr. H. A. F. Dudley, of London, a sur-

geon, said as a patient himself, attended

by a fee-for-service physician, he had been
billed for a respiratory function test by a

doctor who put a stethoscope briefly on
his back.

"I would do the same, I'm corruptible,"
he admitted.

Stevens said fees-for-service doctors be-

come obsessed with money and their at-

titude is "show me your greenbacks and
I'll be nice to you."

Under the British National Health Serv-

ice, Stevens is paid a flat rate to provide all

the care needed by the 2,500 people
assigned to him.

In Ontario most doctors are paid on a

fee-for-service basis and Ontario Deputy
Minister of Health Allan Backley recently
told the Star that the government has no

intention of changing it.

One hundred and twenty-four million dollars

is wasted on needless surgery and some money
hungry surgeons see our non-vital organs as a

simple source of revenue.

Mr. Ruston: Money hungry? How about

Morty?

Mr. Ziemba: Tonsils, gall stones, appendix,
hemorrhoids, adenoids, male prostrate glands.

More tonsils are removed in Ontario than

in any other jurisdiction in Canada, or the

world, at a cost of $13 million. Of every

10,000 Ontado children, 200 had their aden-

oids or tonsils removed.

Of every 10,000 New England children, 70

had their adenoids or tonsils removed and
the figure drops. In Liverpool, England, 26;

Uppsala, Sweden, only 17. We would save

$10 million of that $13 million if we followed

the UK example. The period 1973-74 saw
the removal of 27,000 gall bladders. If the

present trend continues one out of every 10

of us will be minus a gall bladder before we
die. Th:re is $124 million wasted on un-

necessary surgery which also exposes people
to unnecessary dangers.

I'm going to read this letter from a woman
in Toronto.

I completely support the recent revela-

tions concerning certain doctors involved
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in unethical, perhaps illegal, arrangements

whereby payments are made to these per-
sons directly or indirectly, some of which

payments apparently are designed to also

avoid income tax.

I have reasons to believe that in the

case of Dr. [I won't mention his name]
these matters go further. On certain

occasions, Dr. X has indicated that he has

processed a great number of OHIP cards,

shall we say, without having seen the

patient or without having performed any
medical services. It is unfortunate that

these actions may be hard to trace or

prove, but nonetheless they exist and the

general public pays. On at least one

occasion, Dr. X indicated that he feared

an investigation would not be to his bene-

fit, to say the least, which indicated then

an investigation was overdue. At least if

one example could be made the others

inclined to engage in this activity would
be persuaded to be honest.

As it turned out. Dr. X was investigated and

they found that he was ordering a great
number of lab tests and was billing for

work that was unnecessary and wasn't even

performed.

I found that he suspected everyone of

having liver disorders, whether it was a 70-

ycar-old man or a brand new baby, and he
had them all take lab tests, sometimes at

two labs a day, for this disorder. They caught
up with him and he has since had his licence

lifted for six months, but he will be open
again for business in time for Christmas.

[11:30]

Over the first part of this >ear I visited

a great number of Ontario's private labs,

and I have come to understand how a

number of these private lab operators rip off

OHIP for millions of dollars. I am going to

take you briefly, Mr. Speaker, to the lab

nether world and describe sofne of the fraud
and abuse. The Minister of Health couldn't

believe that $66 million would be spent on
the private labs, but I have learned that it

was only recently, this summer, that the lab

lulling levelled off; in fact, it's now drop-
ping.

When I first started with the lab investiga-

tions, one doctor said to me: "Whatever you
do, don't give this lab any publicity, because

every doctor I know will want to deal with
it since they are all after kickbacks." I hope
that's not true. Sixty-sLx million dollars has

been paid to the private labs, and I found
kickbacks were regarded by some doctors as

a cost of doing business. Kickbacks take the

form of straight cash or expensive gifts-
furniture or trips to Europe. Another form
of kickback is the payment of rent for part
of the physician's office or payment of the

salaries of one or more of the physician's

employees.

There are four basic schemes used to rip

off OHIP. One is that the labs charge for

tests that are not ordered by the physician.

Can you imagine anything so stupid and

irresponsible as the Conservative government
not insisting on a triplicate invoice so that

doctors and patients can see what the lab

operator bills OHIP? In fact, I think that

the whole system, even as it is presently

lieing run, would benefit if the patients could

just get a l:)ill for what OHIP is billed in

their name. The Minister of Health was

shocked to find that OHIP was billed $2,400

when he stayed in hospital during the sum-

mer, and I am sure that if many of us saw

what was billed, it would be a disincentive

to people who are billing OHIP to try to

pull something like that if they knew that

they were being monitored by the people

that they were naming. We would also do

away with that earlier criticism where the

doctor wjs iust going through his file, pulling

cards, and billing OHIP for people he hadn't

even seen; most of these people turned out

to l)e immigrants who had difficulty com-

municatfn': with the OHIP officials when

they were contacted.

Another way that OHIP was ripped off by
the lal:)s was for component parts of a test

ns though the test had been performed
1 -ofore the sophisticated testers became avail-

able. There is one tester called the SMA 12

that cr-n do eight tests simultaneously; but

instead of charging the $6 package price

tliese labs were billing for eight tests done

the old wiy; eight times $5 equals $40. In

the meantime, the tester could do it in about

eight seconds.

They were using test request forpis which

encouraged abuse. The ripoff labs were pro-

viding physicians with test request forms

which made it impossible for them to order

certain tests without ordering related tests

which, in fact, were unnecessary but lucra-

tive. When the New Democratic Party

pointed this out to the ministry, they did

insist that the request forms be changed,
but again it is closing the bam door too late.

You can see now, Mr. Speaker, why lab

billings have gone fropi $17 million in 1971

to $88 million in 1976. I think this would
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be a good point, sir, for me to adjourn
this debate.

On motion by Mr. Ziemba, the debate was

adjourned.

Hon. Mr. Irvine: Mr. Speaker, before

moving the adijournment of the House, I'd

like to indicate to the members that the

matters for consideration on Monday will be

order No. 31, followed by private member's

Bill 91. There will be no sitting on Monday
night.

On' Tuesday we will deal with legislation

in this order: Nos. 6, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15,

16 and 17. The House will be sitting on

Tuesday evening; there will be no sitting on

Wednesday.

On motion by Hon. Mr. Irvine, the House

adjourned at 11:35 a.m.
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The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, I

would like to invite all members of the Legis-
lature to join with me in welcoming a dis-

tinguished visitor from the province of British

Columbia, the Hon. K. Rafe Mair, Minister

of Consumer Services, who is in the gallery.

POINT OF PRIVILEGE

Hon. Mrs. Birch: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a

point of personal privilege. Last Friday, when
the death of a 14-year-old girl was raised in

the Legislature, I was very emotional and,

indeed, I still am. I do not apologize for the

intensity of my reaction. Ministers, after all,

are human beings and are touched by tragic
loss of life as any other thoughtful person
may be.

The Minister of Correctional Services (Mr.

J. R. Smith) and I have requested a four-

ministry internal investigation as to the events

preceding the tragic death raised on Friday.
A report on that investigation will be made
to the House tomorrow, and it will reflect the

findings of officials from the ministries of

Health, the social policy field. Correctional

Services and the Solicitor General.

Mr. Lewis: I'm sorry, I missed one of the

things the provincial secretary said. Did she

say an investigation into the events that pre-
ceded the death or followed it? I didn't hear
that part.

Hon. Mrs. Birch: I said preceding the

tragic death.

Mr. Speaker: Statements by the ministry.

LIQUID WASTE DISPOSAL

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, I would like

to correct some information I gave to the
leader of the Liberal Party in reply to a ques-
tion asked of me last Friday regarding the

proposed liquid industrial waste disposal site

in Canborough township.

The hon. member asked if I would agree
to having the hearing held under The En-
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vironmental Assessment Act rather than

under The Environmental Protection Act. I

incorrectly replied that the hearings were to

be held under The Environmental Assess-

ment Act. The Canborough hearing which is

now under way is being held under The
Environmental Protection Act, by, as I said,

the Environmental Assessment Board. I re-

gret having incorrectly informed the hon.

member.

Section 33 of The Environmental Protec-

tion Act has been used since 1971 for such

hearings and applies directly to waste dis-

posal of all kinds.

The Environmental Assessment Act, as the

hon. members know, is new legislation and
we have not yet proclaimed the section which
would bring specific private sector projects

under the Act.

Mr. Godfrey: Why not?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I wish to assure hon. mem-
bers that the review of the environmental

factors of this project will be as extensive

and thorough under this procedure as it

would be under the assessment legislation.

The major difference between the two pro-

ceedings as they apply to this case is that the

hearings under the EPA will consider the

project as it is advanced by the proponent
and the board will recommend a course of

action to my ministry, rather than making a

decision on the proposal as it would under

The Environmental Assessment Act.

There may be some confusion at this time

as to the responsibility of the Environmental

Assessment Board. The board is now em-

powered to hold hearings under three major
Ontario Acts: The Ontario Water Resources

Act, The Environmental Protection Act and

The Environmental Assessment Act. I don't

intend to go into the details of the three hear-

ing procedures other than to say that the

hearing by the board in Canborough is a

public forum, will be thorough and will cover

much more than the economic and technical

aspects of the proposal.

Mr. Speaker: Oral questions.
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TRAINING SCHOOL DEATH

Mr. Lewis: Perhaps picking up on what
was said by the Provincial Secretary for

Social Development, may I place the ques-
tion to her: Can we then assume that in the

statement before the Legislature tomorrow
the various events, at least in factual form,

prior to the occurrence of the death will be

dealt with, including the role of Thistletown

hospital, the actual judge's recommendation
for the young girl and the role of Correctional

Services at the point in which wardship was
assumed? Will there be a factual setting out

of that kind of information?

Hon. Mrs. Birch: Mr, Speaker, I anticipate
that that kind of information will be avail-

able for the statement tomorrow.

Mr. Lewis: By way of supplementary,
given what I believe to be the extraordinary
relevance of it, would it be possible for the

minister to release those aspects of the tran-

script of the referral of the judgement, not

that relate to any matters of confidentiality
which she would want to provide at the in-

quest, but of the actual judicial determi-

nation?

Hon. Mrs. Birch: Mr. Speaker, I would
have to take that under consideration. I am
sure the hon. member appreciates the desire

on behalf of this government to protect the

privacy of this girl's family.

Mr. Lewis: Of course. That's why I say

only the release of the judicial determina-

tion.

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Speaker, perhaps there

might be a further question there. As the

minister indicated that she felt betrayed
when she answered a question similar to this

a few days ago, has she inquired as to why
she was not informed of the circumstances

of this tragic event until it appeared in the

newspapers in Toronto two months after the

suicide?

Hon. Mrs. Birch: Yes, Mr. Speaker, I have
been assured and that also will be answered
in our statement tomorrow.

PUBLIC HEALTH NURSES'
NEGOTIATIONS

Mr. Lewis: A question, if I may, for the

Premier, Mr. Speaker: Since the dispute in

the public sector involving the public health

nurses appears to be going on forever, would
it be possible for the Premier to call into his

oflSce or a place of his choosing, along with

the Minister of Labour (B. Stephenson) all

the heads of the public health boards across

Ontario which have not settled—28 or 29 I

believe—in an effort to see whether or not

the logjam encompassing all of them might
be broken and bargaining be restored?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I must con-

fess that as a local member I became some-

what involved in the discussions in the region
of Peel, which apparently have been resolved.

Whether the idea of having in the other 26 or

whatever number would serve any useful pur-

pose or not, I'm not sure, but it's certainly a

suggestion that I shall consider.

Mr. Deans: Supplementary: Have you any
suggestion to make, then, other than the ones

that have been made from this side of the

House, with regard to ways of resolving thp

dispute, given that it appears the boards of

health have together decided they ha\'e no

interest in reaching a satisfactory solution to

what is a very difficult problem?

Hon. Mr, Davis: Mr. Speaker, I'm not

going to defend one side or the other. I think

it's perhaps a little unfair for the hon. mem-
ber to suggest the boards of health ha\'e no

interest in coming to a conclusion. I think

they have an interest.

Mr. Sargent: Give them the money then.

Mr. Nixon: Might I ask the Premier if one

of the alternatives that has been proposed
from this side of the House and from the

community at large, for compulsory arliitra-

tion or arbitration, is one of the alternatives

that the Premier might give further con-

sideration to, since the House, being in ses-

sion, could deal with it without further delay?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, this was a

suggestion coming from some groups. I think

the Minister of Labour answered this ques-
tion last Tuesday or Thursday, I forget which

date. She pointed out the concerns that we
have. I recall the views of the Leader of the

Opposition and his concern about compulsory
arbitration. Quite obviously his party wouldn't

support such an approach.

Mr, Nixon: We would. Presumably you
would. So let's do it.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Well, I would say to the

member from Brant, one of his problems is

that he presumes too much. I wouldn't pre-

sume that necessarily at this moment.

Mr. Ruston: Now you are saying you won't

then.
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Mr. Nixon: What the Premier is saying is,

arbitration if necessary, but not necessarily

arbitration.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, Mr. Speaker. That too

is one of the difficulties of the hon. member.

I didn't say that.

Mr. Nixon: No, you didn't say anything.

Mr. Lewis: It bothers us that you should

be more progressive on labour matters than

they are. That's unfair.

Mr. S. Smith: You are two of a kind. Big

business and big labour.

PRESERVATION OF NIAGARA
AGRICULTURAL LAND

Mr. Lewis: May I ask the Premier another

question relating to matters discussed in this

session? Can you give the House an under-

taking that you will make a public determina-

tion of the Niagara fruit and grape belt land

controversy, the proposal put to you by the

Niagara regional government, in a time suffi-

ciently short that this Legislature can debate

it before the House rises?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I would

like to give the hon. Leader of the Opposi-
tion that undertaking. However, being quite

realistic and knowing how complicated it is

and the need for this to be considered very

carefully by government, I can't give that

undertaking. I would like to have some sort

of decision—and I'm just expressing this now
without thinking it through very carefully

—whether the decision itself would require

or really necessitate any sort of debate here.

Mr. Lewis: Yes, it would. It depends on

the decision, doesn't it?

Hon. Mr. Davis: See, you're presuming
too much too.

Mr. Lewis: No, I am not. I just want to

know what it is.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Yes, you are. You're say-

ing it's going to necessitate a debate without

even knowing what the decision is.

Mr. Lewis: Let me ask the Premier by
way of supplementary, what is this in-

comparable stalling about the agricultural
land of the Niagara Peninsula, when last

year at this time his Minister of Agriculture
and Food (Mr. W. Newman) repudiated
exactly the same decision? Why is the Premier

taking so long to indicate to Ontario and to

Niagara what the determination of govern-
ment is?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I don't want,

you know-

Mr. Lewis: Be provocative.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —to be picayune on this,

but when the hon. Leader of the Opposition

says it's incomparable, which means that no
decision has taken any longer than this—

Mr. Lewis: Incomparable stalling.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —I have to say that I

know other government decisions that have
taken longer than this.

Mr. Lewis: Well, you are pushing it.

[2:15]

Mr. Swart: Supplementary to the Premier:

Could I ask him if he recognizes that the

boundaries issue in Niagara revolves around
an official plan, and that as in other official

plans it can be changed very readily subject
to following a decision. Is he therefore pre-

pared to have some new regulations or legis-

lation developed to give some greater per-

manency to any decision that is made that is

now given by an official plan?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I try to

listen very carefully to the hon. member
who represents a particular point of view and
interest in that area which is not necessarily
consistent with that of a lot of his colleagues
who surround him.

Mr. Samis: He got elected.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am referring to his

former colleagues on the regional council

where the hon. member's point of view was
not necessarily always in the majority.

Mr. Lewis: Are you backing down on

Niagara?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I'm not backing down, I

am just saying-

Mr. Speaker: Order please. This is a

supplementary question.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —we are not yet ready
to tell him—and I know he wants to know—
what it is the government's position is going
to be. This may come as a great surprise
and a great shock to him but the fact re-

mains we are not.

Now, what was the member's question?

Interjection.
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Hon. Mr. Davis: The member wants me
to alter those boundaries so that Welland

gets larger and the other gets smaller. That's

really what he is saying to me. We really
haven't considered that possibility.

Interjections.

Mr. Swart: Mr. Speaker, I don't think I

got a reply to my question. My question

was, is the Premier prepared to change
legislation or regulations so that a decision

on an oflScial plan for Niagara has some
greater degree of permanency than exists

under present official plan legislation?

Hon. Mr. Davis: One thing I will say for

the hon. member for Welland-Thorold, he
has always been a great supporter of regional

government until very recently and now he
wants us to interfere with the regional

government structure.

Mr. Swart: We find it doesn't work. We
want to change it, yes.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Oh no. I've known the

member so well for so long. He tries to

have it both ways whenever it suits.

Interjection.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would say to the hon.
member we really haven't considered that

possibility.

RACIAL DISCRIMINATION
ALLEGATIONS

Mr. Lewis: A question of the Minister of

Labour, if may, Mr. Speaker: In this very

unhappy situation at Milrod Metal Products
Limited—the charges of race discrimination

now coming before the Human Rights Com-
mission—has the ministry attempted to per-
suade the company to have them do the time

study analysis of that plant by the special

firm, Sheldon and Kellogg, to which they had
once agreed, rather than by people from
within their own corporation which seems to

be at the core of the constant upheavals in

that work place?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I am
not sure at this point that that is at the

core of the upheaval at this time. However,
both the Labour Relations Board and the

Human Rights Commission are presently, at

my request, investigating the situation. I

anticipate we shall have a report from both
of those bodies within the next few days and

hopefully will be able to make some recom-

mendations to that company to resolve this

difficulty.

Mr. Lewis: A supplementary, if I may:
Since this company is now a subsidiary of

ITT and—Well, smile and shake if you will,

I want to remind the minister, lest she has

forgotten, that since January, 1976, that little

plant, Ontario Malleable Iron in Oshawa has

been locked out by ITT, and does she think

she might deal with this conglomerate in

terms of its labour relations and the way it

behaves in the province of Ontario in a

fairly vigorous fashion?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, ITT has

obviously some other subsidiaries in the prov-
ince of Ontario and those subsidiaries have

in fact dealt with their labour relations prob-
lems quite rationally.

(Mr. Lewis: Where are they?

Hon. B. Stephenson: There is a problem,
there is no doubt about that, at Ontario

Malleable and obviously there is a problem
here. We are attempting to find out the root

cause of the problems and hopefully we will

be able to help the employers and the em-

ployees to resolve it.

Mr. Breaugh: While the minister is sorting

that out, does she have any advice for those

200 families at Ontario Malleable as to how
they feed one another, since they have been
locked out without a salary for 11 months
now?

Mr. Lewis: It's not Chile you know, this is

Ontario.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, there is

no doubt about the fact that the senior offi-

cials of the Ministry of Labour have been

actively involved in attempting to resolve

the problem at Ontario Malleable for a pro-

longed period of time. They are still working

very hard at this. There is a degree of in-

transigence on both sides of this situation

which I find unacceptable. I would hope that

because of the active pursuit of the problem
by officials of the ministry and by myself,

because I have made some pretty disturbing
remarks which neither side really appreciates

apparently, I believe we will be able to re-

solve that one eventually. The difficulty is

that I hear from a number of employees that

they have been bruiting about the statement

that they don't really care whether it's re-

solved or not, and I find that extremely

disturbing.

Mr. Breaugh: Could the minister clarify

that last part of her answer?
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'Mr. Lewis: Which employees?

Hon. B. Stephenson: The company has

said that if it is not resolved within a rea-

sonable period of time it will close the plant,

and some of the leaders of the employees'

groups have said, "Fine. Go ahead and close

the plant."

Mr. Moffatt: Which leaders?

POLLUTION OF LAKES

Mr. S. Smith: I have a question of the Min-
ister of Natural Resources. Now that it's

been reported that the state of New York has

decided to switch its coho salmon planting to

Lake Erie from Lake Ontario because of the

Myrex in Lake Ontario, is the minister still

continuing to plant coho and chinook, which
I believe is the programme at the moment in

Lake Ontario, despite the high levels of

Myrex?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I believe the state of

New York is not totally moving its plantings
from Lake Ontario to Lake Erie. I believe

there will be a certain quantity planted in

that particular lake. I would say that the

question of our planting is being reviewed

right at the present time. I hope to have

something more positive to say in the next

few weeks.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of a slightly related

supplementary if I might, now that we hear

also that Lake Simcoe is polluted, in this

instance with mercury, can the minister assure

us that we are now in possession of a com-

plete list of all the lakes in which unaccep-
table levels of various industrial pollutants
have been found, and if not, would ne under-

take to table such a list?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I'd be glad to table a

list of the lakes that we have in our posses-
sion. I would say that our studies are on-

going; reviews of lakes are an ongoing matter

within the province of Ontario. We mink we
have something like well over 100,000 lakes

in this particular province. I'm sure the mem-
ber will agree that it will take some time to

assess them all. But what we have, we'll be

glad to table.

Mr. Godfrey: Supplementary to the ques-
tion: Will the minister also include the

streams that empty into Lake Ontario, Lake
Huron and Lake Erie—for example, DuflBn

Creek and other areas like that which we
already know are contaminated?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Yes, we'll be pleased to

give members all the information we have
available on those streams.

FRENCH-LANGUAGE EDUCATION

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Minister

of Education: In view of his statement on
October 6 that he would have further state-

ments on French education for anglophones
and statements on testing in our schools in

the not-too-distant future, can the minister

tell us when he intends to come forward with

those promised statements?

Hon. Mr. Wells: I will have some state-

ments very shortly.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Do you want us to check

the date?

Mr. S. Smith: In view of the emergent
situation in Waterloo where, due to the cut-

back in grants, the board has now cut out its

pilot bilingual programme, which means that

students who have taken that course during
the first, second and third grades will now
have no more French until grade 6, which
means they'll pretty well lose what invest-

ment they've already put in of an educational

nature, could he tell us what plans he has to

assist Waterloo to keep its bilingual pro-

gramme going?

Hon. Mr. Wells: I would be very pleased
to hear more detailed information about the

situation in Waterloo. I have not been made
aware of the fact that they have cancelled

any programme. Indeed it was at one point
that the Waterloo county board, if that's the

board the member is talking about, had in

fact cancelled the buses for French-language
students who were going to another area.

But I'm happy that those buses were rein-

stated by that board just a few weeks ago.

HURONIA REGIONAL CENTRE

iMr. S. Smith: A question for the Minister

of Community and Social Services: Can he
tell us whether the report which he had com-
missioned on the Huronia mental retardation

facilities is prepared now—it was presumably
only going to take a short time—and will he
be making it public?

Hon. Mr. Taylor: No, the report has not

as yet been completed. It is being written. It

did take a longer period of time than we an-

ticipated. That was because Dr. Willard was
anxious to ensure that everyone who wished
to be heard from was heard from. I think he
took something in exce^ of 175 interviews

from people who were concerned about that

particular operation. He also was sick for a

while and that delayed the report as well,

but I do expect it soon and I can assure the
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member that it will certainly be given the

consideration of my ministry and government.
Frankly, my general view is that matters such
as this should not be kept under wraps, if

that's the suggestion the member may be

implying.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
although I appreciate the minister's general
view about the distinction between informa-

tion and intelligence—I think I have heard it

at one or two points—can we be given some

guarantee that this report will be made
public?

Hon. Mr. Taylor: I am not in a position to

guarantee anything—

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Taylor: You smile at that. All I

can guarantee the member is that it will be
acted upon in the best interests of the people
of the province.

Mr. Lewis: Does the minister realize that

almost single-handedly, as a minister, he is a

walking testament to the need for a freedom
of information Act in this Legislature?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. That is not

supplementary to the question.

Hon. Mr. Taylor: May I reply that I have
heard other accusations with equally little

foundation in fact or truth.

COMMENTS OF OSC CHAIRMAN

Mr. S. Smith: A brief question for the

Minister of Consumer and Commercial Re-

lations, Mr. Speaker: Is he aware of the com-
ments made last month by Arthur Pattillo,

the chairman of the Ontario Securities Com-
mission, in which Mr. Pattillo expressed dis-

appointment and said, "I think it is unfortu-

nate that [basically, the essence is] Bill 98
was not proceeded with past first reading"?
He feels, as the minister may know, that this

is hurting the investment compiunity in this

province. Could the minister comment on
that speech?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Yes, I am familiar

with the speech. I don't agree with the con-
clusions drawn by the hon. member. Mr.
Pattillo did express disappointment that it

was not re-introduced at this session. He
knew that when it was introduced it was for

first reading and for submissions and dis-

cussions which we have had with members
of the investment community.

There is a tremendbus amount of amending
to be done and my position is that there

would be no point in introducing it again
unless we were sure the time constraints

would permit us to pass it. Since they will

not permit us to pass it, in view of the heavy
workload of the standing committee on jus-

tice, it will probably not be reintroduced

until next spring at the earliest.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of brief supplemen-

tary, is the minister aware of the consterna-

tion it is causing in the business community,
which put considerable time into making
submissions in order to improve this bill?

Does he know, for instance, of the editorial

in the Financial Times which says Ontario's

delay in introducing some of these worth-

while amendments is a disservice to investors

in all provinces since Ontario takes the lead?

Surely something as important as this could

be proceeded with?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, I am

fully familiar with the editorial comment
which has been made. I have been in touch

with some of the ministers in other provinces.

My understanding is that some of the other

provinces are quite prepared to take our Act

—and they are welcome to it—and introduce

it and have it debated. We think there's no

time in this session to introduce it and unless

I have the assurance of the hon. members

opposite that there would be no debate and

no amendments there isn't time to take that

kind of legislation through in a short session.

Mr. Eakins: This is not the closing of

hospitals.

REALLOCATION OF JUVENILE
INSTITUTION RESOURCES

Ms. Sandeman: A question for the Minister

of Correctional Services: Could the minister

please explain to us what the plans of his

ministry are with relation to children now in

training schools under section 9 of The

Training Schools Act, particularly in the light

of the increasing evidence that many children

are inappropriately placed in training schools

under that section? Does he still intend to

follow his policy, stated on April 13 of this

year, of maintaining 1,100 beds in the train-

ing schools for the foreseeable future?

Hon. J. R. Smith: Mr. Speaker, the whole

matter of our capacity and the fact that the

schools we are operating at present are under

capacity—even since we closed Grandview,

they are still under capacity except Cecil

Facer—is constantly under review.
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Ms. Sandeman: A supplementary: The
minister didn't address himself to my ques-
tion. Grandview had already been closed

when he made that statement in April. What
plans does he have for reviewing the situation

of children in the training schools under

section 9 if they are inappropriately placed
in that setting?

Hon. J. R. Smith: We have no further

plans for section 9 children.

[2:30]

Mr. Lewis: Supplementary: Even in the

light of what has happened, does the minis-

ter have no further plans since he sees how

inappropriate that placement was?

Hon. J. R. Smith: As a result of what has

happened at the Kawartha Lakes School, this

is one of the things I intend to turn my atten-

tion to—to make a complete review of section

9 and whether or not it is being used-

Mr. Reid: I thought that was being done

already.

Hon. J. R. Smith: Section 8 children are

being brought into the training school system
under section 9.

Mr. S. Smith: He doesn't mean to betray

you; he just doesn't know any better.

HIGHWAY 400 EXTENSION

Mrs. Campbell: Mr. Speaker, my question
is to the Minister of Transportation and

Communications. Considering our discovery

in January of this year of some 24 acres of

borough and private land in the path of the

proposed Highway 400 extension north of

Eglinton Avenue, will the minister tell us

what the present status of this property is

and how much money will be required to

purchase it?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, I am not

completely sure I heard all of the member's

question. I think I heard the general content

of it. There is, as I believe has been stated

before in this House, one parcel of private

ownership land on the Highway 400 right of

way north of Eglinton Avenue. All the other

land is either owned by the ministry or by
the municipahties. At the present time pre-

liminary planning is under way for that

section of the road from Jane Street down to

Eglinton, and I believe the alignment of the

private lands that are required has just been
finalized. The property request has gone out

to our property people to purchase that land.

and I don't believe any price has been estab-

lished on it as of yet.

Mrs. Campbell: Supplementary: Is the

minister aware that an official in his ministry
has advised us that the land required for the

Highway 400 extension had been set aside by
the borough of North York specifically for

roads, while the borough tells us that it is

presently designated green belt? Just what is

the status of this land?

Hon. Mr. Snow: I can't explain that par-
ticular discrepancy in the information that

the hon. member has received, but I shall

look into it.

UTDC-ONTC TRAIN DEAL

Mr. Wildman: Mr. Speaker, I have a ques-
tion for the Minister of Transportation and
Communications. Can the minister confirm

whether or not UTDC will make a profit of

about a quarter of a million dollars per year
from the Ontario Northland Railway on the

leasing arrangements for the 15-year-old diesel

trains purchased in Switzerland? Does he

anticipate, if this is the case, ONR having to

raise their fares in order to pay the $1-

million-a-year bill?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, I know
where this question was derived from, and I

am sure if the hon. member had taken his

pencil and paper to figure out the matter a

little bit he would have soon come to the

conclusion that the UTDC will not be making
a profit of a quarter of a million dollars, as

I believe he stated, on the leasing of the

fv)ur trains.

The four trains were purchased by UTDC
for, I believe, something in the neighbourhood
of $3.7 million to $3.8 million. They are to

be leased to the ONTC for a five-year period
at a rate of approximately $1 million per

year. Obviously there is a diff^erence of about

$1.2 million between what the UTDC will

receive for the five years and what they paid
for the trains. Of course, taken into this

calculation is the cost of financing the trains,

the amortization of the trains over the five-

year period, as the trains are to be sold—or

at least the ONTC is to have an option to

purchase the four trains at the end of the five-

year period at $100,000 per train. In eflFect,

the ONTC is not only leasing the trains, it is

also amortizing the purchase price of the

trains over the five-year period, which must
be taken into consideration. Any profit that

might be derived by UTDC is very minimal

indeed.
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Mr. Reid: Supplementary: Can the min-
ister explain why he's going through all this

accounting shuffle? In fact, would the min-
ister not agree that all he's doing is causing

higher expenses and trying to improve the

balance sheet of UTDC, and that if such a

programme should have gone ahead it should

have been done by the ONR and that he
is trying to confuse the taxpayers by trying
to plump up the balance sheet of UTDC?

Hon. Mr. Snow: No, I wouldn't agree with

that statement at all, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Wildman: Supplementary: Can the

minister explain why the ONR couldn't pur-
chase these trains directly itself, instead of

going through UTDC?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, the trains

are being purchased from the Swiss National

Railroad in Switzerland. Certain modifications

are being made to the four trains in Switzer-

land before they will be delivered to UTDC.
The reason for UTDC handling the arrange-
ment is because of its contacts in Switzer-

land, the fact that it is presently dealing with

the Swiss railroad company and the Sig Cor-

poration in the development of the prototypes
for the TTC streetcars. They have a staff

available to supervise the modifications of the

trains in Switzerland, and it was a much bet-

ter and cheaper arrangement to have UTDC
carry out these negotiations and the upgrad-
ing of the trains because of their people

already located over there.

Mr. Reid: Would the minister not agree
that there are serious accounting difficulties

involved in this? Is he aware of the auditors'

report on UTDC, in which they say they are

very concerned about the accounting practices
of UTDC, that in their opinion this practice
is not in accordance with generally accepted

accounting principles, and that, again, the

UTDC is trying to confuse and mislead the

public and that its accounting practices are

already suspect by the accounting firm? What
is the minister doing about those things?

Mr. Cunningham: What's going on over

there?

Hon. Mr. Snow: I don't know how to

answer all those questions at once. No, I

wouldn't agree that UTDC is trying to mis-

lead anyone and I wouldn't agree that there

are any accounting complications-

Mr. Reid: What about the auditors?

Mr. S. Smith: Read the auditor's statement.

Hon. Mr. Snow: If you'll just hold your
britches for a moment. There is no confusion

whatever in the accounting arrangements for

the purchase of the four trains by UTDC
and the leasing of the four trains with the

option to purchase to the Ontario Northland.

Mr. Reid: You are just juggling figures.

Hon. Mr. Snow: I don't think anything
could be a simpler business arrangement than
that. Mr. Speaker, with regard to the audi-

tor's notes in the UTDC financial statement,
I'm well aware of those. I don't beheve the
hon. member is right in saying the account-

ing practices of UTDC are suspect. I don't
think the auditor gives that impression at all.

The auditor draws to our attention the fact
that certain costs involved in the development
of certain engineering projects are being car-

ried on the books of the company as costs

relating to that project which will be recov-
ered from the sale or the development of

those particular products. UTDC is strictly
a research and development organization. We
realize that perhaps if General Motors was
developing a new automobile-

Mr. Reid: Why are they funding the OXR?

Hon. Mr. Snow: —it would not be using
that same type of accounting procedure.

Mr. Reid: That's pretty slim.

PAYMENTS TO xMILK SHIPPERS

Mr. McKessock: Mr. Speaker, I have a

question for the Minister of Agriculture and
Food: In view of the recent announcement
by the Quebec Minister of Agriculture that

he is guaranteeing now and forever the

revenues of his farmers in paying industrial

milk shippers this year 40y2 cents per
hundredweight on in-quota milk, plus paying
all penalties in any in-sleeve production,
would the minister consider doing the same
for Ontario industrial milk shippers?

Interjections.

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, in order

to answer the member properly, first I'd like

to point out that the province of Ontario
led the way in putting up a guaranteed bond
for the in-sleeve production to be released—

Interjections.

Hon. W. Newman: —from the Ontario Milk

Marketing Board to the milk shippers of the

province of Ontario. That guarantee could

amount to $10.4 million. That was done by
us first. The same offer was made to all the

other provinces. They did not do it.
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Second, I was the one, with the co-oper-
ation of the Ontario Milk Marketing Board,
who asked Ottawa to release-

Mr. NLxon: The farmer's friend.

Hon. W. Newman: —the four million

hundredweight of milk on a pro rata basis

to the industrial shippers across this country-

Mr. Sargent: Good for you.

Hon. W. Newman: —which means 127 mil-

lion pounds to the producers of the province
of Ontario. The Ontario Milk Marketing
Board is meeting, I believe, tomorrow and

Wednesday to try to work out a formula for

the best way to distribute this 127 million

pounds of milk-

Mr. Good: Last week you told us it was

Thursday and Friday.

Hon. W. Newman: —to the producers of

this province.

Mr. Riddell: Maybe he read the letters I

sent.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. W. Newman: I have also met with

the board to discuss with them how I feel

they could best distribute this quota.

Mr. McKessock: Supplementary: In view

of the fact that the minister indicated that

Quebec has followed him on the in-sleeve

coverage, would he consider following them
now on the 40^/^ cents per hundredweight?

Interjections.

An hon. member: There's an election on

Hon. W. Newman: You know, I won't even

comment about the election. I'll just com-
ment on the national supply management
committee. There is an agreement between
Ottawa and all provinces and piy under-

standing about this 40 cents, if it is paid
out and as the Quebec Minister of Agricul-
ture is no longer going to be seeking oflBce,

I'm not exactly sure what's going to happen
with that-

Mr. Sargent: Answer the question; answer
the question.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Order.

Hon. W. Newman: The national supply

arrangement committee, under the Canadian

Dairy Commission, says if they allow pay-

ments to be made by a province directly to

producers it is breaking the national agree-
ment. If they're breaking the national agree-

ment, then I will ask Ottawa to step in in

this particular case, which I will be doing
this week. We have no indication at this

point in time that the amount of money has

been paid out.

Mr. McKessock: Supplementary: If the

federal government does allow the Quebec
government to pay this, will the minister

follow suit and pay the same?

Hon. W. Newman: Listen, I don't want to

destroy the national programme on milk in

this country-

Mr. Nixon: You can't do less.

Hon. W. Newman: Oh, listen, you fellows

really don't understand it, do you? You

really don't understand it. You would destroy
for political expediency the milk policies of

this country. Two years down the road, we'd

be in chaos, and you know it.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Shame, shame.

Mr. Nixon: Why doesn't the minister re-

sign?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Order.

RADIOACTIVITY AT PORT HOPE

Mr. Yakabuski: Mr. Speaker, I have a

question for the Minister of Health: Because

it is common knowledge that the Port Hope
cleanup has begun and that already thou-

sands of tons of material have been removed
from sites in that locality and dujmped in

the-

Mr. Singer: In Renfrew.

Mr. Yakabuski: —in property in the Chalk

River area belonging to Atomic Energy of

Canada, I'm just wondering and I want his

assurance, that we are not just transferring—

Mr. Warner: Question, question

Mr. Yakabuski: -the Port Hope problem
to Renfrew county.

Mr. Nixon: Never.

Mr. Moffatt: No. They've already got a

problem.

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, the re-

sponsibility is federal. I think that should

be kept clearly in mind when the hon.

member is discussing the issue in his riding.
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Interjections.

Mr. Singer: Good answer, that.

FAMILY BENEFITS RATES

Mr. McClellan: I have a question for the

Minister of Community and Social Services.

It has been 17 months since the family
benefits rates in Ontario were raised in May,
1975, and during that period the consumer

price index has gone up 10.7 per cent. I

want to ask the minister why there has been
such a delay in raising the social assistance

rates in the province and whether he will

assure us that he will raise those rates this

month to alleviate very real hardships that
are being experienced by social assistance

recipients.

Mr. S. Smith: He can't assure you of

anything.

Mr. Wildman: Can't guarantee it.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Taylor: I sure wouldn't guarantee
the member for Hamilton West anything.

Interjections.

Mr. Sargent: That wasn't very nice.

Hon. Mr. Taylor: Well, you don't blame
me, do you?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The question's
been asked.

Mr. S. Smith: That's as good as the
Premier's remark about chickening out.

[2:45]

Hon. Mr. Taylor: As members know the

family benefit rates are not automatically
indexed so there are no automatic increases

depending on fluctuations in the cost of

living. However, they are periodically re-

viewed as members very well know.

Mr. McClellan: Seventeen months.

Mr. R. S. Smith: Seventeen months is a
little more than periodical.

Hon. Mr. Taylor: I can assure the House
that that policy has not changed.

Mr. S. Smith: He can't assure you of any-
thing.

Mr. McClellan: Mr. Speaker, to that non-
answer, I wonder if the minister, when he
gets around to reviewing the rates, would

take into account the publication by the

Ministry of Housing released today. Rental

Market Survey? I want to ask the minister

whether he's seen that and whether he
realizes that the rental rates which he pays
under his family benefits legislation are about
half the average rent levels in the metro-

politan area and whether he will assure us

that he will take that into consideration when
he revises the rates, I hope again this month.

Hon. Mr. Taylor: May I say in response,
that no person should know better than the

member for Bellwoods, having worked as a

social worker, that the amount of money
or the breakdown for rent and other items
is considered. However, he should also know
that if one is going to earmark a specific

lump sum for rent across the board, there

may very well be a tendency for landlords

to meet that target even though they may
be charging less. Really what counts in the

final analysis is the overall lump sum pay-
ment that is given to people.

Mr. Lewis: You are a great social ser\ices

minister.

ZUCCHINI RECIPE

Mr. Good: Mr. Speaker, a question for

the Minister of Agriculture and Food: This
has to do with an August 9 release from
his ministry. Is the minister aware that the

rather exotic and unusual recipe for zucchini

squash as published and which is purported
to have been developed by the ministry is

the same as a recipe which appears on page
59 of The Cooking of Vienna's Empire, pub-
lished by Time-Life Books, New York city,

copyrighted in 1968?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Plagiarism.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We can't

hear the man.

Mr. Good: I'd like to ask the minister the

same question that was asked me: Does the

minister not feel that there's no reason or

excuse for his ministry to be indulging in the

rather dishonest practice of plagiarizing

recipes?

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, I con-
sider this of the most urgent public import-
ance and I'll be glad to answer the question.
Yes, there was a recipe put out by the

ministry called—

Mr. Nixon: You can't blame this on Gene
Whelan.
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Hon. W. Newman: Aren't you glad you

separated parties? Anyway, the recipe is

called zucchini with dill sauce. This is the

one the member handed to me the other day.

We're looking into it. I understand there

might be some interest by another group
but I'll suggest my wife has a better recipe

than this one.

Mr. Good: Has the minister received a

letter yet from the legal department of Time-
Life book publishers?

Mr. Singer: A writ,

Hon. W. Newman: No, we have not.

Mr. Good: Well, you're about to, I believe.

Mr. Nixon: They are going to take it to

the Supreme Court.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

WESTINGHOUSE ANTI-TRUST SUIT

Mr. Burr: A question for the Minister of

Energy regarding Westinghouse Electric Cor-

poration's anti-trust suit filed recently, accus-

ing 29 major uranium-producing companies,
including some in Canada, of forming a
cartel to fix prices. The question is: Does
the minister know which Canadian com-
panies are being sued?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: No, Mr. Speaker, I

don't. This is a matter strictly and purely
within the prerogative of the federal govern-
ment.

Mr. Burr: A supplementary: If it turns out
that Canadian companies have been indeed

charging exorbitantly high prices, not only
to the American power companies but also to

Ontario Hydro, will the minister seek to re-

cover the over-payments which have been
charged against Hydro?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I think the hon. mem-
ber is, first of all, prejudging the net eflFects

of the action in the United States. I think

perhaps he would be well advised to look at

some of the background of that action and
why Westinghouse has launched it at all, to

look at some of their sales and some of the

agreements—perhaps questionable agreements
—they made five and 10 years ago for the

provision of fuel. I think it's very premature
and very hypothetical at this point.

INDIAN LAND AND
RESOURCE CLAIMS

Mr. Sargent: I have a question of the Min-
ister of Natural Resources. On June 3 I asked
the minister if there was any reason why the

cash payment can't be made to the Indians

now concerning the lands acquired from the

Indian reserves by the ministry over the

years in the Bruce Peninsula. He very adeptly
stick-handled around the goal a bit and

finally said: "These are being resolved by
agreement with the three parties"—that's the

feds, this government and the Indians.

"Once that is resolved and clarified, then we
will be able to make payments to those In-

dian bands whose funds are being held in

trust on their behalf."

I am continually having to phone down to

get cheques from Indian Affairs to have them
balance their books. Why in hell can't you

pay them the money you owe them?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I have to tell the hon.

member that these discussions are very com-

plex, as he well knows. They are still going
on and we are as anxious to clear up the

matter as he is. I can assure him that we
will do everything we can to expedite the

situation.

Mr. Sargent: That isn't good enough. If

they pay out money they have to have it

coming in.

Mr. Speaker: The oral question period has

expired.

Petitions.

Presenting reports.

REPORTS

Hon. Mr. McMurtry tabled the report of

the Public Trustee for the year ended March

31, 1976.

Hon. Mr. Parrott tabled the financial report

for the University of Waterloo and the Uni-

versity of Western Ontario for the year ended

April 30, 1976.

Mr. Speaker: Motions.

Introduction of bills.

Orders of the day.

ONTARIO ENERGY BOARD
REPORT

Consideration of the report of the Ontario

Energy Board respecting Ontario Hydro bulk

power rates for 1977.
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Mr. MacDonald: Let me remind the House
of two basic points to begin with, and then
I want to zero in on what I think is the real

focus of this debate. Members of the House
will be aware of the fact that Ontario Hydro
requested a rate increase for the year 1977
of 32 per cent. This was submitted to the

now-required review by the Ontario Energy
Board which reduced it to 30 per cent.

Secondly, Ontario Hydro is in something of

a financial difficulty at the present time. I

think this must be frankly acknowledged at

the outset so that one can put any comments
and any proposals with regard to easing this

rate increase within the context so that they
can be presented responsibly and can be

judged to be responsible.

As we learned in the select committee,

particularly in the second' half of our sessions

in the first six months of this year in testi-

mony from many different officials of the

corporation, Ontario Hydro is experiencing
financial difficulties because of the fact that

its revenues are dropping and its costs are

continuing to rise. Their revenues are drop-

ping because Canada and Ontario are tending
to experience now somewhat in lag behind
that of the United States a rather significant

drop in the industrial use of power because
of the whole economic slackness of the last

year or so.

Secondly, to some degree, at this point
rather inestimable and I suspect rather small,

there is some impact on the whole ethic of

conservation. So Hydro's sales are dropping
and therefore their revenues are dropping.
And that, combined with a continued rise in

costs, in keeping with rising costs generally
across the board, means that Hydro's net

position is a difficult one.

iNow, having said that—

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Could we have some
order in the chamber, please? There are far

too many private conversations going on.

Mr. MacDonald: In other words, viewed

strictly from a traditional budgeting and

accounting procedure, the 32 per cent in-

crease which Hydro asked for is defensible.

But the point I want to make to the House
with great vigour this afternoon is that that

doesn't alter the fact that what Hydro may
have asked for represents an intolerable

burden upon consumers in this period of AIB
restraint. If anything is to be done by Hydro
and/ or 'the government, it should be done to

ease that burden. The New Democratic Party
submits that something can and should be
done.

In fact, let me put it in what I think are

defensible and yet rather tough phrases. I

think this government would be irresponsible
if it didn't move to reduce the proposed
Hydro rate increase. It would be irrespon-

sible, because this government is committed
to an implementation of the Trudteau-Davis

wage and price guidelines. And I insist that

they are Trudeau and Davis guidelines. They
were laid down by Ottawa; they were ac-

cepted unquestionably by this government—

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: By Blakeney and

Schreyer too.

Mr. MacDonald: That's irrelevant at the

moment. There were some points that

Blakeney and Schreyer disagreed with and

they had the intestinal fortitude to speak up.
The trouble with this government is it

accepted holus-bolus what Ottawa suggested
even though there were some things that

they muttered' some concern about, and now
they are committed to an implementation of

those guidelines. As long as the people of the

province of Ontario are going to have to live

with rather strongly implemented wage con-

trols, then there is an obligation on this gov-
ernment to operate within its jurisdiction to

do something about correcting the rather

soft implementation of price controls which
we have experienced in the first year of AIB.

I don't want to stray unduly, because I

understand there will be an appropriate time

later in this month to discuss the whole

report, but I just draw your attention, Mr.

Speaker, and the attention of the minister to

a recommendation IV-10 on page 1-27, in the

earlier portion of the final report of the select

committee, which is entitled "Easing the

Burden on the Consumer." I think I'd just

like to read those paragraphs into the record.

The bulk power rate is applied! only to

the relatively few direct industrial cus-

tomers and to the municipal utilities. Most
consumers of electric ix>wer buy from

municipal utilities at prices that are set by,
and unique to, each utility. Under the

memorandum of agreement signed by On-
tario and Canada, jurisdiction for the direct

application of the Anti-Inflation Act and

regulations to the municipal utilities was

assigned to Ontario Hydro.

The committee has, from its beginnning,
been deeply concerned about the impact of

Hydro's bulk power rate increases on the

consumer. In its interim report, the com-
mittee "spedfically hoped that the 1976
rate increase could be kept to a level that

could be related to the increase in incomes
allowable under the guidelines." The com-



NOVEMBER 1, 1976 4285

mittee therefore carefully considered the

impact an increase in the bulk power rate

would have on the typical residential cus-

tomer. The committee expects that Hydro
will use its regulatory powers to contain

municipal rate increases in much the

same way as the committee has approached
Hydro's bulk power rate increase: applying
the general intent of the guidelines; exam-

ining each component of cost; and looking
at the rates in a longer-term perspective.

The implication of that—namely that Hydro
should see that any saving is passed on to

the customer so that the impact in price in-

creases will be as close to the guidelines as

possible, if not within the guidelines—is that

there is an obligation on the government to

make certain the bulk power rate increase is

such that, when passed on, it will be close

to or within the guidelines.

That, of course, raises a key question: Is

it possible to do so? I want to suggest to

you, Mr. Speaker, that it is possible to do so

by rather a simple procedure. It's not a new
procedure. It's one we talked about ad

nauseam in the select committee. It is the

procedure of smoothing the rates over a two-

to three-year period, specifically over a three-

year period.

[3:00]

Let me remind the House that in the

testimony before the select committee last

spring. Hydro forecast then and has con-

firmed since that its rate increase for 1977
would have to be in the range of 32 per cent.

It pointed out, however, and it has confirmed

since that it anticipates its rate increase re-

quirements for 1978 would be in the range
of 15 per cent; in 1979, in the range of 11

per cent and in the years beyond that in the

range from five to 10 per cent. In short,

there is in prospect a rather significant drop
in the increase required each year in order to

meet Hydro's needs,

If we are living in a period of restraint

and if this government is committed to see

that that restraint is imposed and lived up
to as much as possible, then I submit that

there's an obligation on the government to

do this year what has been talked about—I

won't go into the difficulties and the failure

of implementing it in the past—and imple-
ment a smoothing of the 32 per cent required
for 1977, the 15 per cent forecast for 1978
and the 11 per cent increase forecast for 1979
which would be a rate increase in our view,
in the range of 20 per cent over the next

three-year period; at least 20 per cent for

the first of the three years.

Let me go one step further. I remind the

House of what happened last year. Last year,

Hydro's first indication of its rate increase

requirements was 38 per cent. The minister

may shake his head all he wants but it is

correct—38 per cent. They smoothed it out to

29 point something or in the range of 30

per cent.

There was a hue and cry as a result of

that proposed 30 per cent rate increase

which was initiated in the first instance

within this House, primarily by the leader

of the New Democratic Party (Mr. Lewis),
but it was obviously voicing a widespread
concern across the province-

Mr. Peterson: Yes, from the Treasurer (Mr.

McKeough).

Mr. MacDonald: —that the government
tended to ignore to begin with but signifi-

cantiy, within a matter of weeks, certainly
within a matter of a month or so, the two

responsible ministers, particularly the provin-
cial Treasurer, had joined the hue and cry.

To borrow his phraseology, he said the

prospect of a 30 per cent rate increase was

appalling. Because of that word from on high.

Hydro reviewed the situation and revised its

rate increase requirements to 25 per cent.

I always assumed that the government
thought that even that might be reviewed

still further, otherwise I don't know why it

set up the select committee to engage in that

exercise. In any case, the select committee

did review the situation and recommended a

further reduction in the increase to 22 per
cent. The government accepted it. Hydro
implemented it.

Let me review what happened last year.

Hydro's initial forecast was for 38 per cent.

It smoothed it to 30. It voluntarily cut it to

25 per cent when the provincial Treasurer

and a lot of other people found it to be ap-

palling. The select committee took it down
to 22 per cent.

What we are going to have this year is

Hydro asking for 32 per cent. The Energy
Board has reduced it to 30 and if there is no
further reduction in terms of the budgetary
and accounting needs of Hydro, then I sub-

mit the government has this remaining op-
tion—to say to Hydro that the rates should be

smoothed over the next three-year period and

that for the year 1977 it should be no more
than a 20 per cent increase.

I predict that in the second, third and
fourth year of the smoothing—because it's an

ongoing process in which each year one takes

a new year into the smoothing process—and
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as we reach into the 1980s when the fore-

cast increase requirements are in the range
of five to 10 per cent—at least that is the
forecast now—we can avoid the intolerable

impact of this 30 per cent increase.

I say to the provincial Treasurer, through
you, Mr. Speaker, that if he thought a 30

per cent increase was appalling last year by
what tortured logic does he come to the

conclusion that it isn't appalling this year?

The echoing silence is significant. There is

obviously no rhyme or reason as to why it

shouldn't be just as appalling this year. We
are still engaged, certainly at the federal

level, in as vigorous an implementation of the

wage controls, and presumably this govern-
ment is going along. We are still engaged in

a soft implementation of price control, and a

refusal on the part of this government to do
what it can to reduce that 30 per cent is

just to play the game of a soft implementa-
tion of price control, which erodes the whole

credibility of the AIB programme.
The government can't have it both ways.

If it wants to have a programme then it has
to exercise its powers within its jurisdiction
to make certain that that programme is going
to be effective. I remind you, Mr. Speaker,
what could flow from this, if we were to

smooth the 30-15-11 over the next three

years to a rate that in 1977 would start with
20 per cent. Twenty per cent in bulk power
rates would on the basis of past experience
translate itself into a rate for most utilities,

across the board in most utilities, in the range
of 15 per cent. Last year it was 16 per cent,
when our bulk power increase was 22 per
cent it was 16 per cent.

Hon. Mr. Timbrel!: Seventeen per cent.

Mr. MacDonald: Well 16 to 17 per cent,
and then the rate for the mythical average
residential consumer was 13.9 per cent. All I

am saying is that if you take your 20 per cent
smooth rate for 1977 it could escalate down
to that mythical average residential consumer
at the rate of perhaps 13 per cent—admittedly
not wholly within the guidelines. What is the
minister looking so puzzled about? If a bulk
rate increase last year of 22 per cent, ended
up with 13.9 per cent for the mythical aver-

age residential consumer, is it not a likely

prospect that a bulk rate increase of 20 per
cent would result in an increase for the resi-

dential consumer in the range of 13 per cent?
Sure it would. He can shake his head all he
wants. I would be interested to see any
counter argument to that.

I think I have made the case, and I don't
want to take an undue amount of time, Mr.

Speaker. I just want to deal with one final

point. Admittedly if Hydro's requirements for

next year, now fixed by the Ontario Energy-
Board at a 30 per cent increase, are smoothed
out at 20 per cent for 1977, that is going to

leave Hydro with a cash flow problem. They
will get 10 per cent less revenue than they
were expecting. In short, instead of having an
increase of 30 per cent on their $1.5 billion

revenue, which would be roughly $450
million, they would not get in 1977 about
$150 million. I suggest there is an answer in

which the government can do something
about that and it is right back in the court of

the provincial Treasurer.

I know that Hydro is trying desperately to

live within its current debt-equity ratio. I

know that this government is painfully sen-

sitive about Hydro's borrowings. When we
listened to the investment dealers before the

committee last year the record will indicate

that they were very frank. They weren't

worried so much with regard to Hydro's bor-

rowings. They were looking through Hydro
at the situation within the provincial govern-
ment—a government that was running a debt

of $1.9 billion at that time—and while they
wouldn't choose to describe it as fiscal mis-

management, those on this side of the House
have deemed that to be rather an appropriate

description of the situation. In other words,
the problem rests with the government.

Okay. Just because the government is up-

tight and brought in a budget last spring to

try to deal with this problem and fix the ceil-

ing for Hydro of $1.5 billion capital avail-

ability for the next three years, I don't think

it should be an inflexible straitjacket that

doesn't permit at least a minor relaxation to

cope with this situation so that you could

ease the burden on the consumer from this

unnecessary 30 per cent rate increase. Per-

haps $150 million might have to be borrowed

at the end of the first year to compensate for

the drop in cash flow that Hydro would
have. In the second year, if you were pick-

ing up 19 per cent or 20 per cent instead of

the 15 per cent that was forecast, you would
be getting more money than you needed so

you could start repayment immediately on

this short-term borrowing of $150 mfllion.

It doesn't need to be added into the long-

term borrowings for Hydro. It doesn't need

to alter the debt-equity ratio. Indeed, one
of my colleagues, the hon, member for Went-
worth (Mr, Deans), our House leader, has

done some interesting calculations, and later

in the debate he will give them to you, Mr.

Speaker, to show you that a smooth rate in

the range 20, 19 and 18 over the next three
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years would leave Hydro with more money
rather than less. Admittedly, in the process

you would have certain interest charges that

are difficult to calculate because it depends at

what point in the year you make your bor-

rowing in 1977 to compensate for the drop
in cash flow, and at what point in the next

year you start to repay it, but it's a sensible

kind of proposition.

I submit, in summary, it would be a re-

flection of this government's willingness to

accept its obligation to play its part to con-

trol prices that fall within its jurisdiction,

othtMwise they are acting irresponsibly, they

are paying lip service to the AID, the

Trudeau-Davis wage and price controls, but

they're not doing anything to implement it,

certainly on the price side.

Mr. Reed: Mr. Speaker, if we consider

that the first real inquiry into the affairs of

Ontario Hydro occurred only this year—the

1975-76 select committer on Ontario Hydro-
it's small wonder that Hydro has been found

wanting in both its policy directions and its

man igement practices. Seen in the light of

the general financial situation, the 30 per cent

asked-for increase can hardly be surprising.
And the possibility that we'll be facing further

rate increases in subsecjutnt years is certainly
not out of the question.

On th? issue of the nuclear component, one
must recall that it has been well over 20

years since the Ontario government made the

decision that projected increases in demand
could be met by thermal production of elec-

tricity. So complete has been the govern-
ment's commitment to its nuclear policy that

in some cases hydraulic plants have been

simply closed rather than conscientiously re-

paired or refitted. Moreover, any arguments
that cfuestioned cost, reliability or long-term
conservation either went unrecognized or were

ignored.

Hydro's own figures for 1975 show the cost

per kilowatt for thermo-nuclear electricity is

some eight times that for hydraulically pro-
duced electricity. The ministry has made a

serious error in judgement in operating Hy-
dro under the assumption that the more you
use the cheaper it will be, and thus, use as

much as possible. We know that that sort of

rationale, economically at least, has some rea-

son connected with it with the old hydrauhc
component, but with the thermal component
it simply doesn't add up.

As Hydro's rationale is to produce electric

power at cost to the people of Ontario, it

would appear obvious that their approach to

marketing does not correspond to their ap-

proach to production. Ontario Hydro to this

point has not changed its method of pricing,

a method which discriminates against the

smaller consumer. We have no doubt that

better methods of pricing could influence

the levels of consumption of electricity in the

province, and that the average household

could be given a preferred rate on initial

purchases.

Hydro currently capitalizes to meet a peak

demand, which usually comes some time in

February and lasts for a few hours. This peak
could be reduced, not only by incentive pric-

ing but through eff^ective technical adjust-

ments as well as a more fundamental com-
mitment to conservation. Hydro's failure With

regard to the management of demand during
this peak period is endemic of a more gen-
eral attitude. Indeed, the entire Hydro fi-

nancial situation and the policy of meeting
demand come what may begs the question

why Hydro was allowed to operate for so

long without any legislative scrutiny.

[3:15]

Using thermal generation as we do at the

present time, almost two-thirds of the energy

input is lost. As can be so readily shown,
this need not be the case. Moreover, as

thermal generation allows for effective de-

centralization—for example, certain important
industries can benefit because equipment can

be relocated virtually anywhere—the need for

further costly expansions of the provincial

grid might be substantially reduced.

There is no question that the responsibility

for this and future price increases falls di-

rectly on the government's shoulders. Energy
is the key to our economic hopes, our stand-

ard of living, and we can no longer accept
at face value the statements of a government
that has shown itself so lacking.

At the same time, I am still of the opinion

regarding the 30 per cent increase that if that

proportion of Hydro's income—which it denies

as profit but which is undeniably a profit-

were ordered into the general revenue, the

increase still might be reduced at least a

few percentage points. I would urge the gov-
ernment to so order, as I understand that it

has done on occasion in the past.

Hydro's mandate is to produce power at

cost to the people of Ontario, and while

Ontario Hydro would argue that it does not

make a profit there are certain cushions

which, through this critical year, could be

eliminated. I believe the approach to be rea-

sonable and responsible and still capable of

maintaining the financial integrity of this

system.
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Mr. Nixon: Mr. Speaker, is it the minister's

intention of concluding the debate at this

time?

Hon. Mr. Timbrel! : Well, if I can, I

thought I'd speak now.

Mr. Nixon: There are other people to

speak.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I haven't seen the full

list. How many others do you have?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: It's the understand-

ing of the Chair that the debate will conclude
at 5 o'clock, and it's my understanding that

the time allocation has been split up evenly

among the three parties; 40 minutes each.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, I under-

stand by indication from the member for

York South (Mr, MacDonald) that there's

one other speaker for the oflBcial opposition

party.

Mr. Moffatt: Two more over here.

'Mr. Peterson: There are several here.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Well, I understood that

there was an agreement that we would rotate.

Mr. Nixon: I don't want to delay it, Mr.

Speaker, but it is often the procedure that

the minister in charge will wind up, so that

the arguments can be answered or further

information supplied.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, I am at

the disposal of the House, as far as that goes.
If you'd rather—

Mr. Nixon: No, that's fine.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: —that I wait until later,

I will. If you want to proceed with your next

speaker, then go ahead.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, one of the diffi-

culties in assessing the recommended rats

increase for Ontario Hydro by the Ontario

Energy Board is that at first hand it seems
to defy a great many aspects of the anti-

inflation programme in this country. Certainly
a sizable increase in a very essential com-
modity has to be looked at, particularly at

this time, in the light of whether there is an
alternative to it that will do three things:

1. Protect the financial integrity of the cor-

poration, which happens to be a very signifi-
cant borrower in foreign markets;

2. Provide the utility with the financial

revenue to carry on its operations within the
limits that have been imposed upon its bor-

rowing;

3. —and I regard No. 3 as the most signifi-

cant—Provide the greatest benefit to the resi-

dential consumer, both in the light of the

rates that will be paid, the service that will

be provided, not only now but in the future,
and the consequence of deviating from the

recommended increase which has been re-

viewed by the Ontario Energy Board.

First of all, let's discuss the implications

upon the utility in the markets where it must
borrow and there is no argument in this

House today that Hydro must borrow. It

would be foolhardy to suggest that it could

pay as it goes. It is less than a year ago
since the smoothing process, which has been

suggested as the alternative, went down the

drain so rapidly that it isn't even mentioned
in the report which came to this Legislature
from the select committee recommending the

22 per cent increase which was finally

adopted.

I say it went down the drain so quickly
that it wasn't mentioned. It did not go down
the drain without the considered discussion

and thought of the select committee. There
is not a member on that committee who
didn't know exactly what was happening and

they wanted the rates for 1976 to be as low
as possible to cushion the ijmpact of that raise.

I do not find it a reasonable alternative

to propose to a corporation now that it revert

to a financial position which was abruptly and

decisively turned aside by this Legislature less

than a year ago.

In short, I do not believe that smoothing—
I agree with the member for York South that

smoothing is an accepted practice. It has

been accepted practice in this province for

a great number of years. I agree that it makes
admirable good sense. I agree that it probably
helped put Hydro into the financial position
it is in today. But not at this time. It was

put out a year ago and everybody knew what
was happening.

One doesn't play with the financial opera-
tions of a utility of the size of Ontario Hydro,

saying that in 1975 on this rate increase it

goes one way financially and in 1976 it goes
another way. The obvious question is what

happens a year from now in 1977? One can

only play with financial figures and financial

acumen for so long. Sooner or later we come
to the day of reckoning, the bottom line, and
this is the year when the bottom line is there.

Secondly, in terms of the revenues which
must be raised, how can we go to a utility

and say, less than a year ago, "Restrain your-
self. Do not borrow. If you are going to have
to build, build within the limitations of your



NOVEMBER 1, 1976 4289

borrowing, the obvious point being that if

>'oii are going beyond the limitations which
have been imposed upon you in your pubhc
borrowing, you are going to have to raise

more revenue from your rates." Those are

the only two ways that Hydro can raise

funds.

Then we come back a year later and say,

"Notwithstanding all that, go out and borrow
a little bit more because pyerhaps next year
the revenues will be higher; ithe recession

may be over; a great number of things may
happen. The New York bond market may be

this, that or the other thing but by 1978 you
will be back in a financial position where

your revenues are keeping pace with what
has been reviewed and found desirable by
the Ontario Energy Board for the rate year
of 1977."

Finally, we come to the consumer. The
consumer is being asked to pay a bill-

Mr. MacDonald: They bum while we
fiddle.

Mr. Drea: The consumer is being asked to

pay a bill. The consumer was asked last

year to pay a bill. In the light of the Ontario

Hydro bulk rate increases until last year, as

reflected in the rates charged by the local

utilities, the raise last year was, quite frankly,
to many consumers, appalling. Incidentally,
the word used by the provincial Treasurer

(Mr. McKeough) was obscene, not appalling.

Mr. Peterson: You are obscene; he is

appalling.

Mr. MacDonald: I didn't see any big cor-

rection.

Mr. Drea: This year it is not so appalling.
On the one hand, the federal government by
its own action has raised most significantly,

most substantially and most appallingly the

two competitive sources of fuel and of

energ\- for the consumer far more than even
this increase.

Secondly, members opposite are asking the
consumer to buy this kind of a flim-flam:

"Yes, we will lower your rates this year; and
while we can't guarantee what is going to

happen next year or the year after in terms
of fixed costs with Hydro, such as the cost of

fuel, we're going to take it easy on you this

year because we can spread it out, but don't

really worry to much about it because by
1978 or 1979 it will all balance out." The
time has come in this province where people
expect to pay their full costs for energy. From
government they want the commitment that

their electrical energy, which they own and

which they control, will be produced at cost

and that it will be supplied at cost or as near
to cost as is possible.

I don't think it does any good when we're

asking people to meet the challenge of not

only the high cost of energy, but indeed the

changing times in energy supply, production
and availability, when we're asking them to

tighten their belts one way, to accept energy
conservation as a way of life, then to say,

notwithstanding that, we are going to play a

few little games with you on what the rate

is and somehow we are going to try to post-

pone the day of reckoning into 1978, 1979,
1980 and so on.

If I thought smoothing would do a scin-

tilla of good towards Ontario Hydro's finan-

cial position in terms of its borrowing, to-

wards Ontario Hydro's financial position in

terms of the revenue it must generate for the

system, if it would really do anything for the

consumer, then I assure you I would be a

very strong advocate of smoothing. But the

question of smoothing and all the things that

went with it were given most deliberate, most
detailed and most substantive discussion by
the select committee in 1975. At that time,
as I said before, smoothing and the other

alternatives to meeting the day of reckoning
were discarded. The work of the select com-
mittee was to make Hydro adapt itself finan-

cially as well as in an operational way to

changing times, to quote the cliche, to take

the fat out of Hydro. In the ensuing months

by and large that has been done.

Surely now is not the time to say that

after a few short months let's go back to the

game of let's give this, let's give that and
let's see what happens next year. I suggest
to you, Mr. Speaker, the Ontario Energy
Board has very carefully considered the appli-
cation by Hydro. It has very carefully
listened to the witnesses. It has issued a

very detailed report. I think it would be

foolhardy to try to fool the consumers of this

province that there is an easy way out. The
truth of the matter is there isn't.

As a matter of fact, hard as the increase may
be this year, at least we have reached the

end of the tunnel. To postpone it and put it

down the road, quite frankly, is asking to go
back to the gropings of late 1974 and early

1975; and to me that is a very grave dis-

service, not only to the consumers of this

province but to the utility that must supply
them.

[3:30]

Ms. Gigantes: Mr. Speaker, I can't resist

picking up on a few of the points made by
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the hon. member for Scarborough Centre. He
makes smoothing, this very sensible sugges-

tion that's been put forward by my colleague,

sound like some kind of sin that is carried

out in dark corners. Smoothing is a perfectly

reasonable kind of adjustment which Hydro
has itself carried on its rates for many years;

and the reason it was not adopted in 1976, I

should point out, was that you would have

been smoothing up to the projection that

we now have in front of us for 1977, and I

would expect that even a Conservative mem-
ber would understand that.

He talked about three elements that he

wished to see satisfied before he would accept

smoothing as a possibility for 1977. He said

the financial integrity of Ontario Hydro had

to be protected in foreign money market. Of
course it has to be protected, and every
member who sat on that select committee is

very well aware of the nature of the concern

expressed by the money lenders in New York
about not Ontario Hydro but the Ontario

government. The fact remains that the Treas-

urer's limitations on borrowing for Ontario

Hydro were made, in his own words, "to

allow the government of Ontario room in the

money market." He then later announced
that he intended not to borrow in New York

during this year and there is, therefore, no

good reason for the kind of limitation which
he has placed on Hydro. I'm quite convinced,
from the kinds of testimony that we had
before the select committee, that the amount
of borrowing that would be involved or

smoothing for 1977 would not be a danger to

Ontario Hydro's financial integrity.

He talked about meeting the borrowing
guidelines and the whole theme of his speech
seemed to be summed up in the attitude he

displayed on this question. Because what he's

saying is, "What is, is; because it is, it shall

be." That simply is not a very good explana-
tion for anything, let alone our Hydro rates

for 1977.

He talked of benefit to the consumer and
I think he rather dismissed what happened to

the consumer in the last few years facing

hydro increases. Last year, as you'll recall,

Mr. Speaker, with great reservations the

select committee recommended that the rate

for 1976 should be a 22 per cent increase

over 1975. We are now contemplating a

recommendation for a 30 per cent increase.

Surely the member for Scarborough Centre
and the Minister of Energy (Mr. Timbrel!)
and Ontario Hydro cannot believe, nor can
the Treasurer, that the consumer of Ontario
is not aware that the crunch is on. He's been

crunched; he knows it, she knows it. There

is no need to drive home what seems to be

almost a moral lesson this government is try-

ing to make. I think the consumers in Ontario

have felt that lesson, and if they didn't get

it sooner I suggest that the fault lies pardy

with the government of Ontario.

What we're talking about now is the pro-

jection over the next three years. It says: "In

1977 Hydro rates shall go up by 30 per cent.

In 1978 they shall go up by 15 per cent in

addition. In 1979 they shall go up by another

11 per cent"-the Minister of Energy shakes

his head; good, good; I hope it's better-"and

we are going to have a decreasing rate of in-

crease after 1979 and into the 1980s."

Let's look backwards at how we got into

this situation. There is a kind of broad out-

line, as I see it, of the reasons for suggesting

smoothing at this stage. It's several years

ago-it must be several years ago; it must

be between five and 10 years ago-that On-

tario Hydro became aware that, based on its

historic growth pattern of seven per cent,

which it followed, the growth and demand

has gone up seven per cent every >'ear,

smoothed over the last 50 to 70 years, that

we would be getting to a crunch in our

hydro costs just about now.

What's been happening is we have been

running out of sites for cheap hydro-electric

development—and that was clear to Hydro for

years back. Then it had to make a judgement
about what the alternatives were. It had to

make a judgement about what to do, now

that cheap hydro was a thing of the past.

It had to make a choice: It could go nuclear

versus other fossil fuels, it could go a

centralized system versus a decentralized

system and it could go for a growth system

or a conservation system.

Let's review what kind of choices it has

made. Hydro chose the nuclear system; that

system now stands in question in my eyes

and I think in the eyes of many who were

on the select committee. Hydro chose the

centralized system, the system with large

installations where you have to have massive

reserves in case one of your units goes out.

Hydro chose a growth system; Hydro assumed

that the seven per cent increase in demand
for electric power in Ontario would keep on,

that every 10 years our demand for electric

energy would double. Those were the choices

Hydro made.

Hydro is a publicly owned company, and

the public has been content over the last

several decades to allow Hydro to make its

own planning; it has been content with the

way Hydro has operated. We have been

going through a period when Ontario Hydro
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could supply us with electricity at a de-

creasing price in terms of our take-home

pay. Hydro knew that was going to change,
it knew many years back that was going
to change, and it still made those choices,
which I consider to be questionable choices

when you look back.

Hydro is one of the biggest businesses in

the world, and the public has been content

to let it operate with a dynamic of its

own because it produced for us what we
needed: energy at a good low cost. Hydro has

been used to creating its own demand for

its own produce. It has been selling electric

energy. It has created, in a sense, the crisis

that we now face. It is used to considering
costs as something that get passed through,
and it is used to planning and operating,
like other huge corporations, without any
kind of concern about what public reaction

will be.

Now things are changing. We began to

see, through the months that we sat in the

select committee on Hydro, a change coming
too in the attitude of Ontario Hydro. It is a

very slow change. It is, I suggest, a very
reluctant change. This organization has

rolled on for years with its own dynamic,
its own inward looking view of how to pro-
duce energy for Ontario at what price and
for the benefit of whom. This corporation
doesn't take kindly to the kind of investiga-
tion that we put it through during the select

committee procedure, but it is nevertheless

beginning to respond.

I suggest to you, Mr. Speaker, that when
Ontario Hydro, and indeed the Minister of

Energy, came before the select committee
last fall, they were not very enthusiastic about

conservation. This day marks day two of

conservation week in Ontario, and the atti-

tude has obviously changed: conservation is

now in. In a limited way it is beginning to

get going for Ontario Hydro and for the

Ministry of Energy. But last year, just a

year ago, the Minister of Energy, ministry
oflBcials and Ontario Hydro were definitely

downplaying to us in testimony the positive
benefits that conservation could bring to

Ontario. But times change; even Hydro
changes.

I think that Hydro has not changed enough
yet and I don't think the Minister of Energy
has changed enough in his attitudes yet. I

heard him, in interviews this summer in the

Ottawa area, dismissing the benefits that

could be achieved with a revised rate struc-

ture for Ontario Hydro.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, on a

point of order. The member purports to

credit certain comments to me. I am afraid,

from what she said, that she's dead wrong—as
usual.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: That's not a point of

order.

Mr. Breithaupt: It's not even a point of

view.

Mr. Cunningham: It's not even a point.

Ms. Gigantes: Mr. Speaker, I can only

report what my ears heard. There is an
attitude on the part of the Minister of

Energy, the Treasurer of Ontario, and On-
tario Hydro, which I can only describe as

a "brownmail" attitude. They go around

talking about brown-outs; it is "brownmail."

They are trying to frighten us into saying
that whatever they decided seven years ago,
10 years ago, is going to hold true today; and
whatever costs they decided seven years ago
we could take today, we are going to take

and it is good for our souls while we do it.

I think our souls have had enough and I

would like to see the pinch come back on

Hydro. I think the select committee rattied

Hydro. I like to see Hydro ratded and I

think the people of Ontario like to see Hydro
rattled. They have lost confidence in what
is happening with Ontario Hydro. I think we
should keep rattling Ontario Hydro and I

think one of the ways we should rattle it for

1977 is to insist that it smooth its rates. I

think this is a very reasonable proposition.

I suggest that when the AIB controls are

off it would be much more appropriate for

us to take the kind of burden which is being
suggested for this year of controls. I think

it very unfair of this government to have

signed an agreement with the federal govern-
ment which allows industry to pass through
costs, and which is going to put the same
kind of burden on residential consumers who
cannot pass through costs.

I know that industries are going to have
to pay increased costs for hydro-electricity,
for electricity, in the coming year. They are

going to have to pay the 30 per cent bulk
rate increase, too, but they can pass on their

costs. Residential consumers can't and their

wages are limited these days.

I would like to make one further point.

The longer we can delay tiie brutality of a

30 per cent increase—in other words, the

more we can smooth that kind of increase—

the more time the residential oonsimier has to

prepare for the future of conservation, the
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conservation future we need in Ontario. We
still need some time to get all that insulation

into our houses. This is a cold winter in Ot-

tawa. It has started already and it snows

every two days. God help the consumer in

eastern Ontario if he is going to have a

winter that lasts for eight months. That is the

way it looks.

Mr. Peterson: I want to address a few
remarks to the minister which I think would
be helpful.

At the outset I want to say I am surprised

that we are in this kind of debate today,

this House never having had an opportunity
in any detail or in any substance to address

its mind to this very major report, the public

policy and the direction for Hydro. We had,
as I recall, a very brief debate last spring
when this thing was introduced. To this point
in time I have seen absolutely no results from
that investigation or any meaningful results

through the ministry.

I think it is fair to say that observers of

this scene have looked at that report and
said it is really a very fine document and a

fine piece of work on Hydro. There were a

great number of recommendations in there

which should be addressed by the Ministry of

Energy particularly.

I think what is very revealing to me—I

would like to point out that the terms of

reference of that committee were to investi-

gate a price increase last year. As members

recall, at that time Hydro was talking about

a 30 per cent increase. I think my friend

from York South was quite right. Hydro did

really want a 37 per cent increase last year

although it asked for only 30 per cent. It

went down to 25 per cent, then to 27 per
cent and eventually, some time very late in

December-

Interjection.

Mr. Peterson: Would you be quiet please?
You can have something to say afterwards.

Hydro came back finally With a 22 per
cent increase. It was a long, cumbersome, un-

fair procedure in the sense it was very unfair

to Ontario Hydro because no company of that

size, that magnitude, can be expected to plan
on the basis on which the ministry has really

forced it to plan. That is just one of the

things which I think has to be pointed out

in fairness.

What bothers me about this is that this

very substantial document to the best of my
knowledge—the minister may know more
about this than I do; however, I doubt it. It

may have been reviewed by the ministry and

something may have come of it but I think

we should address the minds of this House,
and the ministry should address its mind to

acting on these very significant proposals.

Let's not forget that out of 41 proposals,

as I recall, 20 are addressed to the Ministry

of Energy, not to Hydro; not to Hydro but

to the Ministry of Energy, I want to read to

you, Mr. Speaker, and put on the record

of this House what the first recommendation
of that committee was. I have great respect

for all the people who were on that com-
mittee for the final report because I think it

was very well done.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: With respect, to the

hon. member, we are dealing with item 31,

consideration of the report of the Ontario

Energy Board as opposed to item 29 which
will be discussed at a later time.

[3:45]

Mr. Peterson: I might have lost you in this,

Mr. Speaker, but I see them as very relevant

and I see that this should antecede the debate

we're having today. I think the whole struc-

ture of this thing has been a very serious

mistake. I think you'll find they're related

and I beg your indulgence. Thank you.

I just want to read the first recommenda-

tion and put it on the record: "That the On-
tario government develop and clearly articu-

late government policy towards Ontario

Hydro." This was done last spring, and now
here we are, in the absence of this, debating

energy rates, starting in 1977. I see it frankly

as a very superficial approach to this very

serious problem we're all in. I think the min-

istry should have some very clear answers

for the reason and the way this situation was

handled at this time.

My friends have had some interesting

points of view, and I frankly don't disagree

with them very much. I don't think my
friend the member for Carleton East (Ms.

Gigantes) has the idea that we just want to

go on rattling people or rattling Hydro, I

don't think that's the point. We have to

dramatically change its direction, its focus

and its management. There are so many
things-

Mr. MacDonald: That's another definition

of rattle.

Mr. Peterson: Rattle? That's certainly not

the street definition of rattle. You may have

your own.

Ms. Gigantes: I don't hang around streets.
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Mr. Breithaupt: You never know with the

NDP.

Mr. Moffatt: A group of old smoothies over

there.

Mr. Peterson: Let me say this needs far

more attention and direction. There are many
things that we have talked about in this

party and my friends have talked about from
the NDP, and they're not wrong. They are

conscienciously trying to develop and con-

tribute something to lessen the impact on the

average consumer. What I don't think enough
attention has been paid to in this debate

today is the impact on the average consumer.

I understand the things that my friend from

Scarborough West—or whoever was talking
about—

An hon. member: Scarborough Centre.

Mr. Drea: I am not your friend either.

Mr. Peterson: It's all right; I used that

word loosely.

Mr. Good: With licence.

Mr. Mancini: Anybody who sits next to the

member for London North (Mr. Shore) is in

trouble.

Mr. Peterson: This is going to have very
serious repercussions and very serious e£Fects

for a lot of people who are on fixed incomes
or on lower incomes. There are ways to

handle that situation and my friends have

pointed out several. I think they're making
a meaningful contribution to this debate. But
what happens is that all of us in government,
in my view, are creating a tremendous cred-

ibility gap with the people of this province
and the consumers because at least you did

and we did participate in a debate and agreed
to opt into an anti-inflation programme that

controlled wages and controlled prices, and
I don't want an argument about that. The
point is that on one hand when we do that

and on the other hand go back and say we
are in a government-controlled institution but

put the prices up 30 per cent, I'm telling

you we're all losing credibility, and you're

losing more than anybody.

I see that as probably the single most im-

portant reason at this particular time to bring
into account all of the dramatic things we
can do to lessen the impact on that average
consumer today. That's why I believe we are

furthering the rift between people and gov-
ernment and people on the streets and the

average consumer of this province by bring-

ing in this kind of legislation. Believe me,

it's a mistake and believe me, you have an
awful lot of apologizing to do. You will never
be able to convince the people you're doing
the right thing in this particular issue. I see
it as a very serious issue.

There are lots of small things we could
have done, and we are very late in terms of

years in addressing some of the very serious

problems in Hydro today, in my mind. Cer-

tainly you have many excellent suggestions.
With regard to the rate structure, it's coin-

cidental or fortuitous or incredibly good judge-
ment on your part—and you people are so

good at sliding out things at the very last

minute; you glance over the tops of subjects
but you really don't get to the guts of the

subject—to come up two days ago with a

change in the rate structure. It's not the

kind of rate structure in my mind that's going
to really solve the problem, and by your own
words we're into 1979 before implementing
that. With all of the planning staff you have,
with all of the bureaucrats you hire, surely

you should have seen these problems coming,

surely you should have been planning a lot

further back than just this last year. We
should have been in rate structures that dis-

courage consumption, not encourage con-

sumption. I am glad to see some small step

for mankind in that particular area. It's late

coming and it's not very satisfactory, but it's

better than nothing, I'll grant you that.

There are massive programmes in load

management and education that could be

brought in—that could have been brought in

two, three, four, five years ago. Instead, as

my friend has pointed out, the government
has really run an organization that's helped
to create the demand, it has created a mess,

it is to a large extent the author of its own
misfortune and the misfortune of the people
of this province at this time. I see it as re-

grettable that it's so late coming about. I see

it as regrettable that the government has not

addressed its mind to this issue far sooner

than we have today.

Later on today piy friend, the member
for Grey-Bruce (Mr. Sargent) is going to be

talking about a private member's bill on his

method of pricing for Hydro. I support that.

I think it's a valid one. It's worked in certain

jurisdictions in the United States and it's one

that the futurists and people are looking at

for an intelligent way to make people pay
the fair cost of what they are consuming, but

on the other hand not to penalize that per-

son who's on a low or a fixed income where

that person is sensitive to and careful with

our finite resources, and we're finding that

hydro is one of those.
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What we haven't done is we haven't

changed the mandate of Hydro, and it has

to change. It is no longer going to be accept-
able just to say, "Well, they reasonably well

fulfil their obhgation to provide power at

cost." We are working under totally different

constraints today. It's how piuch we can

afford. We are going to have to build within

those confines today and every one of us

is going to have to adjust his behaviour and

consumption patterns into that particular
framework rather than just go on trying to

cater to everyone's demand as they perceive
it.

Frankly, the ministry's been very slow

to realize this and very slow to do anything
about it. For the sake of this province and
for the sake of everybody's children, it's

got to start doing that faster and tougher,
and with more authority, and it has to put
its stamp on this thing. This takes a hard
minister and it takes a tough minister; and

frankly we haven't seen it so far.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. piember
for St. Andrew-St. Patrick.

Mr. Mancini: Are you supporting the in-

crease?

Mr. Grossman: Getting back to the item

on the order paper, Mr. Speaker, I antici-

pated the debate would, of coiurse, get off

into a discussion of things that were cover-

ed in the presence or absence of some of the

members of the select compiittee on Hydro
last fall and spring, and some of the other

matters which, as the member for London
Centre (Mr. Peterson) has suggested, would
be more appropriately dealt with at the

time at which this assembly deals with the

report of that comxnittee.

But I did want to address myseff to what

really is going on today. We all knew at the

select committee what lay ahead for Hydro
on the rate hearings in 1977. In fact, last

December when the select committee came
before this assembly to ask for a new,
refreshed, expanded mandate to sit into the

spring, the reason for that, as well outlined

then by all members of the committee who
spoke on that day, was a general recogni-
tion of two things: First, that it wasn't

quite as easy as a lot of members had antici-

pated to slap around Hydro rates for the

sake of political convenience without seri-

ously impairing Hydro's financial stability
and the health of the provincial econofny
generally. After a few weeks, when most
of the members of the committee came to

understand that it wouldn't be such a politi-

cally attractive committee, that it wouldn't

be a situation in which we could go in there

at 25 per cent and come out at 12 per cent

and go back to the folks at home and say,

"We've saved you a heck of a lot of money,"
after that settled in and those persons who
wanted to be on that committee in order

to accomplish that disappeared, then we got
down to the real gut issues.

We realized and reported to this House
that very careful, lengthy deliberation was

necessary before we began to juggle with

even one or two percentage points when it

came to the recommendations of the OEB
last year.

We went through that exercise—and I

might add all members of the committee,

sitting through the winter and spring months,
worked very, very hard and diligently at

understanding as much as we could about the

processes of Hydro, what was involved in the

New York bond market, what was meant by
financial integrity, and one thing that the

committee has included, and it's reflected

well in the debates in this assembly sub-

sequendy, was that it's really the systems

expansion programme of Hydro that affects

the rates direcdy and that causes the gener-

ally greatly increasing rates over the last few

years.

I think it's relevant to understand the great

emphasis that all members of the committee

last fall and last spring put upon the finan-

cial integrity of Hydro. Remember at that

point we were dealing with the difference

between 25 per cent and 22 per cent. We
went from 25 to 22 and there was some dis-

cussion at the committee of how attractive

it may be to get it down another two points
from 22 per cent to 20 per cent, but at what
cost?

In the midst of that discussion—I think it's

important to reflect back on what we were

thinking of then and how careful we were
when it came to even going from 25 per cent

to 22 per cent, and when we had brought

Hydro to that narrow margin, how we de-

cided not to go from 22 per cent down to

20 per cent for whatever reasons, under
whatever systems, be it smoothing or any-

thing else.

I'd like to read an excerpt from the trans-

cript of the key night of the committee—in-

deed, I see it occurred at 10:55 p.m., which
was a lengthy night session during which we
dealt with the guts of the report, December
4, 1975.

Mr. Renwick: . . . The increased deficit

and the cutback in the shared cost pro-
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grammes with the federal government,
those were matters. So it seems to me [I

can't understand the language, I might

say] that so long as we maintain in difficult

times, which everybody recognizes, a slight

improvement in the Hydro position, then

the basic problem which the New York

liond market faces to the extent that what

Ontario does can change their attitude any-

way, relates to the province's decision with

respect to the budget.

We then came into the House on December

17, 1975, and without taking the time of the

House to read a lot of the excerpts, I think

for an example we can read at page 1842

the remarks of the member for Carleton East

(Ms. Gigantes), and I quote from page 1842:

I don't think there is any question in the minds of

anybody who sat on that committee that in the long
run we must examine not only the points which have
been raised but whether or not Ontario Hydro should

be limited in its operations by what is called its

credibility on the bond market; or what is called its

financial integrity. After five weeks' work and leaving
Ontario Hydro out alone in the bond market, with

none of us there promising to buy the bonds, we all

felt, I think, that we had to allow Ontario Hydro a

few months in which it could get the needed capital

flow and in which we could take serious steps to

examine the total direction of Ontario Hydro.

Later on the member continues: "We
have to be able to provide that supportive
action for Ontario Hydro before we can send

it out sailing into the rough waters of the

international financial market in times such

as these."

And I think, in listening today, the member
for Carleton East accurately reflects the very

proper and careful concern of herself and her

party for those financial integrity matters as

they relate to Ontario Hydro. But those were

the things which caused us in December to

recommend in an interim fashion that we go

only to 22 per cent.

[4:00]

But subsequently the NDP made a pro-

posal to smooth the bulk power rates so that

the increase this year would be 20 per cent,

next year 20 per cent and the following year
20 per cent. The net effect of that would be
to trace the debt-equity ratio, one of the im-

portant indicators of the New York bond
market, so that the flow would have been 83

per cent in 1975, worsening to 85 per cent in

1976—those are facts—and under the pro-

posed smoothing scheme of 20 per cent it

would worsen it once again to 86.1 per cent.

Again, a steadily worsening financial position.

I think one must keep in mind the remarks
made so carefully in that very important eve-

ning session of the select committee on

Thursday, December 4, where Mr. Renwick
and others commented at quite some length

upon the importance of continually improv-

ing the picture so far as the financial integrity

of Hydro was concerned; even if one could

not substantially improve it to the satisfaction

of Hydro, among others, the important thing
was to show that the situation was improving.
Yet the smoothing proposal as presented by
the official opposition would continue the de-

cline in the financial position of Hydro.

I want to be fair to the member for Carle-

ton East. I was listening outside, and I

thought I heard her suggest that it's an

academic argument this year because Hydro
is not going to the New York bond market.

Is that unfair?

Mr. MacDonald: No. The government is

not.

Mr. Grossman: Government is not, but

Hydro is. Exactly. Hydro is still going to the

New York bond market for some $650 mfllion

in any event, so the argument has to retain

some very important validity.

I also want to say that the select com-

mittee, regardless of our mandate, did de-

liberate at length on just about any matter

that we really felt was relevant to Hydro
rates in the next ensuing years; and for that

very specific reason we asked that our man-
date be extended into the spring.

May I draw your attention to Exhibit IV-

12, the source being Ontario Hydro Exhibit

B-95 as filed before the committee. There,

it was clearly set out that 1977 was going to

be the very bad year in terms of Hydro
rate increases and subsequently it would

drop, at least in the charts shown here, to

something like 14 per cent in 1978, 10 per

cent in 1979 and about seven and a half or

eight per cent in 1980.

The point I am making, of course, is that

these exhibits were before the select com-

mittee. We were wiUing to sit as long as

necessary to cover all the points that were

relevant. All of us were there, well educated

in the relevant facts as they related to Hydro
rates in the next few years. No one at the

committee suggested that we get into a long
or detailed discussion of smoothing over the

next few years. I must say that my memory
may not be as good as that of the chairman

of the committee. He certainly was very dili-

gent and was there for every minute of the

deliberations; I must applaud him for that.

He may remember a little better than I do,

but I think it would be a gross exaggeration
to suggest that we debated the issue of

smoothing ad nauseam. I just don't think we
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did; at least I wasn't in the room when we
did, and I wasn't gone for very long.

In looking over the minutes of the select

committee, which I did over the weekend, I

could find one or two places at which we
discussed smoothing. I think the most sub-

stantial instance was at 10:40 a.m. on Decem-
ber 4 in response to some very good points
raised by the member for Erie (Mr. Hag-
gerty). But I wouldn't say the discussion was
ad nauseam, particularly compared to some of

the other evidence we heard on some rather

more obscure points. I really did want to

make the point that I think the committee
could well have dealt with this as a proper
matter if members of the committee thought
that smoothing would be a problem. We
knew what the projected picture was for

Hydro rates. It was right in front of us;

here it is in the report. I objected strenuously
when the committee instructed our very ex-

cellent and able Mr. Fisher to come out with
a model projection which confirmed Hydro's

projection. The chairman of our committee
dealt with this when he brought our final

report into the House on June 18, 1976. I'd

like to read from page 3578 of Hansard,
Friday, June 18, 1976.

Last week there was quite a flurry when it was
noted in the committee's discussion of the final draft
of the report, that Hydro's rates next year might
hkely result in a 34 per cent rate increase. May I

emphasize that this is not the committee's recom-
mendation; that this is not the committee's view.

Hydro's balance sheet is not favourable and the
last estimate the committee was able to make was
that on the basis of those costs Ontario Hydro's
rate increase next year might well be in the range
of 34 per cent; the year after that in the range of

14 per cent; and beyond that it would drop down
to under 10 and even to under five—when we get on
to 1983, 1984 and 1985, an under five per cent
increase each year.

Whatever is going to be the fact rather than the

speculation for this coming year we will know rather

shortly because the statutory obligation on Hydro is

to announce what rate they feel they will need for
next year.

That is the excerpt. Of course, that's pre-

cisely the point—all of us knew and were
aware of the ensuing problems. The com-
mittee should have dealt with the smoothing
problem; it should have called all the wit-

nesses appropriate at that stage. The chair-

man of the committee and everyone else

understood what the reason for the antici-

pated 1977 rate increase requested, in any
event, was going to be. The chairman of the

committee, as he spoke in the House, al-

though the inflections in his voice may have
been as clever and glib as they usually are

when he said this—I haven't perhaps said

them as well as he might have—seems to

have been fairly straightforward and un-

equivocal in predicting what was going to

happen in 1977. It was hardly a secret.

Mr. MacDonald: What I'd hke to predict
is what the government will do to cope with
it.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Grossman: Today's debate really
focuses on the smoothing aspect of it. I sug-

gest that one must keep in mind in deter-

mining this problem all the reasoning, all of

the work, that went into deciding that 22 per
cent, not 21 per cent, was the appropriate
level for the 1976 rates. I recall last Decem-
ber all members of the committee save and

except for two—the member for Samia and
the member for London Centre—rising in the

House to be very critical of the suggestion
made by the member for London Centre in

particular. I don't want to be unfair to the

member for Samia but the member for

London Centre in particular had tended to

suggest that the determination was an arbi-

trary one by the committee. It just wasn't;

everyone agreed that we thought very long
and carefully about arriving at 22 per cent.

Mr. Mancini: He didn't agree with you.

Mr. Grossman: My point is that when we
went through that long exercise to get the

22 per cent, not 21 or 23, if we were going
to smooth out what we knew was to be a

large rate increase for 1977, no one on the

committee would have objected to a long
series of witnesses dealing with that very

important matter of smoothing—in a report

emanating from that committee we certainly

weren't shy in going far afield to deal with

any recommendations we felt were appro-

priate in the energy field because we knew
we were dealing with energy rates, with

Hydro rates, in 1977 and 1978 and so on. If

it was appropriate we should have done it

then.

I might say that it could be that smoothing
is appropriate at this point in time. Not

having heard all that evidence, not having
had the witnesses, not having had the oppor-

tunity to update the financial situation of

Hydro, I don't hold myself out as some other

members do as having all the knowledge
there is to have in the field of energy as of

today's date, nor as of any date I might add.

The point I want to make is that we went

through careful deliberations. I think it's

careless at this stage to say arbitrarily, "Let's

go for 20 per cent across the board for the

next three years. It's pretty safe because by
next year who is going to remember that
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otherwise the rate would have been 11 in-

stead of 20?"

Finally, I want to say that there's a whole
other broad issue and that is, when we get
into deferrals, which we did get into, cancel-

lations, which we did get into, then we
begin to really upset the desirabihty of

making those people who are using the sys-
tem pay for the system in the proper year.

That's a very complicated theoretical argu-

ment, but every time we get into one of

these things, let's save for today and shove it

on to tomorrow, then we are tending to dis-

tort any attempt to properly allocate any of

the costs that are attributable to Hydro to

the proper consumers. We could, of course,

debate for days and days as to who should

be paying for nuclear plants, if we continue

to have them, or whatever, which consumer
should be paying how much in which year.

My point is that when we get into a select

committee that sits for months and months
and comes out with a determination, a diffi-

cult one, and then come along later and' say,

"Let's move it out and knock it oflF for two

years," then we are arbitrarily in that sense

setting up a different balance, a different

apportionment of bearing the costs of elec-

trical energy among the proper consumers.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Deans: The comments made by the

previous speaker are interesting, but they
don't really address themselves to the prob-
lem that we currently face. The committee

did, in fact, deal with the matter referred to

it, but the matter of this year's hydro increase

wasn't referred to the committee and so,

therefore, it could hardly deal with it.

Mr. Nixon: That is precisely the point he
made when he started, when he was criticizing

the speaker immediately before him, so there

is nothing new.

Mr. Deans: Okay, so what we are going
to talk about now is the impact of the in-

crease that is being proposed now and the

only opportunity to do that, Mr. Speaker, is

today here in the Legislature. The part I

think we have got to understand is that when
we consider the 30 per cent plus increase

that is being proposed, we recognize that

this increase is being imposed at a time when
wages are under severe pressure, when the

AIB is continuously rolling back wage in-

creases to a level that makes it very diflBcult

for the average individual to keep pace with
the cost of living. So when we take a look

at what's being proposed and we try to ex-

trapolate what will likely come in the years

ahead, we come to the conclusion that while

it would be nice if the people of the province
of Ontario in the year 1976 could afford to

carry the full burden of Hydro's needs in

the year 1976, it isn't practical in the year

1976, and so we have to look at alternative

ways of providing Hydro with their financial

needs while at the same time ensuring that

the public of Ontario won't be overburdened,
and that's exactly what we proposed from
this party.

We said that for major expenditures it's not

uncommon for people to look at evening out

or smoothing out the impact of those ex-

penditures or purchases over a number of

years. This happens in everyone's day-to-day
life, where they look ahead and they say,

"I would like to pay for it all today but I

really don't have the income that would
allow me to do that. I anticipate that next

year I may have a little more income, and
the year after I may have a little more even
then than I have now." Therefore, if we
could even it out over two or three or four

years and bring the increased costs down to

something more manageable, then that would
be in the best interests of the people of the

province of Ontario. That's the position that

we put forward and that's the position that

we stand by.

There is nothing wrong with smoothing,

provided smoothing means that the reduced
costs that will hopefully flow from the

recommendations that were made last week
that the minister tabled in the House, and
from the other projections that have been
made with regard to the overall needs of

Hydro to meet future commitments-

Ron. Mr. Timbrel] : Rates?

Mr. Deans: I am talking about rates and

everything, the fact that in years to come
the increases that will be necessary will be

considerably smaller, presumably, than the

increase that is being levied this year to

meet the Hydro compiitments.

[4:15]

So our suggestion is quite simple, that we
understand that these may well be Hydro's
needs, and we understand that the province
of Ontario doesn't have the intention at the

moment of going into the marketplace and

borrowing money, and that the province of

Ontario, because it doesn't, is in a position
to borrow short-term money at a reasonable

interest rate by today's standards, and that

therefore we could make the impact less this

year, and next year, and even the year after,

ff we were to smooth it over three years.
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If you were to follow the process out to

its logical conclusion it could be smoothed
over a longer period than that if necessary
in order to ensure that people on fixed in-

comes—the people whose plight was raised

this afternoon with the Minister of Com-
munity and Social Services (Mr. Taylor)
won't have to bear this additional burden,
and that the people on pension won't have
to bear this additional burden, and that people
who are the working class people of the

province of Ontario, whose incomes are being
severely restricted by the Anti-Inflation Board,
also won't have to find the additional moneys
necessary.

The minister may say, as he has said,

that in dollar terms the amounts of money
that they are talking about on average across

the province, the difference between 30 per
cent and 20 per cent, is $1 or $2 a month.
This argument was put forward some time

ago. The problem there is that if we were to

adopt that theory and say that it doesn't

make any difference because it is a little

amount, and if we were to apply that theory
against every other cost increase, we would
find that people would be unable to meet
their commitments.

Therefore, I think we have to be more
careful in the way we approach it. We are

not suggesting for a moment that Hydro
needn't get the amount it requires. We don't

think they need it all in January. We think

it is possible that 30 per cent or 33 per cent

of the total increase projected for this year
could be smoothed out over the two remaining
years. We think that would serve the public
of Ontario better than the proposal put for-

ward at the moment. We know the money
that would have to be borrowed would have
to be borrowed on short-term notes by the

province of Ontario, but we also know that

would not appreciably upset the fiscal in-

tegrity of the province or of Ontario Hydro.

Then, if we look at it more carefully we
find that in this year if we went to a smooth-

ing operation, and we had 20 per cent in-

crease this year, 20 per cent increase next

year, rather than the 30 per cent proposed
and the projected 15 per cent that I under-

stand is in the offing for next year, the

actual over the two years that remain of the

Anti-Inflation Board, the total amount of the

increase to the consumer would be six per
cent to eight per cent less. That would mean
the consumers in Ontario, while they were
under the Anti-Inflation Board would pay
considerably less for Hydro service than they
would under the proposal that the minister

appears to be following and appears to be

going to accept as reasonable.

Then, when we get to the year 1979, the

Anti-Inflation Board no longer exercises the

jurisdiction that it presently exercises, when
it is no longer in effect, as the government
of Canada, if we are to believe anything it

says, indicates it won't be in effect, by that

time we would assume that wages would
then rise, again reasonably, but somehow in

keeping with the increased cost, and in that

year, though the increase may be a little

higher than it would have been under the

minister's proposal or under Hydro's pro-

posal, it would be easier for the people of

Ontario to cope with it because their in-

comes would be higher.

We suggest it is wrong, it is simply wrong
in this province at this time to propose a

30 per cent increase. It is wrong, not because

it isn't needed. We understand that. No one

is arguing whether Hydro may need that

much money. I don't know, but I suspect

that probably they do need the money. That

is what the Energy Board tells me. But what

I am saying is the public of Ontario cannot

carry that burden this year. It can't carry

that burden this year. But if the minister will

allow the smoothing operation to be put into

effect, they can carry the total three-year

burden smoothed over three years. They can

carry it more readfly than what he is pro-

posing to do or what Hydro is proposing to

do and what I suspect the minister and his

government intend to adopt.

I don't know how we tell people on a

fixed income that they are to find the addi-

tinal 30 per cent to pay their Hydro bfll. I

don't know how they will find it. I don't

know how I'd go into apartment bufldings

and tell many of the elderly that I deal with

every day that they have to find another 30

per cent in addition to what they paid last

year for their Hydro rates. Therefore, I'm

suggesting whatever we can do that is any

way reasonable to reduce that particular bur-

den to something more manageable is an

obligation we have to undertake in this Legis-

lature.

While you may tell me that in the long run

over the whole three-year period it will cost

more to smooth than it will to pay as you
go, I suggest that very same principle at-

taches itself to almost everything in Iffe; that

it would cost less to buy your car outright

in 1976 than it would to pay for it over the

period of three years. The fact is that people
can't afford it and so, therefore, they do it

over a period of time they can manage with-
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in their capacity to pay. If this were the only

increase that people were to be faced with

during this current year, then of course you

may say that since this is all that they're

going to have to pay and there will be no

other increases in any other commodity area

it is a reasonable increase. But this isn't the

only increase; it's only one of a large number
of increases that they'll be forced to pay.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Perhaps I could draw
to the hon. member's attention that his time

has just about expired.

Mr. Dean: I won't take more than 30

seconds to wind up. What I'm suggesting is

that while the minister may, in a statistical

way be able to show that the money that's

being asked for is necessary, and while he

may argue that it would be better to pay as

you go, my counter-argument is that what is

better isn't always possible. In the province
at this time with the Anti-Inflation Board

already in place and restricting wages and

incomes, and given that there are other price

increases imminent and already occurring, we
have to take every step to ensure that the

impact isn't too great. I suggest to the min-

ister that a 30 per cent impact at this time

is more than the average consumer can

afford, and we should make every effort to

reduce it to something more manageable by
a smoothing operation.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Perhaps I might draw

to the hon. members' attention that it is my
understanding there was 40 minutes allocated

to each party. The NDP has used its 40 min-

utes, the Liberals have used 17 minutes and

the Conservatives 30 minutes.

Mr. Nixon: Just 17?

Ms. Gigantes: You had nothing to say.

Mr. Sargent: Mr. Speaker, I will confine

my comments to about two and a half min-

utes because we have some very good talent

in the wings here in our party. Whether it's

a 30 per cent increase or a 50 per cent in-

crease, we're so close to the forest we can't

see the trees. About 40 per cent of the total

revenue of Hydro goes to pay interest. The
mess we're in today, talking about a 30 per
cent increase, is totally because of nuclear

power. As for the $35-billion programme we're

embarked on, we're shooting craps with

destiny, believe me. Isn't it strange that here

we have the largest programme of its kind

in the whole world, the biggest project we've

ever had, $35 billion, in the hands of a

neophyte minister, in the hands of a man

who has had no knowledge in the area of

government or business, a minister who's com-

pletely under the control of Hydro.

Mr. Good: Right.

Mr. Reed: It's true.

Mr. Sargent: Even if this programme ever

comes into being, in our lifetime it'll only
handle about 10 per cent or 15 per cent of

the total load. Our position today in the bond
markets of the world is so bad that shortly

they're going to be closing the doors on us.

The credit of the great province of Ontario

is zilch right now. Down the street about

400 yards from us, fellows, is a statue of Sir

Adam Beck. He created Hydro for the people.

We own Hydro, but who sets the rates for

Hydro? We're in bed with a great massive

programme, a billion-dollar programme of

nuclear power, with the contracts being let

on the no-low-tender basis, on the proposal

system. Here we have Robert Macaulay now

being paid as of last year about $3,000 a

week to give this minister advice. Mr. Mac-

aulay himself says that Hydro is irresponsible.

The Ontario Energy Board hearings confirmed

that this government uses Hydro for political

purposes and that Hydro budgeting was com-

pletely out of control. Here we have this

government giving $100 million of our money
out of this department to the Syncnide pro-

gramme as a gesture of good faith.

Interjection.

Mr. Sargent: At the Energy Board hear-

ings. Hydro admitted it had lost about $43
million last year in Pickering and the next

three years are going to be just as bad, it

says.

I say to you, Mr. Speaker, in sitting down,
more will come on later about this but the

public opposition to nuclear power is growing
in every state to the south of us. In Denmark,

Norway, The Netherlands, West Germany,
Switzerland and Sweden, they're all putting
it in limbo.

Mr. B. Newman: The government was de-

feated in Sweden.

Mr. Sargent: In Arizona, Colorado, Oregon,

Washington, Montana, Ohio, all these nuclear

plants are going into limbo because of the

costs and the hazards involved. But here we
are embarked on this fantastic $35 billion pro-

gramme, the largest in the world. We can't

borrow the money in the USA. Maybe we're

going to talk to the Arabs shortly but we're

going to collect it from the people who own
Hydro.
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An hon. member: Send Marv over there to Mr. Deans: Don't apologize. You were
get the money. wrrong.

Mr. Nixon: He'd be a good man to send
over there.

An Hon. member: We'll send Larry over.

!Mr. Sargent: I say very briefly that we
have nothing to say about it because this

minister—

An hon. member: I think Marv would be
better.

Mr. Sargent: —is under the thumb of

Hydro and it's time the tail stopped wag-
ging the dog and we stopped the billion-

dollar giveaway to the friends of the Tory
party.

Hon. Mr. Timbrel!: On a point of order,
I suppose, do I understand that the agree-
m.ent of the House leaders has been abro-

gated yet again by the Liberal Party? That
they're changing it?

Mr. Acting Speaker: No.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Were there not num-
bers of speakers as well?

Mr. Nixon: Such a sensitive and reason-
able person.

Mr. Deans: No, on the point of order,
the agieement was that each party would
have 40 minutes.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, it's just
that I understood there was a list of

speakers.

Mr. Deans: No, the list was only for the

purpose of letting the Speaker know who
was likely to speak but the agreement was
for 40 minutes each.

Mr. Acting Speaker: For the benefit of the
hon. minister, there's still 10 minutes' time
left for the Conservative caucus and I would
assume the hon. minister might wish to use
that time.

Mr. Mancini: Mr. Speaker, first of all, I

think the minister should apologize for that
statement he made about our party. I think
it was totally uncalled for.

Interjections.

Mr. Mancini: You won't? Well, that's typi-
cal.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I consulted with the
member for Wentworth, and he agrees with
me, I think.

Mr. Nixon: You guys have been together
for quite a while. However, the member
for Wentworth, having dropped his pearls
of wisdom, is preparing to depart.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Deans: I am going to listen to my
colleague and so should you. You might
learn something.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order please. Perhaps
the hon. member might be allowed to return

to his contribution to the debate.

Hon. Mr. Henderson: There was lots of

Hydro service in evidence on Friday evening.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Mancini: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to

address myself to the 30.3 per cent increase

that this Tory government wants to put on
to the people of Ontario for the year of

1977. You can address yourself to that in

Lamb ton, Lome.

I'd like to say that for the people living
in my riding, for myself and probably for

the people of Ontario in general, it prol>
ably seems almost ijmpossible for them to

comprehend why a public utility such as

Ontario Hydro would ask the consumer to

pay this type of rate. I think this government
has abrogated its responsibilty knowing full

well at this period in time that the AIB in

Ottawa has rolled back many hundreds of

working people's pay cheques. I think it's

very irresponsible for this government to

even try to co^mprehend this type of in-

crease at this particular point in time.

[4:30]

I find it almost impossible to believe that

the Minister of Energy who is supposed to

be looking after the well-being of the con-

sumers of Ontario Hydro would so readily

accept—and he sent out a letter to myself
and probably to all members of the Legis-

lature, saying how he accepts this proposal
and how he accepts this increase; and I

assume, by his signature, it's endorsed by
him.

I find it almost impossible to believe how
this type of increase can be accepted by
the minister without him even bringing
Ontario Hydro on the carpet in front of

the people of the province so they can once

again have faith and confidence in their

government. I don't think we're going to

get that kind of action from this government.
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and I doubt very much that the people of

this province will once again have the faith

and confidence that they had in govern^nents

previous to this.

The only logical thing for this govern-
ment to do is to postpone this terrible in-

crease that they want to put on to the people
of Ontario and spread it out over a period

of four or five years, because they know
as well as we do that the people of this

province just cannot afford this type of

increase. And the people who use hydro
and are wasteful are the ones who should

pay—not the ordinary working people who
are on restricted incomes at this present
time.

Mr. Speaker, I'd like to give my other

colleagues a chance to speak and I will sit

down now.

Mr. B. Newman: Mr. Speaker, many of

the arguments I could have made have been

already piade by the previous speakers.

However, I do want to have it on the record

that I strongly object to a proposed increase

of such substantial size. It's nice that this

week happens to be Energy Conservation

Week and perhaps it's fitting that the debate

is taking place at this time. I could bring to

the attention of the minister many of the

conservation methods that are being adopted
and practised in the United States in an at-

tempt to conserve energy, and maybe I'll

do that if I have a little bit of time after

I get into my copiments.

A 30 per cent jump in one fell swoop is

much too great for the period 1977. In my
estimation it is completely unacceptable; the

burden itself would fall much too heavily on

those who can least aflFord it, I would strongly

suggest to the minister, if Hydro and the

minister do intend to go tlirough with sub-

stantial increases, that these increases be

phased over a period of time. In addition,

there be some type of a supplement or sub-

sidy for those who are on fixed incomes, those

who may be in receipt of benefits from the

Ministry of Community and Social Services.

Likewise, it should be made to those who
may have low incomes, but not necessarily
fixed incomes, because not everyone in our

society today is making maximum wages or

the kind of wages you find in some of the

more affluent auto industries. I would include

individuals who are in receipt of GAINS as

well as those who receive some portion of the

guaranteed income supplement. Those indi-

viduals have to be taken into consideration.

We do now pro\ade rent supplements for

some people in our society, and I think there

should be sometliing similar to that as an

energy cost supplement to individuals.

The 30 per cent increase in wholesale rates

will actually mean in my own community a

jump of approximately 27 per cent, and that

is extremely substantial when wage increases

to some of the people were no higher than

eight, nine and 10 per cent. Naturally, some

may have received more earlier, out the

average was approximately that.

lA 35 per cent maximum increase would
hit residential consumers in my own com-

munity. It's such that if they used over 3,000
kilowatt-hours per month, their monthly bill

would increase from $51.75 to $69.70. That

is an extremely high increase, and perhaps
a little too much for one to absorb. Even for

tlie individlual using the average amount of

electricity during the course of a month, 600

kilowatt-hours, his monthly bill would go
from $13.35 to $16.90. With today's high
cost of living that is almost too much to bear.

I would like to bring to the minister's

attention a question that was asked of readers

in the Detroit Free Press just within the last

two days. The question reads:

In an effort to encourage custodiers to

fuse electricity when demand is lowest,

'Detroit Edison is experimenting with cus-

tomers, charging less for electricity they
use between the hours of 9 p.m. and 9

la.m. Would you be willing to do house-

hold chores at odd hours to save on your
electric bill?

Sixty-five per cent of the people replying said

they would. So you can see even by using

that scheme for energy conservation it is

acceptable to a substantial majority. Only 35

per cent refused to accept that type of sug-

gestion.

I would also suggest to the minister that

he look into, or have his officials look into,

the use of a new electric light bulb that has

been in development in the United States and

is now out, and that is the HoUister bulb

which uses one-third less energy. Think of

the hundreds of thousands of kilowatt-hours

that could be saved simply by implementing
the use of that type of electric Hght bulb.

It is being marketed; it is used on an ex-

perimental basis in the United States. I

would suggest to the minister that his oflBcials

also follow up on an experiment with that

type of a light bulb. It is expensive but if it's

going to save energy during a period of our

time when energy is in such short supply that

suggestion is certainly worthwhile.

Because of the restraints on time I will

have to complete my remarks so that the
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member for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk can follow

up with other comments.

Mr. Nixon: I know we are in a time con-
straint with the private member's hour be-

ginning in just 22 minutes and I do want to

hear from the minister. Just briefly I will

indicate my views in this connection because
it certainly is an important matter, indeed,
that the Ontario Energy Board is recom-
mending an increase in our bulk rates of
30.3 per cent.

They have heard submissions from Hydro
and a number of interested and involved or-

ganizations, as well as individuals. It is not

entirely clear what the responsibility of the
minister is in this connection but we must
presume that the minister, after this debate
and after consulting with his colleagues in

the cabinet, will either give an approval for

that rate increase to be efiFective as of January
1 or perhaps will do something else. We must
presume that at least this debate is predicated
upon the possibility, if not the probability, of

the government giving instructions to On-
tario Hydro to change their methods of

financing even in the short term so that we
will not have to pay an additional 30.3 per
cent average on the bulk rate.

The proposal for smoothing the rate over
a period of three years is an extremely in-

teresting one; in my view a valuable one. It

appears, however, to have been dismissed by
the member for Scarborough Centre (Mr.

Drea) who usually, more or less, follows the

government line. He normally figures out
what the government wants said ahead of

time and then says it in as strong a way as

possible. So I have a feeling that the minister

when he does speak is going to be saying
about smoothing very much what the mem-
ber for Scarborough Centre said. In other

words, "It is a good idea but it won't work
now" without any good and sufficient reason
for why it won't work now.

The reason that is given is that it may put
our credit rating in New York, the credit

rating of the province of Ontario in a some-
what more parlous state than it is now. Of
course, we don't want that to happen. There
are tremendous pressures on the credit rating
of the province and while it has been main-
tained at a surprisingly high level we are all

aware of the tremendous pressures on interest

payments and for the debt requirements of

the province at a number of levels.

But I do feel that a matter of policy that

has been accepted by the government, and

strenuously and enthusiastically accepted,
has been support for the concepts of the

anti-inflation legislation federally. Now, it

has been pointed out by the member for York
South (Mr. MacDonald)—and it is true; we
all know it—that the government has without
reservation accepted the recommendations
and the principle of the Anti-Inflation Board
and that legislation.

Certainly this was one of the reasons why
the Treasurer (Mr. McKeough), in his com-
ments on the increases a year ago more or
less just indicated that the government policy
was such that Ontario Hydro would draw in

its horns on the proposed rate increase then
and finance it in any way it saw fit. It is

amazing when pressure is brought upon
Hydro how they do respond, particularly to

the statements of government policy.

These debates, boring perhaps as they may
be to some people, are in a sense historic, in

that Hydro has become, as the hon. member
for Carleton East (Ms. Gigantes) said, one
of the largest corporations in the world and

certainly the largest in Canada with tremen-

dous powers independent of government. The
first occasion when I recall the government
influencing Hydro's decision was when the

former Premier, John Robarts, indicated that

he thought the new headquarters building
was premature, back about 1960. He didn't

pass a resolution of the House or an enact-

ment of any kind but the Premier's opinion
was sufficient that the then chairman, George
Gathercole, certainly withdrew the plan and
we didn't hear of it again, until the premier-

ship changed.

Now you say, "There's Nixon going on his

old hobby horse again," yet I draw to your
attention, Mr. Speaker, that while we are

now in the new Hydro headquarters, the old

headquarters is still sitting there right be-

side it, empty as a Hallowe'en haunted house,

not in use, not rented, whfle we can look at

the ghttering magic of the new building as

the epitome of the philosophy of Ontario

Hydro over so many years.

We are here now to change that phflosophy

dramatically. Hydro is no longer in the hands

of the engineers. It is very much in the hands

of those people representing the needs of the

province of Ontario—certainly the need is to

keep the lights on and the wheels turning,

but also to put a new meaning on that phrase

"power at cost." I think the understanding

by Hydro boards in the past on what hydro
at cost gave them as their responsibflity has

been seriously in error. I believe that Hydro
has evolved in a state of mind which has

been wasteful, uneconomic and in fact, be-

cause of the engineers' control of the main
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policy decisions, completely divorced from
the broader needs of this province.

I would simply say that the proposition put
originally by the member for York South and
reflected in comments on all sides, including
the member for St. Andrew-St. Patrick (Mr.

Grossman), is that the real justification for

government action in reducing the proposed
increase on January 1, must be based on the

Anti-Inflation Board and the concepts of anti-

inflation to which this province has given its

support for so long.

One of the best briefs presented to the On-
tario Energy Board hearings was that put for-
ward on behalf of the Ontario Municipal
Electrical Association, which I perused with
great care. Mr. Speaker, you are aware I'm
sure, being interested in these matters, that
OMEA has itself felt it owned Hydro, and
it has a strong case to put forward that that
is so.

The hon. member for Grey (Mr. McKes-
sock) indicated that it was Adam Beck who
brought the OMEA together in this new and,
for the time, a very progressive if not social-
istic concept of Ontario Hydro. But the
ownership of Hydro, and it can be argued
anywhere, is really in the hands of OMEA.
Their approach, and it's a very eflFective
one, is the government should not approve
of a 30.3 increase, but the increase allowable
should be predicated on the Anti-Inflation
Board guidelines.

This does not mean a 12 per cent in-
crease. I believe the hon. member for St.
Andrew-St. Patrick was saying somebody was
talking about a 12 per cent increase. I believe
that would be unrealistic. But the careful

computation of the recommendations from
OMEA, that is based on the federal anti-
inflation directions, would mean that an in-
crease of about 28 per cent-and, my God,
that is a huge increase-would be in line with
the pass-through of costs associated with the
basic principles of the Anti-Inflation Board.

The minister, in his recommendations to

cabinet, might very well mitigate the tre-
mendous impact of an increase of over 30
per cent to some small degree at least by
approving, or at least recommending an in-
crease somewhat less but which could be
justified on the basis of the pass-through
of the costs.

[4:45]

The member for Scarborough Centre was
talking about the federal government per-

mitting huge increases in the cost of other

energy materials which relate to hydro. For-

tunately we make most of our electrical

energy from hydro sources, from coal, from

gas and from uranium. Oil as yet is not a

major part of our pass-through costs and, if

it were included in the calculations, it would
not have a major impact. As a matter of fact,

the famous oil burning facility in eastern

Ontario is a considerable distance as yet
from going on stream. We are associating
the need for bunker oil, I am told—

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: It went on stream a

year ago.

Mr. Nixon: No, but it is not producing
much energy. It is the same with Nanticoke,
for heaven's sake. I was down there this

summer. Nanticoke is one of the largest

generating plants in the world. We were
there on a day when there were no problems
with shutdowns having to do with the

machinery itself, but we were told by the

manager that only one unit was operating.
We are still paying the interest on that huge
edifice there. Really it is based on Hydro's

decision, taken by its engineers over these

many years, that for some reason we have to

have a 40 per cent gap over our peak load.

Surely in the past this has been basically an
erroneous decision that we have committed
the resources of this province and the credit

of this province to building some of the best

hydro-generating plants in the world which
for many hours of many days in the year sit

completely motionless and not in use.

I believe that very serious mistakes, based

on an erroneous approach to what this

province needs, have been made by On-
tario Hydro. I personally am not satisfied

with the leadership that Hydro is giving in

this connection even yet. This is in no way
directed at the chairman or any member of

the board or anybody else. You can take that

from me, Mr. Speaker, but I will tell you
that the problems that Ontario Hydro faces

now are just as important as they were 20

years ago when the problem was to harness

the hydro facilities of the province and move
into coal generation.

You talk about Adam Beck at one end of

University Avenue. Bob Saunders has a

monument at this end and in his own way, I

suppose, he did as much for the development
of Ontario Hydro as Adam Beck, but things
have changed dramatically. The real push
now has got to be not along engineering
lines but on the lines of managing one of

the world's largest corporations with a new
mental attitude toward the use of public
resources. We have got to get away from
the grandiose approach to expenditure that
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has been so much a part of Ontario Hydro.

I have been told by the hon. member for

Huron-Bruce (Mr. Gaunt), whose riding en-

compasses that huge atomic facility up in the

Bruce Peninsula, that as a farmer and as a

conservationist himself, he is appalled when
the bulldozers go into these cedar forests and

push all the logs together and burn them.

To hell with any kind of conservation, we
are building an atomic hydro plant and cer-

tainly no procedure is going to stand in the

way of that. No time lag for the saving of

the logs and that sort of thing is going to

be countenanced.

We have seen the approach that has

allowed Hydro to move into the building
across the street, which I think is just a

ridiculous waste of public funds. The justifica-

tion is, well, what's $40 million when we are

spending billions every year? The attitude

has got to be changed, even in conservation.

It was pointed out by one of the speakers
a few moments ago that a year ago the min-

ister was saying conservation doesn't mean

anything in this province, that we don't need

it, and that we will leave the lights on be-

cause we have got lots of electricity. Believe

me, that's so. We have got lots of electricity.

We are overproducing and can overproduce
a tremendous percentage beyond what we
require even at peak load, but now we are

getting into conservation as just another

glittering piece of the harness of the white

horse that the Minister for Energy is riding
in his great political career.

I don't think it's meaningful. I don't be-

lieve politicians ought to be in the conserva-

tion business. It should surely be supported

by politicians but be on a more professional
base than that which we are getting from

the public relations ofiicer of the minister and
his little green pin saying, "I support Erg, do

you?" Erg is a very small unit of work, not

energy, and I submit that that's just another

instance of money down the drain. The min-
ister and his executive assistant are the only
ones supporting the programme tliat says he's

a litde Erg. Everybody else has forgotten it.

That was last week. It is typical of the

wasted money and the wasted approach.

We believe permission should not be

granted by the council of this province, the

Lieutenant Governor in Council, for an in-

crease of the magnitude that has been ap-

proved by the Ontario Energy Board. It

should be reduced along the lines of the

Anti-Inflation Board guidelines which have
been accepted by this province, and surely
that kind of a reasonable approach would be

acceptable, even to the hard-pressed con-

sumers.

Hon. 'Mr. Timbrell: I have no intention of

getting into some of the verbal personal
abuse that some members feel that they have

to get into in this House from time to time.

It is usually a coverup for the lack of policy,

the lack of innovation, the lack of any ideas

at all coming from that far northwest comer
of the House.

Mr. Cunningham: Why don't you get off

your horse? You certainly do it well w'hen you
are outside the House.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. TimbreU: I want to just say this.

I listened to you; I would appreciate it if

you wouldn't interrupt for the last few min-

utes of this debate-

There were a number of points made dur-

ing today's discussion that really relate to the

report of the select committee dealing with

the 1976 Hydro rates, and that deal as well

with the report under preparation really by
the royal commission on electric power plan-

ning. I won't presume to touch on them to-

day, but there were some statements made,

particularly by the member for—Grey-Bruce?
Owen Sound? Whatever the name is—that

really boggle the imagination.

First of all he accuses me, as the minister,

of having an adviser on staff for $3,000 a

week. That, Mr. Speaker, is sheer and absolute

fabrication.

Mr. Sargent: They paid him $176,000 last

year, which works out to about $3,000 a

week. Check with the auditor.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: If the hon. member
will go back and re-read the Hansard for the

estimates committee last November—I think

it was the 18th or the 19th. I don't know
what kind of condition he was in, but he

asked me a question about that.

Mr. Sargent: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker, will the minister please qualify what
he means by that last remark? Please qualify

that, sir.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: My point is that I don't

know whether the member remembers, but

at that point he asked me a question about

that, and I pointed out, that, yes, that par-

ticular individual had been engaged as legal

counsel. I pointed out the millions of dollars

that that individual had saved this province

through the successful execution of an inter-
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vention before the National Energy Board in

the TransCanada PipeLines rate hearing case.

'Mr. Sargent: What has that got to do with

it?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: The member went on
to suggest that the minister is somehow under
the thumb of Hydro. I want to tell you, Mr.

Speaker, that I take very seriously my
responsibility for The Power Corporation Act

—very seriously. And the fact that there are

over 24—

Mr. Sargent: You are making one hell of

a mess, that is all I can say.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: There are over 24 cate-

gories of activity that Ontario Hydro engages
in, for which they must-

Mr. MacDonald: Point of order, Mr. Speak-
er. The minister criticized the discussion of

topics that were relative to what we have
before us this afternoon. I would like to ask

whether he is going to deal in the remaining
six minutes with what we do have before us

this afternoon?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, I fully

intend to do that. I hope the hon. member for

York South will understand, but perhaps be-
cause of my own background as a history

teacher, and as one who has a strong belief

in Parliament, I get a little more than upset
when I see the rights and privileges of
Parliament abused—

Mr. Cunningham: You know nothing about

energy.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: —particularly when
they are directed to myself with absolutely
unsubstantiable assertions.

If I can just briefly, in the remaining five

or six minutes, go over some of the history
leading up to today's discussion. Back in 1973
when the Power Corporation Act and The
Ontario Energy Board Act were amended
there was a very conscious decision of the

government that the rate-making process of

Ontario Hydro had to be more public than
it had ever been in its history since 1906.
Prior to that, of course, the rates were set by
the Ontario Hydro board. From time to time
the Premier of the province and whichever
minister of the day was responsible to the
House for Hydro was consulted, and the rates

went ahead.

It was a decision of this government that

that had to be more open and more amenable
to suggestions by interested citizens and

groups within the province for their involve-

ment. Now last year that process started out
with Hydro asking for a 29.7 per cent rate

increase, not 38 per cent. In July the govern-
ment ordered Hydro to cut their capital

budget by at least $1 billion, and to cut their

operating, maintenance and administration

budget by at least 10 per cent.

This they did. In fact, they even went
further on their capital budget; they cut $1.2
billion and as a result changed their rate

request to 25 per cent.

Notwithstanding, when the Energy Board
—and this was the part that was missing from
the chronology as outlined by the member
for York South. When the Energy Board sub-

mitted their report in early October, they
found that on the basis of their judgement
of the estimates of cost and of revenues.

Hydro would need 26.7 per cent. The rest

of your chronology was correct: Hydro said

they would stick with 25 per cent, and as a

result of the select committee process it came
to 22 per cent, which, let's all admit, was an

arbitrary figure. In fact the select committee

found that the 25 per cent was well within

the Anti-Inflation Board guidelines.

In 1977 in sending the rate request to the

Energy Board, I specified two things in the

minister's letter of reference: number one,

that Hydro live within the anti-inflation pro-

gramme, and, number two, of equal if not

overriding importance, that there be the

question of their financial integrity. If I

might just quote from a portion of the select

committee report which wfll be—for the ben-

efit of the member for London Centre (Mr.

Peterson) who has left the House-discussed

in this House on, I believe, November 15.

I believe that's the date that's been arranged

among the House leaders. It's interesting,

when you get into this question of financial

integrity, to read this excerpt from the select

committee report. I quote:

Financial integrity in turn will affect the

amount of money the financial communities

are prepared to lend to a borrower, and

the interest rate associated therewith. The
lower the financial integrity, generally

speaking, the less capital will be available

to a borrower and the higher the cost of

funds. While market reaction to eroding

financial integrity may be gradual in the

form of slowly rising relative cost of money
and so on, it may also be more dramatic

in the form of a D rating. In this latter

case, capital availability and cost of funds

may be substantially altered overnight.

I'm not going to take issue with the oflBcial

opposition in the sense that they are putting
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forward an alternative. We understand that

rate smoothing is an alternative—in fact I

would have to argue it's one that's been used

for a number of years, and perhaps has con-

tributed to the position we're at now. As the

minister responsible for Ontario Hydro and
for advising the government on the policy

direction we should give, I have to be con-

cerned as much about the kind of costs we're

going to saddle the people of Ontario with in

1979 as I am about 1977.

The member for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk (Mr.

Nixon) suggested that we should go strictly

with the Anti-Inflation Board guidelines. If

he would read the material which I tabled

last Thursday, including the letters from the

president and chairman of Hydro, he would
find that if we went that route the increase

would be 30.3 per cent. That is in fact within

the Anti-Inflation—

Mr. Nixon: Has the hon. minister read the

submission by the Municipal Electric Asso-

ciation?

Hon. Mr. Timbrel!: I have, Mr. Speaker,
and I want to read to that hon. member from

a newsletter which went out under the date

of October 8, 1976, to all members of the

Ontario Municipal Electric Association. I

quote: "Nonetheless we support the Ontario

Energy Board's opinion and conclusion with

regard to the 1977 bulk power rate increase."

Mr. Nixon: Maybe Darcy is right.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, this is

not an easy decision. It is impossible for the

government, in evaluating the situation, to

confine itself entirely to 1977. I want to say

that I do take issue with some of the figures

used by the oificial opposition. In the calcula-

tions it put out last Tuesday, it used a base

year figure of $1.5 billion as revenue. If

the members would look at the Ontario

Hydro submission to the Energy Board they'll

find that in fact—and this is on table 5(c)6 of

the submission—the base year figure should

have been $1,305 bilfion, not $1.5 bilHon.

Then the official opposition went on to cal-

culate it on the basis of 20 per cent a year,

cumulative, without any allowance for

growth in demand for electricity. One of the

members made the statement that in fact the

revenues are down and sales are down.

They're not, they're not.

I suggest that the members go back and

look at some of the basic figures. I'm not

challenging the position they're taking. It's

a reasonable alternative, but one which the

government, in evaluating, has to very care-

fully weigh against the long-term disbenefit,

if there is such a word, to the consumers in

terms of the much higher cost with which we
will be saddled.

Mr. Acting Speaker: This order of business

is now discharged from the order paper.

[5:00]

POWER CORPORATION
AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Sargent: Mr. Speaker, we are talking

in a—

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Will

the hon. member first move second reading of

the bill?

Mr. Sargent: I'm sorry. This is an unusual

experience for me. I don't know how to go
about this because there's not much chance

of it being passed anyway.

Interjections.

Mr. Sargent: This is Bill 91, An Act to

amend the Power Corporation Act, first read-

ing.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Will the hon. member
move second reading?

Mr. Sargent: Will I move second reading?

Mr. Sargent moved second reading of Bill

91, An Act to amend the Power Corporation
Act.

Mr. Sargent: As I said before, this whole

debate reminds me of the story of a bear

going into a bar. He sat down and ordered

a beer. The waiter brought him the drink

and went back and saw the boss. He said:

"Funny thing, I've got a bear here in the bar

and he gave me a five dollar bill for a beer.

What'll I charge him?"

The owner said: "Oh, give him five cents

change. He won't know the difference."

A minute later the waiter went around and

sat down beside the bear and said: "It isn't

very often we get a bear in here to have a

beer."

The bear said: "No damn wonder at $4.95

a bottle."

It's no damn wonder the people of Ontario

are fed up with this rate increase which is

going to cost in the neighbourhood of $500

million this year. I think back when the

member for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk (Mr.

Nixon) mentioned Sir Adam Beck and Bob
Saunders. I was the mayor of Owen Sound
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at the time when we were engaged in the

conversion from 25 to 60 cycle. Going around
the province was Bob Saunders, the great
Conservative that he was, and the slogan be-

came, "Hydro is yours. Don't use it," because

of conservation. Today I think the whole
summation of this is, "Hydro is yours but you
can't afford to use it."

Across the province of Ontario, an area

so big that we could put five states the size

of Texas within our borders, we have eight

million people with about two million families

and at least one million of these families

are having a tough time today. Hundreds of

thousands of people are senior citizens on

fixed incomes. All of these people are sub-

sidizing—hear this—commerce and industry

by pa> ing higher rates for electricity. They've
been doing it since Adam Beck gave Hydro
this beginning of Hydro belonging to the

people.

The man who made Ontario Hydro into

Canada's most successful experiment in

socialism, Adam Beck, promised cheap elec-

tric power. He said in 1910: "We must de-

liver power to such an extent that the poorest

working man will have electric lights in his

home." Hydro met that challenge magnifi-

cently. Its low rates and efficiency have
been the envy of the whole world. But

shortly before he died in 1925, Adam Beck
took aside one of his employees and said

confidentially: "Now remember what I'm tell-

ing you. They have no cause to raise Hydro
rates. Watch what they do after I'm gone."

Everyone's been watching with var>ing
degrees of horror and dismay. In recent

weeks, Hydro, now with a budget of one-

third the size of this whole province, the

hrgest of its kind in the whole world, rolls

ahead with plans for a seven per cent annual

growth in power supply and a 38 per cent

increase in reserve capacity next year. In this

great power system owned by the people of

Ontario, no one has the right to say that the

ricli and powerful should control the rates,

which they do. WTiether or not they do this,

the fact remains that up until this day the

residential home owner, the apartment
dweller and farm home owners have been

subsidizing industry and business. This bill,

called "lifeline," proposes to do something
about it. The bill is an Act to amend the

public service law in relation to the minimum
public basic user charges for residential elec-

trical consumers.

This bill amends The Power Corporation
Act by adding thereto a new section. The
new section requires that the commission

promulgate a list of essential energy-con-

suming activities, indicating the minimum
energy needs for a family of four. This list

would then be circulated to every munic-

ipality, and they will then determine the

minimum usage sufficient to fulfil the elec-

trical energy needs. Every municipality shall

redesign its residential rates in structuring
to create a residential block rate at a rate

equal to no more than the rate in effect on

January 1, 1975, and the costs are to be re-

covered by recovering the lost revenues in

succeeding residential blocks and in com-
mercial industrial classes of consumers. Elec-

trical space-heating customers, municipal cus-

tomers, commercial apartment buildings, and

non-profit institutions are exempt from the

provisions of this Act.

In a letter dated October 19, we are told

by Mr. Taylor, the head of Hydro, that

Hydro rates will be up by 30.3 per cent,

which will cost a residential customer using
750 kilowatt-hours in a month an increase of

$3.43 or about $50 per year. The price of

electricity is rising so dramatically tliat it

now threatens to price itself beyond the

ability of many people to afford it.

The present pricing policies in Ontario still

encourage people to waste power. Here's an

example: Sportscaster Johnny Esaw has a

large Thornhill home containing four tele-

vision sets (three in colour), a dishwasher,
two stereos, a heated pool, a washer, a dryer,

power tools, total air-conditioning and about

a dozen outside lights switched on auto-

matically at dusk.

Mr. Grossman: What have you got? Have

you got more or less?

Mr. Sargent: Hear this; this is interesting.

When he checked his Hydro bill this week,

he was amazed that it was only $32. The
reason is that Hydro rates are geared to give

the big users a better deal. In the city of

Toronto the first 50 kilowatt-hours used

monthly are 5.3 cents each, the next 200 are

billed at 2.3 cents and above that is 1.6

cents. So the old age pensioner, who does

little but boil a kettle and make a little toast,

is actually subsidizing people in air-con-

ditioned mansions.

Mr. Eaton: Turn off all those lights and

sound systems in your night club.

Mr. Sargent: Fellows, this is like mother-

hood; you can't be against it. If you go into

your riding and say you're against this, you're

dead in the next election.

Mr. Kerrio: They're dead anyway.
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Mr. Sargent: It's in Hansard that the mem-
ber for St. Andrew-St. Patrick and the mem-
ber for Middlesex are against this.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Will the hon.
member keep to the bill?

Mr. Sargent: Thank you.

Mr. Kerrio: It's three to one, Mr. Speaker.
Look at them all in a row.

Mr. Sargent: You know, Mr. Speaker, I'd

like to ask you a question, if I may, while

you're in the chair. I have this bit of a
brochure. I spent all weekend having it made
up to get it done in time for the House
opening.

Mr. Drea: Who paid for it?

Mr. Grossman: You copied that from a

magazine.

Mr. Sargent: I took it into the Speaker to
have it distributed to the desks. The Speaker
checked with someone on the phone and
said, "No, you can't do that." I would like

to know, who did you speak to who told you
that I couldn't do this? Who was it? Who is

the man that presses the button that says I

can't do this?

Mr. Ferris: Bill Davis.

Mr. Sargent: Well, you tell Bill Davis that

they're going to get it anyway.

Mr. Grossman: You copied that; it's like
a recipe.

Mr. Sargent: This "lifeline" proposal-

Mr. Grossman: You could use one.

Mr. Sargent: -of rate reform will provide
relief to low users of electricity,

Mr. Drea: You're kidding.

Mr. Sargent: That's right.

Mr. Drea: Then you haven't read your bill.

Mr. Sargent: In the low users of elec-

tricity category are the poor. Their electrical

usage is significantly lower than the use of

higher-income groups-

Mr. Grossman: It's going to cost you
money.

'Mr. Sargent: -but studies reveal that 5.2

per cent of their income goes for electricity
as against one per cent of the income of well-
off users.

Mr. Hodgson: How do you classify well-

off users?

Mr. Sargent: Well, I'd say you do pretty
well there, BiU, I don't know. Another group
that has low energy use-

Interjections.

Mr. Sargent: There is not a member on

that side of the House who hasn't got another

job on top of his salary.

Interjections.

IMr. Sargent: I mean, don't you talk to us

about being well off. We work for our living
here.

Interjections.

Mr. Sargent: The point I am trying to

make to you affluent people-

Mr. Kerrio: That's fair odds, three to one.

You are doing well.

Mr. Sargent: Another group that has low

energy use and would benefit from this is the

elderly people and people on mother's allow-

ance—they are a part of the larger group that

is generally a low user of eltx^tricity—and the

apartment dwellers. Due to their small living

quarters and generally small family size, this

group would benefit from "lifeline."

So, in effect, the rate structures would

actually reward, not penalize low users. We
are reversing the process. Do you understand?

Mr. Grossman: We understand, yes.

'Mr. Sargent: The current system is now the

more you use, the less it costs you. We are

going to reverse that. And we are going to

reverse it, whether the government likes it or

not.

Mr. Grossman: Do you use an electric

razor?

Mr. Sargent: The result is now the large
users who impose the greatest cost on the

system. However, Hydro is selling these ex-

pensive kilowatts at low declining block

rates, thus commerce and industry have been

receiving a subsidy at the expense of the low
residential customer.

Mr. Drea: Have you thought of distribut-

ing back yours with free drinks?

Mr. Sargent: There is an urgent need to

reconsider our patterns of growth and con-

sumption. It is no longer reasonable to expect
a utility rate structure to charge a small, low-

income group four cents per kilowatt-hour



NOVEMBER 1, 1976 4309

and a large, affluent user three cents per kilo-

watt and an industrial user two cents per

kilowatt. A "lifeline" rate will restructure this

and redress this situation.

The necessity is that electricity is an essen-

tial component part of all modem life today.

We rely on electricity to run countless appli-

ances, machines and instruments. There are

no substitutes for electricity and therefore it

is absolutely essential for a healthy and min-

imally decent standard of living.

This rate relief we are going to come up
with, "lifeline," will provide a rate relief to

all low and moderate users of electricity, as

well as the poor and the elderly. And "life-

line" rates would provide relief to middle as

well as low income people. In this inequity

the poor spend proportionately more of their

income on electricity than any other income

group. However, the rates now are set up so

that the average cost per kilowatt hour is

higher for low use than for high use and

"lifeline" ends this inequity by causing large

users to bear their fair share of the cost of

generating and distributing electricity.

In the conservation area what we are all

concerned about by increasing the incremental

and absolute charges for high and increasing

use, "lifeline" acts to discourage wasteful

use and encourage energy conservation. "Life-

line" rewards low use and penalizes high,

luxury use.

So in closing I want to say this. As elected

representatives of the people of Ontario, of

eight million people, it is the duty of all of

us in this Legislature—it shouldn't be in a

private member's bill, it should be a bill

that everyone supports.

In the democratic process a private mem-
ber might have a good idea once in a while.

They do have it in the States but anytime
it happens here it never gets to a vote.

Mr. Kerrio: They'll support this.

Mr. Sargent: So it's the duty of this Legis-
lature to establish policy for these regulatory

agencies. "Lifeline" is a broad pricing issue

on which the Legislature is empowered to

pro\ide proper guidelines in order to achieve

more responsive and responsible rate-making

policies.

[5:15]

Today those of us are petty-fogging alarm-

ists who are against the $30-billion or $35-
billion programme of this nuclear adventure
of the Premier-

Mr. Drea: You are against nuclear power.

Mr. Sargent: —when in our ignorance we
tell you there is no hurry about providing

power for the next generation-

Mr. Drea: You are not against Bruce.

Mr. Sargent: —when hundreds of thousands

of our new citizens can never hope to have a

home, when we have closing of hospitals,

when our graduates can't get jobs, when the

government of Ontario seizes Indian lands

and doesn't pay for them, when thousands

are hunting for work, when thousands every

day are waiting for hospital beds, when our

courts are clogged and people wait two and

three years for justice, how tiresome these

contentions are, how small-minded, selfish

and sentimental, how lacking in vision and

idealism.

To those of us who grumble about voyages
to the moon and annual expenditures of

billions of dollars more on weapons and

rockets, I invoke the inspiring words of an

ancient Egyptian who reproached a fellow

slave for complaining about the chains and

beatings and the huge stones that had to be

dragged across the desert to build Pharaoh's

pyramid. He said: "How tiresome you are to

whine and complain. It's an honour to be

associated with an enterprise of such mag-
nitude."

Mr. Drea: You are against it?

Mr. Sargent: Yes, I am opposed to nuclear

power. I certainly am.

Mr. Drea: Boy, they will love that down
in Bruce.

Mr. Sargent: You are shooting craps with

destiny when you go into nuclear power
programmes which will never in our lifetime

handle any more than 10 or 15 per cent of

our total power load.

Mr. Drea: Boy, they are going to love you
for the unemployment.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Sargent: This bill is timely. It's

legislation for the times.

Mr. Eaton: What is your rate structure?

Mr. Drea: It is the truth.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Eakins: Listen to a good speaker.

Mr. Sargent: I'd like to see once in a while

in this forum, which is the greatest province
in the whole world, that we could have the
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democratic process work and good legislation

from this side of the House should get the

assessment of the whole House and not be

playing politics with the lives of Ontario

people.

Mr. Hodgson: Ontario from our side of

the House.

Mr. Drea: First of all I'd like to com-

pliment the previous speaker. Never before

probably has anybody brought in a bill of

which they have never understood the im-

plications, like the one today. Just let

me give you a few little examples about the

populist reform from Owen Sound.

Mr. Eakins: With some authority.

Mr. Drea: It is probably the greatest piece
of humanitarianism since Marie Antoinette
went to the guillotine talking about cake.

Under this bill the member wants to give
relief to the poor. Well what happens to the

poor who happen to have more than four
kids? What happens to the low-income family
where there are six or seven children and
they want to give them a bath?

Mr. Sargent: It is on kilowatt-hours.

Mr. Drea: Then he is going to impose a
rather Draconian test in the first place. If

Hydro can't figure it out, the municipality
will. Then there are the little clauses in

there that spell out means tests. We're going
to talk about the woman who is on family
benefits who lives, if I can recall the quota-
tions correctly, in rather small quarters and
tends to have a rather small family and who
will benefit. She won't benefit as much as the
fellow who has five cottages, because under
this system those five cottages would pay so
little in terms of electrical cost because the

usage would be extremely low. This has to
be the first bill that would ever take food,
money indeed the Hydro bill out of the
hands of the destitute widow and hand it to

somebody who can have two, three or four
cottages. Perhaps that is a bit of an over-
simplification.

Mr. Riddell: It is.

Mr. Ferris: You said it before.

Mr. Drea: Let's just put it into perspective.

Mr. Kerrio: You are pushing electric heat
in Sudbury.

Mr. Drea: You know, that's the first speech
you have ever made in the House.

Mr. Kerrio: That is one more than yours.

Mr. Drea: This bill, however well-inten-

tioned—and I rather suspect, knowing the
member for Grey-Bruce, that he commissioned
someone to do it—I rather suspect that he
should have commissioned somebody who
knew a little more about electrical power-

Mr. Sargent: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order.

Mr. Speaker: On a point of order.

Mr. Sargent: The member is away off

track. This legislation is now in force in

California and Vermont and I hav^e been in

touch with legislators in those areas and they

provided me with the information they had.

Our research people restructured it for me,
Frank; I am not any smart guy. But I see a

need for this and that's why—I will level with

you, I don't know all the engineering facts

but I know the guts of it, Frank, and that's

why I think it's a good bill.

Mr. Speaker: Will the hon. member please
refer to members by their riding rather than

the names, please? Thank you very much.

The hon. member for Scarborough Centre.

Mr. Cunningham: Scarborough Frank.

Mr. Drea: For instance, let's take a look at

the impact upon—let's just take someone in

a vicinity that we all know. Let's take the

Plaza 500, just a couple of blocks awa\'.

Mr. Cunningham: Let's take Marvin.

Mr. Drea: They can all avoid and take

advantage of virtually every provision of this

bill very simply. They all live in rather

modest quarters in the Plaza 500, one bed-

room or two.

Mr. Cunningham: Almost as big as your
office.

Mr. Drea: They tend not to do their own

laundry. You send your laundry out;

obviously that's not a usage of electricity. You
are a real conservationist.

They tend not to eat in their own dwell-

ings. They tend to eat in commercial estab-

lishments. I think that you could take anyone
in a building like that and show that this, at

least for purposes of this bill, is what the

average Ontario family should try to emulate.

There is no argument that the time has

come when the pricing policy in regard not

only to electricity but particularly other forms;

of energy, natural gas, that the more you
use the less you pay—there is a frequency
discount; they are trying to handle things in
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bulk-those days are over. This government
has addressed itself in a very long and a very

thorough examination of just what would

happen and how it would happen, because

the "how" when you change over a rate

system like this does have some impact.

It is all very well, you know, to say, "Well,

industry can bear the cost." Well, it concerns

me a little bit that you can really be that

flippant about it particularly when you come
from an area of the province that doesn't

exactly have the highest employment rates

on record. If you are going to change over

such an essential item and such a continuing
cost item-

Mr. Sargent: Are you for this or against it?

Are you for it or against it?

Mr. Drea: —as electricity, then you have to

be aware of the ramifications toward employ-
ment, you have to be aware of the ramifica-

tions toward pricing and you have to be
aware of the impact upon the community.

Mr. Kerrio: We have already felt that.

Mr. Eakins: With a 50 per cent increase.

Mr. Drea: A bill like this, which tries to

establish in a rather simplistic manner some
answers to a very complicated problem does
not provide relief for those for whom it is

intended to provide relief. As a matter of

fact, it does just the opposite. It provides
much more of a relief for those it is trying to

punish than for those it is trying to reward
in trying to find some equit>' in the present
circumstances surrounding the very high
costs of energy.

I may say that it is really not quite the

desperate problem as outlined by the mover
of this bill. As a matter of fact electric bills

in this province are substantially less than

those in other jurisdictions, particularly in

the United States-

Mr. di Santo: Wait until next year—30 per
cent increase next year.

Mr. Drea: —including the increase. I would
be very glad. I can read you off inchiding
the increase, but I don't want to take up
any more of the time. There is no question
that this is done in two states in the United
States-

Mr. Riddell: Pretty good cartoon, eh, Mar-
vin?

Mr. Drea: What is your problem? Are you
auctioneering again or what do you do? You
just chew your cud there, or what do you
do? If you have something to say, say it.

Mr. Riddell: Carry on.

Mr. Drea: One of the difficulties in this is

that the two situations in the United States

—one in California and one in New Eng-
land-

Mr. Sargent: Vermont.

Mr. Drea: I have it Maine, but I am pre-

pared to accept Vennont.

Mr. Sargent: Maine is going to.

Mr. Drea: Maine too? All right, then you
have three. The circumstances in those states

are somewhat different. As a matter of fact

the one in California is not a permanent
piece of legislation. It is a temporary piece
of legislation, where there are certain rates

held down on this basis until the overall rates

have achieved a certain percentage.

Mr. Speaker, the energy situation in this

province is now so challenging and so com-

plex the solution is not just in terms of elec-

trical consumption, but in the consumption
of natural gas and other fuels. In terms of

our standard of living, in terms of our em-

ployment, in terms of our position in world

trade, in terms of our future, whatever

changes are made to meet these things have

to be done with delicacy, with foresight, with

enormous plans, and with a great deal of

flexibility. In every one of these criteria, this

bill is not only wanting, it has totally ignored
those situations. I don't want to seem to be

too hard upon the particular mover of this

bill because I know that he has moved this

from very sincere and very honourable mo-
tives.

Mr. Speaker: The member has 30 seconds,

Mr. Drea: I am sure he wants to do some-

thing for these people. But I would suggest,
Mr. Speaker, in closing that he might better

direct himself to some more practical and
more reasonable and more equitable solutions

rather than this type of simplistic scatter-gun

approach.

Ms. Gigantes: Mr. Speaker, I think that I

probably reflect some ambivalence in my
caucus toward this bill. While we appreciate

very much the intent of the bill I think there

are a number of questions that I for one

would like to raise about it. It is interesting

to note that when the member for Grey-
Bruce talks about how large Ontario is, and
how he can put five states the size of Texas

into Ontario, he is suggesting a plan which
was taken, obviously directly, from an Amer-
ican plan.
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For example he has provided us with a

brochure which still has not received your
permission to be distributed I understand.

But the brochure, which is no more clear

to me than the bill, in one questions says:

"Would 'lifeline' force industry to leave the

state and consequently mean a loss of jobs?"

Obviously this idea—in fact the whole
leaflet—is a direct transfer from an American
leaflet. I think that one of the things he
should bear in mind, therefore, is that Ontario

is precisely the size of five American states.

To lay a plan like this on a province the

size of Ontario with the different kinds of

needs for electrical energy that we find in

different areas of Ontario, may not be at

all what he would like once he thinks about
it.

There is no doubt in our minds that the

rate structure of Ontario Hydro needs re-

form; it needs drastic reform. It has been

working backwards in terms of getting con-

servation benefits for us. It has been encour-

aging use, and it comes from the period of

time when Ontario Hydro looked to create

added demands for electrical energy in this

province. It is also the intent of this bill,

obviously, to provide some protection for low
and middle income people faced with soaring

energy costs, particularly electrical energy
costs, in the province of Ontario. These two
elements of the bill are elements that we
very strongly support.

[5:301

I would suggest to the member for Grey-
Bruce, though, that he take a look at the

document which we've just recently received
from Ontario Hydro called the Electricity

Costing and Pricing Study, Volume One. On
page 24 of that document he wall find a

summary of various patterns of restructuring
rates for Hydro which would attempt to

achieve somewhat the same objectives as his

bill.

There is a critique given of each of these

patterns: No. 1 is called "lifeline" and there

is an examination of the benefits and the

costs of that structure. No. 2 is the energy
stamps or voucher system of providing a

basic amount of electricity at a reasonable
cost for low and middle income people. And
No. 3 is an energy tax credit. It gives a

very brief description of how an energy tax

credit system would run, and then points
out that this system, of all the systems
suggested, is the one which would most eflB-

ciently meet the very objectives that he
seems to be after in this bill.

In other words, it would most effectively

protect the low- and middle-income people
in this province who need basic amounts of

electrical energy at a minimum cost. It would
provide an income transfer as an income

transfer, and instead of providing the same
amount of energy for everybody it would
reimburse people according to need. It seems
to me a very much more flexible and sophisti-

cated method of getting at that element in

the bill which he has stressed and which we
believe to be very important, the protection
of low- and middle-income earners facing

rising energy costs.

I would hope that when all the volumes
of the Electricity Costing and Pricing Study
are available to us—I don't believe they're
all available quite yet, but I understand
we're to have access to them early this

month—we will have a better chance to take

a look in detail at these various proposals.

I hope that the member for Grey-Bruce
won't be discouraged if we do question right
now the methods he has proposed in his bill.

I think there is great support here in this

caucus for the principles that he would like

to promote, and that we would be interested

in developing the kinds of possibilities that

are outlined in the Electricity Costing and

Pricing Study over the next few months.

iMr. Reed: I am very encouraged by the

remarks of the member for Carleton East

in her interest in the spirit of the bill and
the intention in which it's presented, because
that is precisely what this bill is intended

to do. I would like to advise her as well

that we often borrow things from others, and
in this case if there was borrowing from our

friends south of the border I personally
don't feel demeaned in any way for under-

taking-

Ms. Gigantes: But this is a proposal by
Eddie Sargent.

Mr. Cunningham: Where did your phil-

osophy come from?

Mr. Reed: The fact is, though, that I'm

sure the member for Carleton East will con-

cede that one of our members has had the

good sense to take this approach and study
it and feel that it was important enough to

present to this House. I would commend
my colleague very much for taking that point
of view, because we wouldn't have had it

otherwise.

The conservation of energy is one of the

most important concepts the government of

this province can engage in at the present

time, particularly when we realize that 50
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per cent or more of all the energy we con-

sume is wasted and, even more particularly,
when we consider that Ontario's economic
future will be largely determined by energy
and its availability and how we apply it. If

we in this province are to maintain and ex-

pand and continue to make vital an eco-

nomic base which is largely industrial, then

all reasonable approaches to conservation

must be considered. In so doing, we must
be careful not to turn energy into an item
of such luxury that it loses its prime func-

tion which is to maintain and improve our

standard of living.

There's no doubt in my mind that raising
the price of all energy soui'ccs promotes
conservation. It certainly does. But there is

a p:)int where a negative impact sets in,

when the price begins to preclude its use by
people of modest means. If this were to hap-
pen, many of the benefits of energ>' would
be lost or overbalanced by other negative
influences.

I'll give a simple example. If an elderly

couple on a fixed income were not able to

keep their house warm because of the high
cost of heating fuel, then the attendant com-
plications of ill health might prove to be far

more costly than the availability of a moder-
ate amount of energy.

Mr. Cunningham: John White would have
to put on a sweater.

Mr. Reed: I think it's obvious there's a
role for common sense to prevail, and I see
the common sense prevailing in the presen-
tation of this bill. What the bill does is

confirm a position I and piy colleague from
London Centre (Mr. Peterson) have taken
on rate structures that are progressive. As
outlined in this bill, they would enhance the
conservation effect but at the same time

guarantee to all those who use electric

power modestly a rate they can afford.

Recent cost increases in electric power are
a direct reflection of recent generating ex-

pansion by Ontario Hydro and of course
those plants which are under way for future

expansion. They reflect the change from a

predominantly hydraulic generating system
to a predominantly thermal generating sys-
tem and the cost of thermal production is

much higher. Since a share of the incerase

is paying for the capital expansion commit-

ment, it would seem only reasonable to re-

duce that expansion as jnuch as possible. I

am deeply concerned that the ministers of

the day who were responsible for Ontario

Hydro were not able to understand the true

value of this superior form of energy. If a

progressive rate structure had been imple-
mented in conjunction with the implementa-
tion of thermal generation, I ajn convinced

that massive expansion under way today
would not be necessary in the first place.

A regressive system, that is, a system
where one pays a higher price for the initial

purchase and a lower price for volumes pur-
chased thereafter, is reasonable and justifiable

economically at least in the purely hydraulic

system simply on the prepiise that the water

runs down the river anyway whether it's

used or not. However, there are even weak-
nesses in that argument since using those

terms of reference means no consideration is

being given to holding anything in reserve

for the future, and that is one of the reasons

why we're in the situation we're in today.

The encouragement of waste in this man-
ner cannot be justified with any argument.
Waste does not ifnprove our standard of liv-

ing. Waste does not enhance our industrial

potential. Waste makes us less competitive

through higher than necessary costs per unit

of production. This bill will go one step

further in ehminating waste. This can prove
to be a good vehicle for giving us a true

understanding of the real value of elec-

tricity. It will not only not harm our standard

of living but will improve it, especially for

those who are determined to be modest

users.

I would appeal to the government to give

the pensioner, the newly jnarried couple, the

person on fixed income and anyone else who

truly desires to use this precious high-grade
resource wisely the kind of encouragement
we all need. I urge the government to adopt
this bill.

Mr. Grossman: Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Reed: Support it.

Mr. Grossman: Not quite. I want to rise to

address myself to—

Mr. Reed: You will never make it.

Mr. Grossman: I want to address myself to

this bill presented by the member for Grey-
Bruce. I won't use his first name. We've been

forbidden from doing that. But I can see a

compromise. I'll call him Grey and he can

call my colleague Scarborough, if he'll call

me Saint. That would be a perfect resolu-

tion to it.

Mr. Cunningham: Did you write that?

Mr. Grossman: You may be right. I might
say that I got the brochure, and if you have
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any copyright problems having stolen it from
wherever it came, Eddie—Grey—give me a

call and we'll sort it out for you. But I would
have put my picture on the front—that's the

difference—not a spare tire.

Mr. Eakins: Not that!

Mr. Grossman: You bet. I applaud the

member. He's obviously putting aside his

own very personal interests as the bill by his

own description would penalize him person-

ally in view of where he sits in the economic
ladder. So I compliment him on his courage
and his unselfishness in that regard. He's per-

sonally willing to bear the burden for a good
portion of the public. I'm the other portion.
I would benefit from it.

Mr. Kerrio: Are you?

Mr. Cunningham: I see those lawyer's bills.

Mr. Good: Certainly you are in the dark
most of the time.

Mr. Cunningham: We will have a tag day
for you.

Mr. Grossman: The sentiments of the
member for Grey-Bruce have of course al-

ready been met and dealt with by the already
referred to report tabled last Friday. Thi'

whole matter of the cost of energy of all

forms has recently shown some dramatic in-

creases. All members of the Legislature arc

concerned, as is the member for Grey-Bruce,
that the citizens of this province will be able

to pay for this most essential commodity. I

suppose it was with this in mind that we g:)t

into our select committee on Hydro and that

the cost and pricing study emanated out of

Ontario Hydro. That study is of course a

complete re-examination of the pricing sys-
tem for electrical energy. It was tabled last

Friday.

Mr. Sargent: The bill is dated June 3.

Mr. Grossman: I don't think this is like

the education situation—they weren't anti-

cipating your bill. But we know now that

this study is one of those that has made
some extensive and important proposal's re-

garding the future pricing of electrical en-

ergy.

But the important part of the study is that

it advocates the pricing of electrical energy on
a basis of the cost to produce the energy-

Mr. Sargent:

Speaker.

On a point of order, Mr,

Mr. Speaker: Point of order.

Mr. Sargent: I suggest to the hon. member
that the bill was dated June 3 and he had a

chance to study it and that's why they came
up with their report on Friday. The same as

what happened in their education bill when
Wells-

Mr. Speaker: Thank you. The hon. mem-
ber.

Mr. Grossman: I don't know how many
cabinet meetings were spent worrying about

your private member's bill-

Mr. Cunningham: Not enough.

Mr. Grossman: —but the report that came
down on Friday emanated of course from
Task Force Hydro in 1974 and is a result of

two years of study. I don't think it was

slapped together on Friday in preparation
for Bill 91.

Mr. Cunningham: Are you in the cabinet?

Mr. Grossman: In any event if the proposals
of the costing and pricing study are accepte I

there would be a reduction in cost up to 30

per cent for those who are users only of

small amounts of electrical energy. Thirty per
cent. And such groups as senior citizens \\h)

are using approximately 250 to 500 kilowatt-

Inurs per month would be the ones direc:l\

affected and benefited from the recommen-
dations of this study.

Mr. Cunningham: Would you be offended
if we said we didn't believe you?

Mr. Grossman: Mr. Speaker, it is important
to note that the proposals, if accepted, would

accomplish this reduction without introduc-

ing the complications and inconsistencies

which I believe to be inherent in Bill 91. The
bill proposes that there be regulations estab-

lishing classes of residential premises, as well

as regulations defining minimum essential en-

ergy needs. These two requirements would

bring upon us the usual and expected
bureaucratic operations, accompanied by an

army of people needed to interpret the var-

ious types of residential premises, and the

amount defined as "minimum essential energ>-
needs for each premise."

Mr. Sargent: Just got to change the rate,

Larry.

Mr. Grossman: That's what the study's go-

ing to do in a more reasoned fashion. There
are no easy answers to the question.

Mr. Sargent: When-in 1979?

[5:45]
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Mr. Grossman: Obviously a person with
electrical energy in their residence has a

higher minimum energy need than one with
oil heating. A fajnily of six has a higher
minimum energy need than a family with
one child or no children. In some areas of

the province temperatures are colder than

others, and the minimum energy need is

higher in northern Ontario than in Toronto,
so I hear. Of course, the minimum energy
need changes depending on the time of year
and the circumstances of an individual

family. Fajnilies with young children have
a much higher minimum energy need than
families with older children who may be

away in school.

Mr. Sargent: If you introduce an amend-
ment, I will support it.

Mr. Grossman: I believe that there may
be a fundamental error in the premise of

the bill, which appears to be that small
homes need or use less energy and that low-
income groups always live in smaller homes
and always use less energy. It's not that

simple.

I agree with the intent of the bill, as I

said earlier, but I cannot accept the meas-
ures recommended to bring about this objec-
tive. I point out to the member for Grey-
Bruce that, as proposed, the bill could be

providing a bonus for those persons who live

in apartments and, as my friend, the member
for Scarborough Centre, has said, those per-
sons who send their laundry out and do
most of their eating in restaurants. They
indeed have a minimum energy need, but I

wonder if it is really the intention of the
member for Grey-Bruce to give those per-
sons a bargain in their electrical energy
rates.

In conclusion, I would suggest to the
House that the solution to the problem out-

lined in this bill is contained in the Ontario

Hydro costing and pricing study introduced
last Friday, which we will all have a chance
to re\iew and comment on in the early
months of 1977, I trust. That study reviews
the complete pricing of electrical energy,
not only for residential use but for commer-
cial and industrial applications. And when
the proposals resulting from the hearings are

implemented, we will have a copiplete new
costing and pricing system for electrical

energy in Ontario. It may take a Httle longer
than the member for Grey-Bruce wishes. It

may take a little longer than I would wish.

But ultimately the solution will be a piore

satisfactory one—not a piecemeal one—and

one that meets all of the needs and problems
addressed by the select committee on Hydro
and the results of the Task Force Hydro
study starting in 1974. For those reasons I

will not be supporting this piecemeal Ameri-
can bill.

Mr. di Santo: Cheap, cheap, cheap.

Ms. Bryden: Mr. Speaker, I think we are

all aware of the way in which the huge
increases occurring in energy costs have hit

householders in Ontario. For that reason we
are interested in considering any fneans of

cushioning the impact on them.

This year's Hydro increase was 22 per

cent, and the Ontario Energy Board has al-

ready approved an increase of 30.3 per cent

in wholesale rates for next year. This could

mean an increase in the average bill for the

ordinary consumer of $40 to $50 a year. The
cabinet can still stop that 30.3 per cent in-

crease, and we are urging them to act by at

least considering smoothing of the proposed
Hydro rate increases for the next three years.

But so far we haven't heard of any "stop

Hydro" movement by the Prefnier (Mr.

Davis).

The proposed Hydro increase, as all mem-
bers have recognized, will hit pensioners
and other people on fixed incomes particu-

larly hard. Those on welfare, who have not

had an increase for 17 months, will still

have to find the extra money. The only way
most of these people can fneet increases of

this magnitude is by reducing their food ex-

penditures and their pitifully small allowance
for car fare and recreation.

For average wage earners it will also mean
a reduction in the standard of living because

under the AIB controls they are limited to

increases of eight to 12 per cent this year
and six to 10 per cent next year. Many with

low bargaining power have not even got in-

creases of that level and they inevitably will

have to cut back to meet the Hydro in-

creases. We believe that the government has

a responsibility to see that low-income

people do not suffer hardship from these

increases, which are beyond their control.

We do not think the present bill really

offers the kind of rehef that will look after

their problems. For instance, it does not

cover anything other than hydro costs, but

natural gas costs have gone up tremendously.
In the last few years there have been eight
increases. A ninth is proposed for this com-

ing winter of 18 per cent in the Metro To-

ronto area. Fuel oil costs have also gone up.
We think if there is going to be any bill pro-
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viding relief, it should cover all forms of

energy.

We also have considerable reservations about
the present proposal, mainly because we find

it somewhat unclear. I share the views of the
member for Scarborough Centre (Mr. Drea),
which I don't very often do, on some of the

unclear elements of the bill. It does not say

anything about the additional charge on large
users who use more than the minimum essen-

tial which the bill proposes will be set. It

does not tell us how the minimum essential

needs will be determined.

As the member for St. Andrew-St. Patrick

(Mr. Grossman) mentioned, it does not tell

us how there will be any variation for differ-

ent family sizes. In fact, if it simply contem-

plates a fiat charge for every residential prem-
ise, there is no incentive to conserve and it

becomes a very regressive tax. There is no
relationship between such a charge and abil-

ity to pay. Nor does the bill indicate what
class of customers would pay more to pick
up any revenue loss from this proposal. It

appears there would definitely be a loss be-

cause the basic charge as set forth in the

bill cannot exceed the charge in effect on

January 1, 1975, plus 50 per cent of any
1975 increase, with nothing for any 1976 in-

crease.

For these reasons I would have preferred
to see a bill brought in which covers all en-

ergy sources. I think the tax credit route is

probably the best one to consider for such
a measure of relief. A tax credit can be tail-

ored to ability to pay. It can cover all energy
costs. It can be paid without administrative

trouble by adding it to the present tax credits

now available. Under the Ontario income tax

system, they are paid even to people who do
not have any taxable income, provided thev
fill out a form, and most people are already
filling out forms in order to get the property
tax credit.

The tax credit could be set at a basic sum
for energy costs for the average householder
or a percentage of energy costs on a declin-

ing scale so as not to encourage increased

consumption, less two per cent of taxable

income, as is done in all other tax credit in

order to have a cut-off point so that the well-
to-do would not get credit. That seems to me
hke an eminently worthwhile alternative to

consider to this bill, and I would hope that

the government would consider that rather
than this bill.

Mr. Cunningham: All members of the

Legislature are very concerned at the pro-
posal currently before us to increase Hydto
rates by 30.3 per cent in these times of in-

flation and restraint and certainly difficulty

among those who are on fixed incomes, our
senior citizens, and those who are not quite
as fortunate I'm sure as all the members here
in the Legislature.

I'd like to commend the member for Grey-
Bruce for his continuing, very sincere con-

cern on the part of these aforementioned

people. All too often we don't tend to think

about those people, and I commend him for

this concern.

Mr. Grossman: We do over here.

Mr. Cunningham: The principle of this bill

I think is very important. If we licensed our
cars in the same way that we pay for our

hydro, a person who drives a Datsun would
have no financial incentive whatsoe\'er by
way of our licensing fees to drive that four-

cylinder oar. At the same time it would be

absohitely absurd to afford some sort of re-

duction in licensing fees for that person who
drives a Cadillac or Lincoln—or in fact a

Rolls-Royce, as I saw the appointments secre-

tary to the Premier (Mr. Davis) driving the

other day.

I am sorry the Minister of Energy (Mr.

Timbrell) is not here at this time. I am
sure he is trying to explain this 30.3 per cent

increase, which I must admit I have difficulty

in explaining too.

But to get back to the principle of the bill,

I am attracted to any idea that would,

through fiscal incentives, encourage le^s use

of hydro and at the same time give people
a break who deserve it.

It wasn't that long ago and I am sure, Mr.

Speaker, I don't know if you were in the

chair at the time—I rather doubt it; you
were possibly a private member at the time-
but Ontario Hydro was encouraging us to

live better electrically. Now today we have
started this great conservation programme
that I am sure all of us would like to adhere
to and would subscribe to personally. But I

am sure every one of us, given that recent

tabling of philosophy, must be drawn to the

conclusion that there is some very poor plan-

ning going on over there, if any.

I suppose every one of us is also drawn
to the inefficiency that tends to go on over

there and for that very reason we see a

bill of this sort in some small way assisting

those on fixed income to obtain some relief

from these large increases in hydro. The
ramifications of these increases I think are

very, very far-reaching and very serious, not

only as they affect those on fixed incomes
but also those people who require a small

amount of hydro to operate their business
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and who operate their business in a very

marginal fashion. I am referring now to our

small business people.

It wasn't that long ago we heard the

Minister of Energy talk about fiscal integrity,

but if there is anything I think that would
have a great deal of integrity it is the very
thesis of this incentive-oriented type of in-

v^erted pricing. To that end I think that

Adam Beck, if he were alive today, would
adhere to it.

It seems in those days it was very integral

to his whole thinking that Ontario Hydro's
electric energy be provided to every single

person in this province at the lowest pos-
sible cost. He was, I guess, very correct in

his fears a long time ago when he said,

"Watch what they do when I am gone." If

he could only see what they have done. Now
I am not necessarily referring to the building
of that building without tender across the

street or the expensive equipment stories we
hear that disturb us all or whether it's On-
tario Hydro buying cranes. The object of

the exercise I am sure is to make that op-
eration more efficient to us all.

In concluding, I would say that I appre-
ciate this idea. The thesis of it appeals to

me tremendously. I would only say to you,
Mr. Speaker, that because it is a good idea

adopted from some other venue or from an

opposition party, that we not so cursorily

set it aside and disregard its intent, because
I think its intentions are very good. I would

suggest that before long the government will

be appropriately impressed, largely through

public opinion I would think, to redirect

itself as it relates to the pricing of energy
and the requirements. They are not very ef-

fective now, I don't think, and I think the

members on this side would share that view.

Mr. Grossman: Where were you Friday?

Mr. Cunningham: I was here.

'Mr. Speaker: Does the hon. member for

Durham East wish to state his position?

We have a minute.

Mr. MoflFatt: Not at this time, Mr. Speaker,
thank you.

'Mr. Speaker: This order is now discharged
from the order paper.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, before

moving the adjournment of the House, we
indicated Friday that tomorrow we would
turn to legislation in the order that was
mentioned then.

On motion by Hon. Mr. Welch, the House

adojurned at 6 p.m.
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The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

POINT OF PRIVILEGE

Mr. Godfrey: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

personal privilege, although I don't see the

Minister of the Environment (Mr. Kerr) here,

my point is with regard to communications in

this House. I have today received a letter in

my office, dated October 25, on a rather im-

portant matter which I had raised with the

Ministry of the Environment. In the same
mail I received a letter dated November 2.

My point of personal privilege, sir, is that I

am disadvantaged by this delay in mail and
I wonder if there could not be some rectifica-

tion made with regard to communications
within this House itself.

Mr. Speaker: I'm not sure where the delay
odcurred. Ofttimes a letter is dated one date

but it may not get into the mail. It may or

may not be a lack of delivery, if that's what
the hon. member is inferring.

Mr. Godfrey: That is indeed what I am
inferring.

Mr. Speaker: I'm sure that whatever the

content the hon. Minister of the Environ-

ment will take it into account. I understand
one of the ministers has a statement, perhaps
we might revert later—the Minister of Labour.

APPOINTMENT OF ASSISTANT
DEPUTY MINISTER

Hon. B. Stephenson: Yes, Mr. Speaker,

during my statement to the Legislature on
October 26 on the introduction of The Em-
ployees' Health and Safety Act, Bill 139, I

mentioned that I expected to appoint an

assistant deputy minister responsible for oc-

cupational health and safety matters in the

near future.

I am pleased to announce at this time the

name of the new assistant deputy minister.

His name is Dr. Clifford Rodney May.

Tuesday, November 2, 1976

Dr. May joins the Ministry of Labour after

a life-long commitment to creating a safe and

healthy work place.

Our new ADM was born in 1922 in New-
bury, in the English county of Berkshire. He
was trained at London University and re-

ceived his licence in medicine and surgery
in 1949. He subsequently took a number of

post-graduate courses in occupational medi-

cine, radiological protection, community med-
icine and industrial psychiatry.

Dr. May is a Fellow of the Royal College
of Physicians and Surgeons of Canada and a

member of the United Kingdom Royal Col-

lege of Physicians, Faculty of Community
Medicine. He holds a certificate in radio-

logical protection and a diploma in industrial

health.

He has 22 years' experience in the occu-

pational health and safety field, beginning
with 16 years with various corporations in the

United Kingdom.
In 1968, he came to Canada, became direc-

tor of industrial health services with the De-

partment of Health in Alberta, and during
his tenure there participated in the develop-
ment of The Radiation and Health Act, the

regulations covering lead, noise, the use of

lasers, pneumoconiosis, x-ray installations and
notification procedures for industrial diseases.

He moved to the Nova Scotia public health

department in 1974 and developed that pro-

vince's first occupational health service.

He is a member of a number of profes-

sional bodies, including the Permanent Com-
mission and International Association on

Chemicals, the American Conference of Gov-

ernmental Industrial Hygienists, and the Ca-

nadian Council for Occupational Medicine.

He has published a number of articles and

papers and has been active in developing

educational courses in occupational medicine.

He will take up his new responsibilities in

the Ministry of Labour, in the occupational

health and safety division, as soon as the

employees' health and safety legislation has

received the approval of the Legislature.

I am pleased to make this announcement

today and I am even more pleased that a

qualified scientist v^th a special knowledge of
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industrial health problems and a demonstrated

commitment to make the workplace healthy
and safe for all workers has agreed to assume
this challenging and demanding position. I

am confident that his leadership will result

in even greater progress toward creating a

safe and healthy workplace in Ontario.

TRAINING SCHOOL DEATH

Hon. Mrs. Birch: Yesterday I rose in the

House and indicated that based on an inter-

ministerial review of the circumstances and
criteria preceding the tragic death of Norma
Dean, I would be making a full report to the

House today.

I rise this afternoon to beg the indulgence
of the House until its next sitting.

The initial report which I have received is

extremely detailed. In its thoroughness it

deals with many areas of personal medical
and treatment records which are, frankly, of

a highly confidential nature and would re-

late directly to the family's rights to privacy.
In a discussion this morning with the mother
of the deceased girl, the question of privacy
was shared and held to be of common con-

cern.

With the indulgence of the House, I would
like to make the statement based on this re-

port which I promised at the next sitting of

the House. At that time I would be pleased
to share the more detailed report with the

leaders of the opposition parties.

While the report indicates extensive care

and effort on the part of many agencies in-

volved, one can never feel any sense of satis-

faction when a tragedy such as this occurs.

I can, however, assure members that there

was no breach of responsibility on the part
of the Ministry of Correctional Services. The
interministerial committee, on which my min-

istry is represented, did consider the matter.
As this was related to a section 9 referral,
there is no direct responsibility for the Min-
ister of Correctional Services (Mr. J. R.

Smith) to report it to me directly.

Mr. Speaker: Oral questions.

CHILDREN IN TRAINING SCHOOLS

Mr. Lewis: I hadn't intended to pursue it

but since she gave a partial statement, I

will. May I address my first question to the
Provincial Secretary for Social Development.

Prior to her statement on Thursday, could
I ask the minister to ask her colleague, the

Attorney General (Mr. McMurtry), to give to

her a recent letter he received by hand yes-

terday from a lawyer in the Toronto area

dealing with two specific referrals to training

schools of 15-year-old girls in the immediate
recent past, both of which referrals were on
the advice of major government institutional

arrangements, Thistletown again and Queen
Street Mental Health Centre on the other

hand, both of which were subsequently found
to be inappropriate? Could I ask her in the

process of the reply to comment therefore on

the practice of government centres designed
to handle such children recommending to the

courts that training schools be used?

Hon. Mrs. Birch: Yes.

Mr. Lewis: A question, if I may, of the

Minister of Correctional Services: Is the

minister aware that just last week Judge
James Fuller sitting in the family court

division in Oakville made very critical com-
ments of the necessity to refer children to

training schools in the absence of alternate

facilities—that was on Wednesday of last

week? He said:

I am very concerned over the hap-
hazard method of court-ordered direction

over the young people of this community.

How can a judge be driven to such anxiety
in the one community where there is allegedly
a diagnostic and assessment centre which, I

assume, could have treatment capability if

your ministry and the government were to

grant it?

Hon. J. R. Smith: It is an assessment centre

of this ministry and actually there just

happens to be a treatment programme for

girls at Oakville in operation since the end
of August at that facility. I think the very
fact that there are so few children compared
to a few years ago in training schools shows
us that there have been alternative in-

community services provided to look after

these youngsters. I would just like to set the

record straight by saying that my personal
visits to the training schools of this province
have given me every assurance that the care

and the concern of the staff and those in-

volved with looking after the children and

caring for them at these various schools are

of a very high order, and that very good
programmes are being offered in the main.

Secondly, I was not aware of His Honour's
statement. I have not heard of it before.

Mr. Lewis: Supplementary: Whatever the

quality of care or containment which is

available in a training school, the minister
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would not deny that Judge James Fuller

speaks for most of the family and child court

judges in the province when he expresses his

frustration and dismay at a reference to a

training school in the absence of alternate

facilities. The minister would agree that

that is so?

Hon. J. R. Smith: I really don't see how
he could say that.

Mr. Lewis: The minister really doesn't

see that?

Supplementary: He is not aware that even
the Attorney General is reported on the

weekend as having spoken to family court

judges who presented to him their anxiety
of referring children to training schools

under these sections—at least section 8; it

might have been section 9 as well?

The minister is surely not fighting a rear-

guard action to civilize what is essentially and

permanently a punitive setting.

Hon. J. R. Smith: First, I would like to say
about containment tliat the basic philosophy
of all the schools, other than the facility for

girls at Oakville and Hillcrest School in

Guelph is not really of confinement. They are

basically open schools. I refer the hon. mem-
ber to Brookside School in Cobourg which is

very open. There is a need for more com-

munity-based facilities, as the Attorney
General said. I agree with that and I would
like to see more of them developed. Un-
doubtedly, we are reviewing the whole matter
of the schools. We closed one last year and
the counts are down in a number of others.

It's under review.

But I think there will always be the need
for some training school facilities in this

province. Other provinces and jurisdictions

have done away with them and then have had
to come back and reintroduce them or have

opened facilities under a diflFerent name. In

essence, they are really the same thing; they
are for a certain small group of very difiicult,

hard-to-manage children. I'd agree they are

not basically psychiatric assessment health

facilities; they are training school facilities.

What the Attorney General was referring to

I think is very valid, and new facilities of

that nature undoubtedly will be forthcoming.

[2:15]

Mrs. Campbell: Does the minister not feel

some concern that judges, having expressed
the concern about the lack of facilities over
the years, may feel they can no longer use
the training school and therefore we may lose

the opportunity to assist children because

they slip through the system?

Hon. J. R. Smith: The fact is that I'm

pleased so many judges usually only use the

training school as tlie last avenue of place-
ment for the youngster.

Mrs. Campbell: Certainly.

ACTING-OUT ADOLESCENTS

Mr. Lewis: I have a further question for

the Provincial Secretary for Social Develop-
ment. I'd hoped that the Minister of Health

(Mr. F. S. Miller) would be here. Could I

ask her to ask the Minister of Health to refer

to her the three very serious cases in the

Lakehead which were brought to the atten-

tion of government by my colleague from Port

Arthur from a private psychiatrist. Dr. David
Palfaram, who attends at the psychiatric hos-

pital and acts as a consultant to the Children's

Aid Societies and other groui>s—I had the

pleasure of meeting with him myself a few
weeks ago—to look into the three instances

which he has cited of severely acting-out
adolescents in the Lakehead, one of whom
ended up jumping from the fifth floor of the

pediatric wing of the General Hospital; the

other of whom ended up in an adult ward in

the psychiatric hospital; and the third about
whom he has enormous concerns until this

day, to see again if the minister can take a

look at these constantly proliferating examples
of difficulty in the adolescent area to provide
us with a policy as well as an explanation?

Hon. Mrs. Birch: I'll be very pleased to

discuss that with the Minister of Health. But
I just would like to emphasize that of course

there are always instances where we do have
these situations arise. I think that we shouldn't

lose sight of the many hundreds of children

who are helped within the system that we do

provide.

HEALTH HAZARDS AT
JOHNS-MANVILLE PLANT

Mr. Lewis: I have a last question, I

guess—I've taken up time—of the Minister

of Labour, if I may. Tm not quite sure how
to phrase this, but I'll do it carefully. Has
it been brought to the minister's attention,

or might the minister inquire into a recent

proliferation of cases of lung cancer, stomach
cancer and asbestosis leading from the Johns-
Manville plant in Scarborough? Many of them
were workers who have worked for 20 years
or more. I have five that were brought to
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my attention today, all of them within the

last few months, and one who died on

Saturday night, apparently without the x-rays
at the end of 1975 or 1976 showing the

imminent severity of the illness. Is it possible
on that basis to try to provide testing lung
cytology which might go beyond mere x-rays,

so that the workers would know how quickly
the diseases were advancing?

Hon. B. Stephenson: No, it has not been

brought to my attention and, yes, I might
be persuaded to examine this. I have not

seen this information and I should be very
pleased to. Sputum cytology is one of the

areas in which I am particularly interested.

DECLINE IN BUILDING PERMITS

Mr. S. Smith: A question of the Minister

of Housing: Given the further evidence in

Ontario recently of a decline of 1.8 per
cent in building permits issued for construc-

tion of dwelling units in the first six months
of this year, which contrasts with an increase

of 25.4 per cent across the nation generally,
is the minister prepared to explain to us why
it is that Ontario is lagging behind the rest

of Canada and precisely what policies he is

now going to implement to make sure that

we catch up?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: The hon. member of
course is using the percentage figures and
I think he well knows that in the province
of Ontario today there are a large number of

new units that are for sale. The decline, if

you will, in the starts of construction is a
result of a market that has all kinds of

houses for sale. Surely the hon. member
does not expect people in the industry to

be building houses until they are reasonably
certain there is a market for their products?

Mr. Sargent: That is a pretty lame answer.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
since the minister is suggesting to us that
there is a glut of houses on the market and
thus explains our lagging behind, could he
also explain how it is that the figures for

multiple dwelling starts—in which, by his

own admission, there is a shortage at least

in Metropolitan Toronto and elsewhere—
are up 19 per cent nationally but have fallen

three per cent in Ontario? Does he have
any policy or not?

Mr. Roy: Not many of those for sale.

Mr. Bullbrook: Tell him why, Sidney.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: The hon. member, I

believe, is aware that in calculating multiple

housing or apartment starts in this province,
we deal strictly with rental accommodation.
In other jurisdictions in the country, counted
in as multiple family units for rental pur-
poses are condominiums. We haven't done
that. If we do that, I think he would find

that the figures would be certainly com-
parable and would show that we do have the

multiple housing starts. In the pure rental

accommodation, quite frankly, there have not
been the starts in this province for a number
of reasons of which I think the member is

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary—
the minister has not answered the main point
of the question—if he admits that there are

not the rental starts in this province and
people need somewhere to live, what policy
is he going to follow to bring about the
rental starts in Ontario?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Short of, I suppose, sim-

ply going out with a dictatorial hand and
forcing people to get into building rental ac-

commodation-

Mr. S. Smith: You can't think of anything
else.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: —I don't understand how
we can possibly force people to do that. If

the hon. member has some magical solution

to the problem, we cannot have developers

building it-

Mr. Sargent: You are dragging your feet.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: What would you suggest?

Mr. Roy: You are really way ofiF this.

Mr. S. Smith: When we are over there, we
will solve it.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Lewis: We have an answer.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: If the hon, member is

suggesting that the problem will be resolved

when he comes to this side of the House,
there will be ample rental accommodation

apparendy in about the year 3000.

Mr. Nixon: Heaven help us if you are re-

elected.

Mr. Cassidy: The minister having admitted
that he lacks the magic wand, can he tell us

if he has any policies to bring aflFordable
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housing for people to buy or to rent on the

market, given the fact that the glut is in the

very high priced sector?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: The hon. member
knows very well that as far as Ontario Hous-

ing Corporation is concerned we have been

going ahead with developing the HOME proj-

ects in various parts of this province. There

has been an attempt made to provide low

interest rate loans to developers in order to

build these buildings in the particular com-

munities. He well knows some of the prob-
lems faced in the various communities when

they try to develop this type of housing. We
have had some success in providing lower

cost housing. I would tell the hon. member,
and all members of this Legislature, that we
are now, at the present time, having some

difficulty in marketing units which have been

built under the HOME programme. They just

aren't buying them. For some reason or other,

people are quite prepared to stay in their

rented accommodation.

Mr. Singer: Is the minister telling us that

he is satisfied with Ontario's housing policy;

that he's satisfied with the list of people

wanting public housing; and he's satisfied

with the fact that most people in Ontario, of

average income, cannot afford either housing
or rental accommodation? Is that what he's

saying?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: It is the federal interest

rates.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I am certainly not satis-

fied and I don't think any member of this

Legislature is satisfied but there are circum-

stances which have to be overcome and which
the hon. member is aware of. I don't pretend
to have the magic wand that was referred to

earlier and I am reasonably satisfied that

they don't have it over there either.

Mr. Roy: You are not even trying, though.
That is your problem.

An hon. member: If you can't do the job,

then get out.

Mr. Cassidy: If the minister is dissatisfied,

is he prepared to ensure that 90 per cent of

the houses built under the Ontario Housing
Action Programme be dedicated to people

earning less than $17,000 a year rather than

10 per cent only which is the present policy?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: No, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Lewis: So you won't put afiFordable

housing on the market.

COST OF HOME BUYER'S
GRANT AUDIT

Mr. S. Smith: On the same topic to the

Minister of Revenue. Considering that in the

last campaign the great answer to the hous-

ing problem was the home buyer's grant, can

he now tell us what he estimates the cost to

be of continuing the audit at the end of this

calendar year into those people who have

illegally or incorrectly obtained home buyer
grants? Precisely how much will it cost to

recover the $9 million?

Hon. Mr. Meen: I think it is fair to say
that that kind of cost is difficult, if not im-

possible, to estimate.

Mr. Ruston: You don't know how many
you have got to start with.

Hon. Mr. Meen: The short answer to the

hon. member is that I cannot tell what the

cost would be.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Meen: One has to consider not

only the expenses of audit directly relative

to their conduct, but the lost revenues to

the province in the other areas in which those

auditors would Otherwise be active with re-

spect to retail sales tax and corporations tax.

As we get farther and farther along in this

programme, the audit of retail sales tax and

corporation taxes then gets a little farther

behind all the time. When one recognizes that

there is a three-year limitation period with

respect to the remission of retail sales taxes

collected, those start to go off the end of the

spectrum and are then potentially lost to the

government forever. So it is essential we get
back to conducting those audits.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
since we are now being informed that the

same auditors who would have to do this

check for the Minister of Revenue would then

have to neglect their work in the sales tax

area where the statute of limitations is ap-

parently three years, could the minister tell

the House whether he thinks there might be

the possibility of hiring outside auditors to

check on the people who have incorrectly

received these grants, and whether there is

any chance that these outside auditors would

charge less than $13.5 million of public funds

to do that check, to recover the money and
also to recover the additional $500 which his

ministry is going to send out to illegal holders

of these grants?



4328 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

Mr. Roy: That's right.

Mr. Reid: You could use the member for

London North (Mr. Shore) at half the price.

Mr. Ruston: Yes, we have got a job for

him,

Hon. Mr. Meen: The hon. member is, I

expect, not deliberately distorting this pic-

ture, but certainly he is distorting the picture
of the potential lost revenues. For one thing,
the $9 million which the hon. member is

multiplying by 1.5 to come up with the $13.5
million figure he has just mentioned—

Mr. Peterson: He is closer than you are.

Hon. Mr. Meen: —is on the basis of a linear

extrapolation of the 10 per cent figure.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

minister.

Hon. Mr. Meen: I thought that expression
would get the hon. member. Perhaps he
would like to go back and look it up.

Mr. Roy: Is that expressed horizontally?

Hon. Mr. Meen: No, I had not thought of

using regression analysis. The fact of the

matter is that the audits being conducted—

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Meen: —and which will be com-

pleted by the end of this year are being con-

ducted in large measure in the areas in which
we would anticipate a higher rate of identifi-

cation of the individual cases of lack of com-

pliance.

Mr. Cassidy: I will get it from your candi-

date,

Hon. Mr. Meen: So it is not accurate to

extend in a linear fashion the 10 per cent

figure which we have established as the rate

of recovery within the other category,

Mr. S. Smith: Oh, come on, you can do
better.

Hon. Mr. Meen: If the hon. member for

Hamilton West will just stop trying to inter-

ject snide remarks and listen to what I am
trying to say-

Mr. Conway: No extrapolations.

Mr. Roy: Answer the question.

Mr. Ruston: Answer the question then.

Hon. Mr. Meen: —I'll point out to him
that we would expect that that figure is con-

siderably less than the $9 million on which
he is basing his extrapolation. Furthermore,

just the fact of identification of these areas

does not effect recovery. There are many of

these instances in which the money has been

spent, in which it might be impossible to

recover the moneys improperly obtained—

Mr. Roy: Oh, yes, get a judgement against

the house,

Hon. Mr. Meen: —simply because we do
not want to be that hard-boiled about re-

covery from some people who have taken

this $1,000 honestly or otherv^se and spent it

for the purchase of white goods when they

bought their first home, or at least as alleged

by them to us to have been their first home.

So, jus't by way of identifying these homes
does by no means indicate or confirm that

we will recover the money. We expect to

recover a substantial part of it, but by no

means would we recover all of it. I might

point out another thing. The hon. member is

suggesting that we should go out and hire

auditors. We cannot go out and simply hire

auditors in that sense.

Mr. Peterson: Put them on a contract.

Hon. Mr. Meen: These are skilled people
from the branch.

Mr. Roy: Oh yes, there is no one,

Hon. Mr. Meen: I am not about to suggest
we should do that, entirely apart from our

constraints on employment of additional staff.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: That is the Liberal

syndrome; hire more people, hire more

people, always hire more people,

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

[2:30]

Ms. Rryden: In spite of the fact that there

is a three-year period in which to collect

back taxes, it seems to me that t>'ing up the

auditors for the past several months as well

as the next three months is going to cause

some loss of revenue to the province; and
taxes not collected mean the rest of us pay
more. Can the minister estimate how much
he expects to lose in tax revenue from the

fact that the auditors have been tied up for

six months? I think this cost should be added

to the cost of the home buyers' grant,

Hon. Mr. Meen: It is possible that there

would be some outside that three-year period
but I don't believe that that is significant,
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provided we don't keep these people out of

that field too much longer.

Mr. Lewis: You'll lose $15.6 million.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Bullbrook: In connection with the

response by the minister to my leader's

original question, when he brought the legis-

lation before this House, did he not recognize

at that time that he would have to establish

ancillary administration? Did he not also

recognize at that time that legally he had

to perform a post-audit?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: You are the people
who amended it.

Mr. Bullbrook: I'm sorry, who's yelling?

Mr. S. Smith: It's Darcy. When he's

wrong he yells.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Would the

hon. member just carry on with his question?

Mr. Roy: That was brought in before

minority government, if you recall.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber for Samia has the floor.

Mr. Bullbrook: Did he not recognize he
had a responsibility to perform a post-audit?
Is he telling my leader, in effect, that he
intended to use the audit people with respect
to retail sales tax to perform the post-audit
—which is his ministerial responsibility—and
he can't do it now because of the time

limitations in the Retail Sales Tax Act? Is

that the answer that he is giving to us now?

Hon. Mr. Meen: We had intended from
the beginning-

Mr. Reid: And you call yourselves ministers.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Meen: —that the post-audit pro-
gramme would end at the end of this year.
It had never been expected that it would
carry on through two or three years-

Mr. Bullbrook: Why not?

Hon. Mr. Meen: —so that a post-audit would
be conducted on all of the grant applications.
We had to rely, as I've said in this House
before, on the integrity of the applicants
when they filed and in their certification. I

might just emphasize it was the hon. mem-

ber for Sarnia who proposed the amendment
that extended this qualification to all homes

regardless of their location.

Mr. Bullbrook: By way of one final

supplementary, may I premise my final ques-
tion-

Mr. Speaker: Is the hon. member correcting

something?

Mr. Givens: A point of order here—

Mr. Speaker: I misunderstood what he
said.

Mr. Cassidy: As a final supplementary,
could the member explain why the govern-
ment is showing this compassion to home
owners when the same government is hound-

ing public housing tenants for every nickel

of back rent to which they became liable

because OHC got taken out of rent review?

Mr. Speaker: Is there no answer?

Hon. Mr. Meen: I can speak only for my
ministry, and I can say that we illustrate

some compassion.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Peterson: I don't understand this. By
the minister's own admission he doesn't know
the costs of recovery and he's not prepared to

estimate those; how can he make a decision

on whether to proceed with recovery if he

doesn't know what the costs are?

Hon. Mr. Meen: Simply because we know
that to keep our auditors out of the retail

sales tax end too much longer would start to

raise that spectre and we do not want to do

that.

Mr. Speaker: We should have a new ques-

tion now.

Mr. S. Smith: A new question for the same
minister: What's going on? Is he prepared

seriously to go before the people of Ontario

and to say that approximately $13 million—

I won't quarrel with him; maybe it's between

$10 million and $13 million-that kind of

money, public funds, taxpayers' money, is to

be lost because ( a ) he doesn't think he could

find some auditors to do the job; and (b) he

figures that even if he finds the people he

couldn't dream up a way to get the money
back from them? Is that really what he is

saying to the people of Ontario?

Hon. Mr. Meen: Mr. Speaker, the gross

figure which the hon. member uses—it's in
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that ball park somewhere; perhaps in the

order of $10 million or so—is that amount
which we would identify were we to com-

plete the audit. I've indicated that we would
be unlikely to recover all of that money so

we can't look at that figure as a total.

We will have identified, by the time the

programme of post-audit is completed at the

end of this year, a significant portion of that

and within the area which we do identify

there will be a portion which will be recover-

able. Somewhere in there we have to stop
this kind of work and get on with the job in

the government w^hich is more important.
With respect to retail sales tax alone, when
we recover something in the order of $5
million or $6 million daily, to say nothing of

corporation taxes it's essential that those audit

programmes go forward—and that is what we
propose to do.

Mr. Bullbrook: A supplementary, if I may:
Is it not a matter of logic and common sense

that v/hen you know there is something
wrong, you pursue the wrongdoer; and that

the minister doesn't presume there's a wrong-
doing in retail sales tax? That's all my leader

is asking of the minister. Ferret out these

people so that the public knows they don't

do anything wrong and get away with it-

Mr. Speaker: Thank you. The question has

been asked.

Mr. Roy: I've got a supplementary.

'Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I think we
can get on to another subject.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Hamil-
ton West with a further question?

Mr. Roy: No, look—

'Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Roy: No, you've cut me off twice now.

Mr. Lewis: We will all ask a supplement-
ary, then you can-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We've spent

quite a few minutes now on the same topic
and getting the same answers. The questions
are-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. In order to be
fair to everybody else who wishes to ask

other questions, I think we need to get on
and change the subject. The hon. member for

Hamilton West has a further question.

Mr. Lewis: Why don't you turn it all over

to Marvin Shore on special assignment? He
will fix it all up.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

DEVELOPMENT OF JUNIOR MINES

Mr. S. Smith: I must say this is a first in

my short career here, Mr. Speaker.

A question for the Premier, if I might: Can
the Premier now report to the House the

findings of the advisory board which he has

set up regarding Ontario Securities Commis-
sion policy 3-02, the regulations on junior

minss financing? I believe, if I'm not mis-

taken, the Premier had stated that his policy

would be ready no later than June 1 and he

would act with dispatch. Would the Premier

tell us what the status of that is, please?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Yes, Mr. Speaker, I'm

informed that the group has been meeting.

We should have a report before the end of

the year.

Mr. Nixon: Oh, it was next June?

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
in view of the fact that the prospecting and

exploration industries in Ontario have virtually

ground to a halt and no new mines are being

developed, how is it that the Premier is now

having to go back on his statement, which

said, "I give you my commitment that the

government will act to eff^ect that action with

dispatch no latjr than June 1"? Which year

did he mean?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, if it's any

help to the hon. member for Hamilton West,
who is trying to shins here today-

Mr. Nixon: And doing a very good job!

Hon. Mr. Davis: —I would say to him that

I mean this year.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Order.

Mr. Reid: Not much competition.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I said "trying to." I didn't

say "succeeding."

Mr. Nixon: So what about June 1?

Mr. Peterson: I have turned out a graph-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.
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Hon. Mr. Davis: Why is the member for

London Centre so enthusiastic? How is his

campaign going?

Mr. Peterson: You've got a problem in—

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: However, getting back to

the question of the member for Hamilton

West, who was concerned about having

proper regulations in the right sense of the

word as they relate to the prospecting in-

dustry, which I think some of us in this

House agree is in need of some considera-

tion or some encouragement, I am also in-

formed, though-it might be of some interest

to him-that in spite of this concern, as of

June there were no applications before the

Securities Commission, but there are now
three.

Mr. Reid: Do you know why? They can't

get any information out of them. They don't

know what's going on.

Mr. S. Smith: That's right.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would only say to the

president of the Liberal Party of Ontario, as

separate from the Liberal Party of Canada-

Mr. S. Smith: Why are you six months
late?

Hon. Mr. Davis: —that if his people had
their way, there would be fewer applications
even now than exist today. That's right.

Mr. Reid: How can there be fewer than

none?

Mr. S. Smith: Fewer than none?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber for Rainy River does not have the floor.

Hon. Mr. Davis: However, we will have
the report by the end of the year.

Interjections.

Mr. Lewis: I think socialism is responsible
for this.

Mr. Speaker: Are there any further ques-
tions?

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. You are out of

order. Order, please. I might point out-

Interjection.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I might point

out we've been over 20 minutes on this

leader's questions. Are there further ques-
tions?

Mr. Conway: Are there any answers?

Mr. Speaker: With the questions and an-

swers, of course.

Mr. S. Smith: Yes, one brief question. I

didn't think we had spent 20 minutes on my
questions, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Well, I keep track of it up
here. I assure the hon. member that it's true.

Mr. S. Smith: All right. Well, that's the

problem when you try to shine, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: If you have a question, will

you please present it?

FRENCH SERVICES
FOR HANDICAPPED

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Minister

of Community and Social Services-

Mr. Lewis: Oh, spare us!

Mr. S. Smith: Does he agree with the state-

ment that's attributed to Ms. Ellen Adams of

the Ombudsman's office, when she said that

it's "outrageous" that the Rideau regional

mental retardation facility offers no services

in the French language for the French-

speaking children? What is his response to

that statement and to the recent charges at

the national conference on mental retarda-

tion that French services in eastern Ontario

for French-speaking handicapped children are

virtually non-existent?

Mr. Eakins: Darcy says there should be

more French.

Hon. Mr. Taylor: Naturally vdth regard to

the first part of the question, no. In regard
to the second part of the question, we do
make every effort to accommodate the clients

held in our institutions and I think that's be-

ing done fairly well.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary—
I'm sorry, Mr. Speaker, but after an answer

like that—can the minister please give some

explanation as to why it is that there are no
French services at the Rideau centre, and

that there are no facilities for French-speiak-

ing children who suffer from mental retarda-

tion? It's a very simple question.
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Hon. Mr. Taylor: Where there is a need I

can assure the member that it's addressed.

That's the short answer. He asked for a short

Mr. Cassidy: Having visited the Rideau

Regional Centre this summer, is the minister

aware of what it means to see a retarded per-
son aged over 21, whose only language is

French and who has very little command of

that language, who is addressed only in

English by the staff of the Rideau Regional
Centre because there is virtually no French

competence there at all, and no effort to put
French-speaking residents in with French-

speaking staff? Doesn't he consider that to be
sound therapy?

Hon. Mr. Taylor: Is that a question? May-
be the member could rephrase his question.

Mr. Lewis: Yes, it is a question.

Mr. Conway: Try to answer it.

iMr. Speaker: Order, please. We're wasting
time now.

Hon. Mr. Taylor: If he is asking me to

agree with his visitation I don't.

Mr. S. Smith: At least rescue Bette

Stephenson.

GREAT WEST STEEL PLANT CLOSURE

Mr. di Santo: I have a question of the

Minister of Labour, Mr, Speaker. Since on
December 17 the Great West Steel plant in

Mississauga, which employs 300 workers, will

be shut down, I'd like to ask the minister

whether the ministry is satisfied with the
reasons given by the company for the closing,
and whether the minister has made any
attempts to delay the closing at least until

after the new year?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, we have
been notified by the company of the phasing
out programme which it is proposing for

reasons which it believes are valid. The min-

istry is examining those reasons and is also

assisting that company in the adjustment of

employment for the people who are working
presently in that plant.

Mr. di Santo: By way of supplementary,
Mr. Speaker, while the minister is examining
the reasons given by the company can she
also inquire whether the closing has anything
to do with similar operations of the company
in California and Mississippi, and with the

system of contracting out work that the com-

pany practises?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I have
no knowledge of contracting down in other

areas. Some of the reasons which have been

given, I gather, have to do with the com-

petitive position of that company in terms of

its product. I think this is probably a valid

economic reason. There are some other rea-

sons being given as well which we are look-

ing at.

COMMENTS OF MEMBER
FOR OTTAWA EAST

Mr. Roy: I have a question for the Minister

of Consumer and Commercial Relations. I

wonder if the minister might let us have his

comments pertaining to a story that appeared
in yesterday's Citizen, a story written by Mr.

Bert Hill about the member for Ottawa West
(Mr. Morrow), in which, if I may quote in

my question, he states:

Mr. Morrow has some pointed and unflatter-

ing things to say about the current cabinet:

"I told Don Irvine to his face that if he

stayed as Minister of Housing we'd lose

every city seat in the province.
'

As for Sid

Handleman's frequent statements that he
will quit if rent controls are not allowed to

expire next year, Mr. Morrow says: "I told

Handleman to shut his goddamned face on

taking off rent controls."

Did he shut his face?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Great member, great
man.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: What is the ques-

tion?

[2:45]

Mr. Roy: I asked him did he shut his face?

What's his comment pertaining to this?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, I

haven't got the slightest idea what the ques-
tion was. I heard the report and I had already

read it. So, if he wants to ask a question,

will you ask the hon. member to do so?

Mr. Bullbrook: The question is did he say

to you—

Hon. Mr. Handleman: If the question is

did I say it, the answer is no.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I hope this is on film.

Mr. Speaker: Just a moment. Order, please.

The piu"pose of the question period is to seek
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information, not so much comment on things.

We are wasting the time of the question

period with improper use of it.

Mr. Roy: No, I asked him did he say it.

Mr. Speaker: All right.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: He's been around long enough to

know how to answer a question.

Mr. Speaker: Does the member for Ottawa
East have a legitimate question?

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, my question was to

the minister: Did he say it? Is he shutting his

face al)out rent control?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, the

answer to the question is no. The hon. mem-
ber for Ottawa West did' not say it to me and,

therefore, the second part of the question
does not have to be answered.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. A final supple-

mentary by the Leader of the Opposition.

Mr. Roy: Just a quick supplementary.

Mr. Speaker: Order. Tlie Leader of the

Opposition.

Mr. Lewis: As a matter of fact, it is a very
opportune moment and I want to ask if the

minister intends, despite the public utterances,
to extend rent control beyond July, 1977, as

was indicated? If so, can he bring in legisla-

tion this fall so that people will have ade-

quate advance notice of the government's
intention?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: The government will

announce its intention in the usual way. No
tlecision has been made by government-

Mr. Lewis: No decision?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: —nor has it even
been discussed by government.

Mr. Lewis: No decision?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: No.

Mr. Lewis: So you differed on a whim-
just impulse?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

THUNDER BAY JAIL

Mr. Foulds: I have a question of the Minis-
ter of Correctional Services with regard to

the Thunder Bay Jail. It's a three-part ques-
tion if you will bear with me.

Which of the recommendations in the

memorandum of Mr. J. R. Keddie of May 11

to Mr. G. F. Tegman of the minisitry with

regard to the Thunder Bay Jail have been

implemented? In particular, I wonder if he
could address himself to enlightening the

House as to whether point No. 6 on page 2
of that memorandum, a procedure which is

so fraught with security breaches and danger
because of under-staffing at the jail, has been
met by the implementation of post No. 3, as

outlined in Mr. Keddie's memo?
Can he tell me whether the fundamental

structural changes, as outlined in the last

page of Mr. Keddie's memo, which would
avoid the crowding at the front of the jail

has taken place or are even under way?

Thirdly, can he tell me if it is true that

the jail is so overcrowded at times that the

staff must issue night passes to prisoners be-

cause there are simply no beds for them at

the jail?

Hon. J. R. Smith: Mr. Speaker, it's a very
long and detailed question.

An hon. member: Take your time.

Mr. Singer: Be as long and detailed as you
can.

Hon. J. R. Smith: I will seek to give the

answer. I have been informed that the

Thunder Bay Jail document the member is

referring to—that's a confidential document,
of course, which the member received in a

brown envelope, I presume—is a report of

February, 1976. The regional administrator

for our northern area requested the super-
intendent of the Fort Frances Jail, a Mr. J.

Keddie to take up the position of super-
intendent of the Thunder Bay Jail on an

acting basis in the absence, because of illness,

of the superintendent, Mr. Gillespie.

While there, Mr. Keddie made a number
of recommendations to the regional adminis-

trator regarding security and programming at

that institution. On receipt of these recom-

mendations the regional administrator asked

our inspection and investigation branch at

main office in Toronto to attend at the jail

to review the recommendations and the

recommendations which had recently been
made by the grand jury. The review was
carried out; certain changes at the jail have

been effected and others are under way as

a result.

In September, 1975, our official complement
at the Thunder Bay Jail was 34. By July 23,

1976, we had increased this figure to 40

by adding three correctional officers, two
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nurses and one clerk complement. We re-

tained our OCAP student. In the clerical

stores area during the summer we employed
a summer student as a storekeeper who set

up a satisfactory stores operation. Also dur-

ing the summer and into September we em-

ployed a summer recreation student who set

up a recreation programme. As part of our

ongoing review of complement requirements
in all institutions we are now considering
whether additional complement is required
in excess of the extra complement assigned

during the summer.

With respect to the facilities and modifica-

tion of the jail, a security grille has now been
installed at the control oflBce which was not
there at the time of the hostage-taking in-

cident, and steps are under way to install a

security grille in the kitchen. Plans are also

under way with the Ministry of Government
Services to more greatly secure the exercise

area through the installation of razor-ribbon

wire or chain-link fence. The kitchen has

been renovated and new equipment has been
added.

The revision of standing orders is now
taking place, and it is expected that revised

standing orders will be put into operation
in the near future. The movement of in-

mates within the institution has been greatly
restricted since the hostage-taking incident.

With the implementation of these revised

standing orders, the addition of extra staff

as mentioned, renovations which have been
carried out and are contemplated, it is ex-

pected that the recommendations of both
Mr. Keddie and the grand jury will be largely
satisfied in terms of security and pro-

graming.

Also it is important to note that the

regional administrator has been meeting with
the employees, through our employee re-

lations committee. The ministry has responded
to the recommendations which have been
made regarding the Thunder Bay jail. The
point may be raised regarding the recent

hostage-taking incident, that if more staff had
been added or more renovations had been

completed, this incident would have been
avoided.

Our inspectors have carried out a complete
investigation into this incident and they've
commented that the jail has designed
efficiencies, and staff coverage was adequate
to meet security requirements at the time of
the incident. The key thing is that this in-

cident developed through a breakdown in

security practice at a time when the jail was
holding more inmates than its rated maximum

capacity. Unless stafiF members are carrying
out or the superintendent is enforcing correct

standing orders regarding security, particu-

larly the transfer of inmates within the in-

stitution, there is going to be a breakdown.

The capacity there is 64 males and eight
females. At the present time, there are 67
males and two females. So, in respect to the

overcrowding, it is not undue but it was at

the time of the incident when there was an

overcrowding situation. Also in\'olved in

the whole matter, as far as I'm concerned, is

that there were too many prisoners in transit

between the chapel and the corridors at the

time the hostage-taking occurred.

Mr. Speaker: May I suggest that is the

sort of question that's quite long, involved
and complicated and which required a long
and detailed answer. It has taken approxi-

mately five minutes of the question period,
which is really a littie bit too much to expect
of a question and answer.

Mr. Foulds: One quick supplementary,
Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: I would suggest that in future
such a question which requires such detail

might more appropriately be placed on the

order paper for a long answer too.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. That's just a
comment on the question and the answer
which was necessary.

Mr. Roy: No, he had a prepared state-

ment.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We just have
a few more minutes left. If you ha\e further

questions or if you have a quick supple-
mentary, that's fine.

Mr. Foulds: Yes, specifically, I would like

the minister to answer whether the procedure
that is outlined in point No. 6—which frankly
I have not yet made public and I dare not
enunciate in this House because it could en-

danger the lives of guards-if that particular

procedure has been eliminated by the estab-

lishment of a post of key man, post No. 3,
that is outlined later on in the memo?

Hon. J. R. Smith: I'll review the internal

document the hon. member makes the refer-

ence to and answer that tomorrow.
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BULK GASOLINE STORAGE COSTS

Mr. McKessock: I have a question for the

Minister of Agriculture and Food. In view of

the fact that farmers are being asked to pay
more for bulk farm storage of gasoline than

they can purchase it for at a local service sta-

tion, and in view of the fact that this is a

reversal of oil company policy, and as well

the companies are aware that the farmers

cannot drive to town to fill up, it appears
that they are taking advantage of the farmer

in this regard. I would ask the minister if

he would consider doing something to protect

the farmers in this area?

Mr. Reid: Is he going to resign?

Hon. W. Newman: As the member knows,
I am always prepared to protect the farmers

and always have been. Certainly I'm not

aware of that situation. My bulk tank price

delivered to my place—and I don't get any

preferential treatment—is a fair price.

Mr. Nixon: Yes, but you make your money
off the farm.

Hon. W. Newman: But certainly if there is

a particular problem I will discuss it with

the appropriate minister—I guess the Min-
ister of Revenue. Maybe that question should

have been directed to him.

Mr. Nixon: He can't spare any auditors.

Hon. W. Newman: I can let the member
know if there is any problem, there might
be a price war going on in the particular
town he is talking about. I don't know.

Mr. NLxon: No.

Hon. W. Newman: Certainly I will look

into it.

Mr. Peterson: You stay making zucchini;

>'ou are doing all right.

Mr. Speaker: The oral question period has

expired.

Petitions.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, a point of order.

Mr. Speaker: A point of order, yes.

Mr. Roy: Mr, Speaker, under standing
order 27(d) it's at the discretion of the

Speaker, if you feel a statement or an answer

by a minister is in fact a statement, to say
that the House should revert to statements.

That is a discretion which you have. In view
of the lengthy statement by the minister,
which did take five minutes, and since it's

not the fault of the member who asked the

question but of the minister who answered

the question, can we get some extra time?

Mr. Speaker: I think I have said what I

wanted to say about that particular question

and answer, both.

Presenting reports.

REPORT

Hon. B. Stephenson presented the 57th

annual report of the Ministry of Labour for

the fiscal year ending March 31, 1976.

Mr. Speaker: Motions.

Introduction of bills.

Just before the orders of the day, I should

announce that pursuant to standing order

27(g), the member for Hamilton East (Mr.

Mackenzie) has filed the necessary notice that

he is dissatisfied with the answer given by
the Minister of Labour on October 28 to his

question concerning criteria for compensation
to workers in sintering plants. This matter

will be debated at 10:30 this evening.

Orders of the day.

PLANNING AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Rhodes moved second reading of

Bill 130, An Act to amend The Planning Act.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, we are going to

support this bill because we welcome some
of the provisions in it. I wanted to make one

or two comments, however, and suggest to

the minister that he should be talking with

his colleagues in TEIGA, and also get some

assurances from him about the speed with

which the proposals in these amendments are

going to take effect.

The main purposes of the bill are to pro-

vide for the delegation of certain ministerial

responsibilities for severances into local plan-

ning areas in a territorial district and to newly
created land division committees in unorgan-
ized territories, as I understand it. In addition,

the bill also corrects or changes a judicial

decision which overruled the power the min-

ister previously had to make a zoning or land

freeze order anywhere in the province. As I

understand it, the court decision required that

a notice be given before those zoning or land

freeze decisions were made and this now re-

stores status quo ante. That's how we read

section 4 of the proposed bill.

I would remind the minister that when Bill

102 was before this House some time ago
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regarding the creation of local government in

unorganized municipalities, one of the major
complaints that the unorganized municipalities
had was precisely the fact that they would
not gain power over severances and land

division with the creation of the new form
of local government involving proposed com-

munity councils. Now that 102 is down the

drain, this bill answers that particular objec-
tion without providing them the local self-

government which they so desperately wish to

have and which they are still pressing the

minister to provide.

In that, it's obviously welcome. However,
we are concerned that in moving to respond
to the alienation, particularly of northern

areas of the province, the proposed structure

still leaves an enormous amount of control

in the hands of the minister. In particular,

we are concerned at the fact that no changes
are being made in the way in which planning
boards and territorial areas are to be ap-

pointed. We are also concerned over the

proposal that the land division committees to

be created in unorganized territories will be

exclusively appointed by the minister.

I would like very much to have some com-
ments from the minister about the way that

those appointments are going to take place.

It seems to us that it would be a lot more
desirable for those land division committees

to be selected or to be appointed locally.

They could be appointed by election or they
could be appointed by various forms of town

meetings, which I suspect could probably be

held under the supervision of officials from

the ministry, given the fact that the territories

are unorganized.

[3:00]

The member for Lake Nipigon (Mr.
Stokes) also suggested they could be done

by the device of using the local roads boards

which are, I think, the one elected body at

the local area in unorganized territories. It

does not seem satisfactory, however, to have
these land division committees appointed by
the minister with no local input. In fact, what
seems to be happening then is simply the

creation of a buffer to protect the minister,
with no guarantee that local feelings and
sentiments are really going to be adequately

represented in making the decisions about

severances and the other responsibilities under
the section which come into these new land

division committees.

We should like to have a statement from
the minister to say when he intends to pro-
claim this particular section of the bill and
how the government intends to see that the

land division committees are appointed and
whether there are any intentions tj change
the way by which the planning boards are

named because that is a problem as well. The
member for Algoma (Mr. Wildman), who

unfortunately could not be present for the

debate today because of meetings in his rid-

ing, has raised with me the problem that the

planning board in Sault North, which is one

of the major areas that would be affected by
these severance granting powers, is not ade-

quately representative of many of the people
who live in that particular area,

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: That was an election.

Mr. Cassidy: That was an election. I don't

know if it was an election where tenants as

well as owners could vote,

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Everybody.

Mr. Cassidy: Certainly there is no question
that the planning board in Sault North does
not adequately represent the interests of the

thousands upon thousands of people who
live in mobile homes in that particular area.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: There are not thousands

upon thousands.

Mr. Cassidy: I believe that the minister

would find that there were thousands upon
thousands. Their interests are not adequately
represented, and there is a feehng that the

mechanism used so far is not yet adequate;
so his welcoming of the delegation of sever-

ance-granting powers to the local planning
board is tinged with regret at the lack of

representatives of that particular planning
board.

The other question that is raised in the

bill, and I think one or two of our members

may also wish to discuss it, relates to minis-

terial order. We have had a fair amount of

discussion about this particular question be-

cause of the feeling we in the NDP have that

normally arbitrary actions by government, be

they by the provincial government or by the

local level of government, should not be per-
mitted'. What the minister is proposing to

do is to restore an arbitrary power which was

diluted, as we can understand it, by the

courts in the case of the Orangeville High-
lands decision of February, 1975, I am grate-

ful to the member for Riverdale (Mr. Ren-

wick) for his legal erudition in giving me that

particular citation.

However, on balance we believe that the

minister has got to go this way and we wel-

come the fact that the right to go to the

Municipal Board is guaranteed now rather
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than being at the discretion of the minister.

I believe the mechanism by which the Munic-

ipal Board is used here to conduct a minis-

terial inquiry probably is a foretaste of what
we may get from The Planning Act review.

I think it might be useful for the minister to

state during the course of this debate what is

happening with that review and how its

recommendations will affect these particular

amendbients to The Planning Act.

With those comments and with some reser-

vations about the means of appointment of

these land division committees up in the

north, we will support the bill.

Mr. Nixon: I believe that the main purpose
of this piece of legislation is to correct a

situation which was rapidly becoming another

legal debacle as far as the Ministry of Hous-

ing and the planning authority enjoyed by the

government are concerned. You are aware,
Mr. Speaker, that for a number of years the

powers to enforce arbitrarily ministerial

orders, commonly called land freezes, have
been very much a part of the planning de-

cisions in a number of places in the province
of Ontario. These powers have been exercised

under The Planning Act in such a way that

the Treasurer's predecessors, and now the

Minister of Housing, were able in the exer-

cise of tlieir responsibilities to issue, like a

bolt of lightning, an order freezing the land

use in any area they so designated in its

present form and, whether or not an official

plan existed, taking away from local authori-

ties completely the power to interpret the

plan and to give severances and building

permits on a central basis. In other words, in

those areas which were frozen the total

planning responsibility was centralized in the

government here at Queen's Park. In the first

instance it was in the hands of the Treasurer

—at least the Treasurer's predecessors—and it

now lies with the Minister of Housing.

There have been a number of complaints
about the powers, really the autocratic powers,
exercised by the various ministers under these

circumstances. The one case in point with
which I am familiar was the decision taken,
I believe, by the former Treasurer, John
White, to exercise ministerial planning pre-

rogatives by ministerial order in almost the

whole of the territory now making up the

regional Municipality of Haldimand-Norfolk.
It is not all involved but a good part of it

was and still is.

\At the time that freeze order was pro-
nounced there certainly was no notice and'

certainly no hearing, and the powers which
were taken by the minister on a temporary
basis are now, three years later, still being

exercised. The hon. member who spoke indi-

cated that certain court decisions relating to

the minister's powers in this connection have

called the jwwers into very serious legal ques-
tion.

As a matter of fact, it is quite clear that

unless the government acted as it does in sec-

tion 5, the centralizing powers of freezing

land use would be lost. Anyone who was
aware of ithe court decisions in the Mono
township situation involving Orangeville
could really, in all good faith, go ahead and

build a house without a building permit on

land which is unsevered and, under the cir-

cumstances, there was nothing in the law to

stop them.

It appears that in a number of areas of

the province in some municipalities, people
who are very much conversant with these

changes were doing just that. I'm told that

in the former town of Waterford a house is

under construction without a building per-

mit having been issued and that the process

of winterizing cottages along Lake Erie,

making them into permanent residences, has

been going forward in spite of the planning

regulations entered into by the municipalities

before the minister's freeze and even now
after the minister's freeze because they have

been deemed to be illegal by court decisions

taken in the recent past.

Frankly, I resent, to some extent, the

minister introducing this piece of legislation

and, in his statement on introduction, not

bringing that to the attention of the House

and to the people most directly afiFected. In

my opinion, it would not be disastrous if

these powers were not granted to the minister

and it's quite possible that, with the com-

ponent strength of the House as it presently

is, these powers could be denied. If the

minister did not have the power to freeze

the use of land as he and his predecessors
have exercised it, there may be those who
would say that the planning process in some

parts of the province would be chaotic.

Frankly, a good deal of criticism can be
directed not at this minister but at his pre-

decessors for perhaps not using these freezing

powers in the previous levels of development,
let's say, in the province when local planning
authorities were almost non-existent. I sup-

pose the case of Chatham is the most classic

one where, without local planning authority,

a very large new shopping centre was estab-

lished just beyond the borders of the town
which really in my view was not in the best

interests of the overall planning of the area.
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We don't have to go over the debate

again because it happened in other centres

but it seems strange that the former Minister

of Municipal Affairs, the present Treasurer,
under the circumstances involving the powers
of land planning that he and his successors

have used, could have allowed that to hap-
pen. So there have been occasions in the past
when—from our point of view in opposition,
with the information that is available to us—
it might have been supportable for the central

authorities to say, "We cannot allow, in

the interests of an overall provincial plan,
for such instances of development which we
consider not to be in the best interests of the

province or the community to go forward."

But things have changed quite dramatically
since then, and I don't know of any area

of the province where, if the minister did

not exercise these—well, autocratic, personal,
central powers of planning, the planning
structures or the decisions would fall into

chaos. Certainly in the case of Haldimand-
Norfolk, where regional government was
established three years ago, they have the

very best, certainly the most expensive,

planning experts and facilities there. Even
before the freeze was imposed there were
official plans, accepted and approved official

plans in some of the areas, most specifically
the township of Townsend and some other

areas, and there were already zoning bylaws
covering the whole area, and still the ministry
feels that it must bring in section 4 and
section 5 of these amendments, which per-
petuates the centralized and autocratic im-

position of central planning authority.

I wish that we could escape the continua-

tion iof those authorities. I would be very
interested to hear the minister indicate to

the House that he feels in all conscience that

these special powers must be maintained.

There is no doubt in my mind, that the pro-
visions of sections 5—and this is really the

heart of the amendments before us—are de-

signed to save the minister from the errors

perpetrated by his predecessor, particularly

John White, in establishing land freezes

which have now been shown to be illegal.

Section 5, subsection 1 says:

No order . . . heretofore made in exercise

of the powers conferred ... is invalid by
reason only of any deficiency in the making
or bringing into force of such order . . .

including the lack of a hearing at any
time prior to the coming into force of this

section.

In other words, this says "Whatever mis-

takes we made in the past, the Legislature

now says that what we did wrong is deemed
to be right." I really hate to support that

kind of a concept. I do not believe in cen-

tralized planning powers. I believe there was
a real and immediate need for them up until

maybe five years ago, and I would expect
the minister to assure the House that for

some reason it is necessary that these special

powers be continued, because I would hope
that it would not be necessary in the future

for the minister or the Treasurer, who is by
statute the chief planner of the province, to

exercise or recommend the exercise of this

kind of a usurpation of the planning authority
of the local municipality.

It's quite tempting to vote against the

whole bill on that basis.

Mr. Bullbrook: You betcha. You betcha.

Mr. Nixon: As has been pointed out, how-

ever, there are a couple of the amendments
that, while they may be of only minuscule

value, we don't want to oppose. We think

that the land division committees or com-
mittees of adjustment—land division commit-
tees in this case—should be established in un-

organized territories. I'm concerned that one

of the sections calls for these land division

committees to pay for their expenses and
their own remuneration out of the fee col-

lected by their activities. It sounds like we're

establishing a police force in a tank town
that pays their salaries by collecting fines. I

don't like that approach. I see, of course,

that there is a further section that will pay
from the consolidated revenue fund whatever

payments are needed, but I don't like the

idea that we're going to encumber the fees

taken in by such a committee with the need

to use them to pay the expenses of the com-

mittee, because I think it can lead to abuse

and almost, in fact, a kind of a conflict of

interest.

The fact that the minister is now finding

it unnecessary that the Municipal Board in-

forms him of any application for a review or

an appeal of a decision of a committee of

adjustment or a land division committee is

interesting. It's backed up by the fact that

the Ontario Municipal Board will no longer
find it necessary by law to inform the min-

ister of decisions it makes.

[3:15]

It's interesting to ponder whether or not

this means that the Minister of Housing, un-

like the Treasurer, is not going to impose his

views by letter on the Municipal Board hear-

ings involved in any of these matters. But if

he says that he as the minister doesn't want
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to know about the meetings and doesn't want

to know the decisions taken by the Municipal

Board, it may mean that unHke the Treasurer,

he is going to give up what the Treasurer

considers his continuing responsibility to in-

terfere, from his position of great respon-

sibility and power, in what should be an in-

dependent hearing of the Municipal Board

and which should, in my view, not be in-

terfered with by the senior cabinet minister

in this connection.

To return to sections 4 and 5, which in

my view are the heart of this bill, I have

expressed already my concern for retroactive

legislation legitimizing what has been found

by the courts to be illegal action. But I am
also concerned that in more or less putting
a veil of acceptance, perhaps, over this whole

clammy business, the minister is setting out

a somewhat slightly amended procedure for

Municipal Board hearings to be held if some-

one objects to the minister's order. It used to

be that he could order the board to have a

hearing if he chose. Now he can still choose

to do so, but if somebody wants one then he

must order a hearing.

When you read the procedure, which is

largely a duplicate of what is already taking

place, the board must have the hearing, it

can inform those people that it feels might
be concerned, and the hearing is held under
certain circumstances. Then it says in sec-

tion 4(12):

At the conclusion of the hearing, the

Municipal Board shall make a report to

the minister, in which shall be set out the

Municipal Board's findings and recommen-
dations in respect of the application, and
shall send a copy of the report to each

person who appeared at the hearing and
made representation on the matter.

That sounds great until you go to section

4(13):

After considering the report of the Mu-
nicipal Board, the minister may either

amend or revoke the order in whole or in

part, or refuse to amend or revoke the

order in whole or in part, and the decision

of the minister is final.

Now really, you just wonder what the con-

cept is. I know in The Pits and Quarries Act
that the minister, who is concerned and under
the law must concern himself in granting a
licence for the opening of a new gravel pit or

a quarry, can order a hearing. The hearing
is held and everybody comes in with his legal

counsel, and the technocrats and the experts.

They thrash around for days and days and
come up with a finding of the experts as to

whether the pit or the quarry should pro-
ceed and a licence be granted, and it's sent

to the minister and he can do what he

pleases. He can follow their advice or not and
it is as if the hearing had never been held—

except perhaps for the pressure of public

opinion, and no one is prepared to under-

estimate those.

But surely there are sufiBcient safeguards
if the minister makes an order—and I guess
we are prepared to say that for a while yet
he must have those powers, although I have

very serious misgivings about them and con-

tinuing them—if someone objects he can

order a hearing, and then the Municipal
Board goes through this procedure of giving

everybody—you can't call it a day in court,

because nothing is decided there; it really

is a facade and just a sham, that's all there

is to it.

Mr. Singer: Good point.

Mr. Bullbrook: It is another day in court,

right.

Mr. Nixon: The minister can write letters

and say, "Oh yes, I'm going to order a

hearing and you people are going to get in

and you'll be able to have your say." Then
the feport comes to the minister and he can

do whatever he wants with it. He can set it

at the edge of his desk and say, "Well, I

think I was right in the first instance and
we're going to go forward."

Mr. Bullbrook: It's a slap in the face to

the Ontario Municipal Board.

'Mr. Nixon: I agree with the interjection

from my colleague from Samia. It down-

grades the responsibilities of the Municipal
Board. It uses them for what I consider to

he political purposes, to buffer the minister

against the attacks that he should be receiv-

ing personally because all of the authority
still lies in his hands. I resent that. I really

think that is a misleading approach through
the legislation.

But I would say to you, Mr. Speaker, if

that section 4(13) were not in there and if

a substitution were made so that the Munic-

ipal Board's findings prevailed, then if the

minister felt that somehow justice wasn't done

or that the grand Conservative plan for the

development of the province, which we've

been hearing about for years and haven't

got yet, somehow was being abrogated, then

surely an appeal to the cabinet could be

forthcoming, and by reason of a decision of

the whole council, which surely would show



4340 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

the policy of the administration, a reversal

could take place, and we as believers in the

democratic system could not object. But this

really is a sham and I am surprised that the

minister would approve this sort of an

approach.

The member for Ottawa Centre says he

rather hopes that this procedure is going to

become one of the basic reforms of the re-

view of The Planning Act. My goodness, it

seems strange that he would think that is a

good way to proceed because it establishes a

method for a hearing which is largely mean-

ingless and certainly would tend to mislead

the people in the communities concerned.

They would think they were fighting the real

battle when in fact they should be approach-
ing the minister directly since under this

amendment the full power is stiU held by
the Minister of Housing.

So I certainly have expressed some concern
in this. I believe that since it is before us—

Mr. Cassidy: You should oppose the bill.

Mr. Nixon: —in principle and deals with
matters for establishing the land division

committees in the north and so on, that it

would be ridiculous for anybody to propose
opposing that bill because of course there

are some good parts to it But we do have a

procedure in this province and in this Legisla-
ture whereby these matters come before us

again and we can deal with them more

specifically. I can assure you, Mr. Speaker,
that we will be offering amendments I hope
along the lines to correct the criticisms that

I have put before you at this time.

Ms. Sandeman: My colleague has already
indicated that we would support the amend-
ments introduced in this bill. Looking at

section 32(5), the present section 4, I felt

that what we are passing here is really a

Icind of safety net to be used only in emerg-
encies, in situations where there are no offi-

cial plans, or by total mishandling at a local

level of the planning procedures or a total

lack at the local level of the planning pro-
cedures the minister has felt he had to step
in to put a freeze into existence while things
were sorted out.

I think it says something about the present

planning situation in this province that we
have seen the minister and his ministry have
to use this section so very often. I think, for

instance, of a situation which the minister

and I have discussed at some length, the

situation in Cavan township, where a min-
isterial order is now in existence. Six or

seven years ago there were lengthy discussions

in this House about what was happening to

this rural towTiship when the Whiterock de-

velopers moved in. Agricultural land was be-

ing taken indiscriminately for subdivision;
urban park planning was happening in-

discriminately in a rural area.

At that time, the ministry said it felt there

should be proper planning in such an area
and that it was the responsibility of the minis-

try to help municipahties to plan. Here we
are six or seven years later in an emergency
situation with a ministerial freeze in that

township. It seems to me that as well as

trying to improve the legislation around the
ministrial freezes there has to be much more
attention to overall planning in this province,
land-use planning, designation of agricultural
land and so on.

I am pleased to see, as my colleague

pointed out, that there has been some slight

improvement in the handling of the ministerial

orders in the new section 9 where we find

that now it is mandatory that people who
object to the order go before the Ontario

Municipal Board. The catch 22 in the way
the legislation previously stood was that the

freeze was imposed by the minister and the

ministry and the review of the freeze in

individual cases of hardship was by the same

ministry. I think people felt that that was
grossly unfair and felt trapped in a situation

not of their own bringing about and from
which they felt no immediate escape.

|I wonder, when I look at the legislation as

it stood before— I am sure people in Cavan

Township and other areas across the province
have wondered and have asked the minister-

why he so rarely—certainly in Cavan Town-
ship never—used his option for hearings be-

fore the Municipal Board. There seems to be
a certain lack of credibility when individual

landowners who have been appearing before

the minister and have claimed and, I think

in many cases, proved considerable hardship
because of the imposition of the freeze have
not been given the possibility of making their

case before the Municipal Board because the

minister has not chosen to go that route.

At the same time they have seen the

minister suggesting that other areas of that

same township, which have good agricultural

land, should be given up to subdivisions.

There's been an enormous loss of credibility
on the part of the minister in a situation like

that. I imagine that the provision that these

people may now go before the Municipal
Board will bring a little more equity to the

situation.

I wonder if the minister could address him-
self to the question of how long he expects
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it to be before this amended section is pro-
claimed? If it is to be any considerable length
of time he might consider, in the interim,

acting under the existing section 6(a) to allow

people who are currently bringing requests
for amendments to the order to go now before

the Municipal Board even before the amend-
ment is proclaimed. The minister has the

powers under the Act as it exists at the

moment.

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, this afternoon

there were some questions addressed to the

minister which, to say the least, were some-
what critical. Both the questions and the

answers were critical of the performance of

his department insofar as producing housing
is concerned. It's my thought, having read

some of the sections of the bill now before us,

that if we pass them we are going to make it

more difficult to produce housing or other

kinds of development in the province of On-
tario.

'My colleague, the member for Brant-

Oxford-Norfolk, pointed out his concern about
some of the sections in this statute. I share

tl\at concern and I wanted to emphasize it

perhaps in a somewhat different way.

As the minister well knows, I'm sure, under

section 32 of The Planning Act as it now
exists no ministerial order can be madte if it

is contniry to the official plan. However, it

has been known that orders have emanated
from his office, or the office his predecessors
liad before him, which were contrary to the

official plan. What he's asking us for is a

regularization of any and all mistakes which
ever could have been made including orders

which were contrary to the official plan.

I say that really is a negation of the process
of justice in this province. "If I made any

mistakes," says the minister, "in 15(1), let's

forget about them because I'm bringing in a

statute that's going to regularize anything
which might have been done."

Mr. Nixon: It's 5(1).

Mr. Singer: I'm sorry; 5(1). "No order here-

tofore or regulation heretofore made in the

exercise of the power conferred under 32 is

invalid only by reason of any deficiency." Any
deficiency—what does that mean? That means

anything he's dbne wrong; it has to mean
that. Any deficiency in the making or bring-

ing into force of such order or regulation; in

the making.

"I, the minister, make an order and it's

contrary to the section under which I act but
that's all right, the Minister of Housing
comes to the rescue. I've got a new section,

section 5(1). I regularize any illegalities I

may have committed before." Does that make

sense, Mr. Speaker? Does that set him up as

a tsar, a dictator, who can do anything he

wants, whether we can find it in the statute

or not? It's done, and the fact is it isn't

going to be of any help, except it's going
to show who is the boss, democratic process

or not. Is that the kind of thing we want in

our statutes? Surely not.

[3:30]

Let's look at the reasons we are here.

One of the reasons, as the hon. member for

Ottawa Centre pointed out, was the decision

of the divisional court in the Orangeville

Highlands case. I am sure the minister is

familiar with the decision of the Chief Justice

of the High Court, Mr. Justice Dalton Wells.

He is familiar with the fact that a letter

came to the minister of the day from the

people who wanted to develop the land. They
said, "We must respectfully insist that your

ministry pass no zoning order with respect

to these lands without giving our clients a

hearing in this matter." Remember that? The

minister remembers that. The minister acted,

paying no attention to that at all; there was

no hearing. Surely people with rights should

be entitled to a hearing and a hearing that

is meaningful.

What is his solution this time? It is this,

there won't be a hearing but, if the appro-

priate steps are taken, we can ask the

Municipal Board to sit and ponder and then

give an opinion to the minister. Which is

really not a hearing, because it is not de-

cisive. What the Municipal Board then has

to say is for the ear of the minister only,

even though other people might be able to

hear it, but it has no binding effect unless

the minister wants it to have a binding

effect.

In keeping with the delays presently exist-

ing in the whole development process, does

the minister know what he is proposing?
Does he know how long it takes to get a

hearing before the Municipal Board when

you want one? How long it takes to get those

wheels turning, with notices, advertisements,

applications and on and on? Does he know
how long that takes? I have been through

one recently. It took us six months to get

on; when we finally got a decision and got

an order, there was a mistake in it: they

said Schedule A instead of Schedule B, and

it took another six months to get that one

mistake corrected. Is that the kind of thing

that the minister is inviting?
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Why should these developers have been

denied a hearing? Why should they not have

been allowed to come forward and state

their position? That's what Chief Justice

Dalton Wells said, and the two judges who
sat with him. Surely that makes sense. It's

the process of natural justice, and the minister

is taking it away. He is throwing a sop to

the people of Ontario by saying, "Well, we
can ask the Municipal Board to have a

hearing and they can come to a conclusion,

but it is only for the ear of the minister

who may or may not like it and that's the

end."

Why involve them at all? If the minister's

decision is going to be final, why doesn't he

say so? I don't think his decision should be

final and my colleagues don't think it should

be final. Why is the minister afraid to trust

the Municipal Board? Or is he just throwing
in another delay procedure in figuring that

by the time all of these processes have been

gone through, the poor person who wants to

develop the land will have exhausted his

financial resources and his patience and gone,

like Cadillac-Fairview have done recently,

to California, to Maryland and to Massa-

chusetts, where they are putting their money
to develop land in those jurisdictions because

they can't get land reasonably developed
here in the province of Ontario? The minister

is setting up so many roadblocks that he is

driving developers out. That's one of the

main reasons why there is a housing crisis

in this province of Ontario.

If there was a procedure whereby the

Municipal Board could make a decision,

surely that procedure and the appeal pro-
visions under section 94 of The Ontario

Municipal Board Act would allow appropriate
reviews. I don't know whether the minister

remembers the provisions of section 94,
but it says that upon a petition of any party
or person interested, filed with the clerk of

the executive council within 28 days after

the date of any order or decision of the

Municipal Board, the Lieutenant Governor
in Council may vary, confirm or rescind the

decision that has been made. It's the appeal
provision. Why is the minister afraid of that?

He doesn't even trust his cabinet colleagues
apparently. He just wants to take the power
entirely unto himself.

Mr. Nixon: He knows them better than we
do.

Mr. Singer: Yes. So what have we got? We
have got this obnoxious-

Mr. Good: He has some poor advisers, that

is what hs has.

'Mr. Singer: —this horrible section 5(1)
that says no matter how illegally the minister

may have acted in the past we are being
asked now to pass a section that is going to

regularize it.

We have another section that throws a sop
at—well, at the poor, ignorant people of the

province of Ontario saying, "Oh well, since

the divisional court said we shouldn't deny
people natural justice and we should have

hearings and notice and so on, we will give
them some kind of a hearing." We will let

the Municipal Board sit, go through all the

notice of procedure and all the advertising
and all the formalities, and they will listen

and then they will give an opinion, not to

the world, not an opinion that is binding.

They will give it to our good friend the min-
ister who may accept or reject it. End.
Finish.

I don't know why we need a Municipal
Board Act, a Planning Act, a Planning
Amendment Act. Why don't we just have one
statute which says the minister can do any-

thing he wants about planning and develop-
ment? It would make it much simpler. But
if we are going to have some kind of demo-
cratic and intelligent and useful process,

surely to goodness the minister must recog-
nize that he is not the tzar, he is not the

dictator, and that people of this province
have some rights?

Over and above all of that, if we are

going to get on with the development process
th:re must be some reasonable way of bring-

ing these matters to a somewhat timely
solution.

Those are the reasons why I find it most
difficult to support sections 4(12) and 4(13)
and section 5(1). There are some ideas in

here, and there is some reason why the min-
ister should be concerned about what the

divisional court has said. I note with seme
interest that the minister wasn't advised, or

if he was so advised h- didn't take the

advice of his legal advisers and go from the

divisional court to the Court of Appeal. So
between them all they must have come to the

conclusion that what the divisional court said

was right. They didn't have the nerve to

take it on to a further appeal themselves.

Mr. Nixon: You know their record on that.

Mr. Singer: So when they are wrong, what
do they do? They bring in a more obnoxious
statute. Let's correct it—that is the way—let's

correct it and make it even worse than it is.
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and let's even take out the protection that is

presently in there. If there is a ministerial

order that is contrary to the official plan and

is no good, we will even rectify that.

I would urge that the minister take those

three subsections back to his advisers and

consider how terrible they really are and

bring us back something more logical and

more democratic, so that when there is a right

there can be a hearing and before an arbitrary

decision is made the people who are going
to be affected by it have certain levels of

appeal in a public way with full notice, so

that they will be appropriately dealt with.

For goodness sake—and I can't resist this one

last word—for goodness sake let's not throw

any more systems and methods and complica-
tions on the planning system that is going to

further delay development. We hear from

the minister and his colleagues day after day,
"We are going to whip away the red tape."
Now we have another statute full of red tape.

Mr. Swart: I was going to make the com-
ment when I rose to speak, prior to hearing
the member for Wilson Heights, that there

seemed to be a great deal of unanimity on
this side of the House all the way along with

regard to this bill. However, I certainly must
dissociate myself and my party from his com-
ments and his concerns about the developers

being so hard done by on the part of the

government of this province.

Certainly there are a great many delays
caus:d by the legislation in Ontario with re-

gard to development, but I want to point out

that those are caused by the confrontation

prdcess between the municipalities on the one
hand and the developers on the other, be-

caus? the developers are trying to get every
last dollar out of the development.

The answer is nDt to lessen the legislation

which gives authority to the municipality to

wage that battle. The answer, of course, is

to remove the confrontation to a very large
extent by some form of public land develop-
ment and let that set the criteria, as is done
in Red Deer, Alberta; Saskatoon, Regina and
elsewhere, where the length of time for de-

velopment from the time the raw land starts

to be developed until it is on the market is

about one-third to one-half of what it is in

this province. That's just an aside, Mr.

Speaker.

I do want to say to the minister that I

really think he should take into consideration

the comments in general which have been
made from this side of the House, and bring
in recommendations to certain parts of Bill

130. It seems to me the recommendations for

amendments from this side of the House
have really said to the minister that we think
the public should have more rights. Par-

ticularly in regard to the disadvantage of the

public at the present time in having input
into planning and recourse to appeal in plan-

ning, the public should have more rights.

Certainly I think it's possible to write into

this first section of the bill a procedure where
there would be consultation with communi-
ties in unorganized areas so that they would
have some rights in determining who should

be on the planning board in their areas or the

land division committees in their areas.

I am also inclined to think, in spite of the

court decision, with the order changes that

have been made in section 4 of this bill, that

the bill doesn't need to say that no notice

or hearing is required prior to the making
of an order. Certainly, generally, and I'm

sure the minister would agree with me, there

is value in consultation before an order is

made. There are times when you have to

move in, and I think rightly move in quickly
on behalf of the public, but where you are

making orders in northern Ontario where

they have no organized communities, or in

a great many places, there surely is room
for a large degree of consultation ahead of

time. I would ask that the minister consider

removing that rather obnoxious sentence to

many people in section 4 of this Act—which,
of course, is section 32(5)—and find some

wording which is, I think, generallv more

acceptable to the public and doesn't, in a

prior way, remove the rights that really they
should have and think that they are en-

titled to.

Of course, it has been mentioned I guess

by almost every speaker with regard to sec-

tions 4(12) and 4(13) that in the areas where

the minister makes a ministerial order, first

of all there are some rights and privileges

taken away from those people by the very

fact he makes a ministerial order, and then

subsequently he's not giving them the same

right of appeal as he is giving the people in

the organized and the more sophisticated

municipalities. Oh yes, they have the right

of appeal, of course—he's given that to them

through the Ontario Municipal Board—but
the Ontario Municipal Board doesn't have

the right of decision. All it can do is recom-

mend to the minister. Surely the Municipal
Board there should have the right of decision,

the same as it does in appeals from the

municipalities that have official plans and all

of the other municipalities in this province.

[3:45]
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I suggest to the minister that there are

some pretty really serious contradictions in

principle to which I would subscribe in this

bill. First of all he interferes, in some in-

stances rightly so, but I say unreasonably so

by this bill in some areas in what may be

very small matters, certainly in the north.

When it comes to such things as giving

guidelines to regional councils for their offi-

cial plans the minister won't provide them;
even on the second request he won't provide
them. That's really where the authority
should rest.

We have the contradiction of interfering
in very small things but when it comes to

the major things, the planning of land use in

this province, the minister opts out of that

but that's really where his responsibility lies.

Secondly, I say that with the principle

here, those who have few rights now—we
shall see even in this bill—will have fewer

rights in the overall appeal procedure.

I think the minister can change this bill

so it will be satisfactory to all sides of the

House and I urge him to do so.

Mr. Bullbrook: I want, if I may, without

being provocative—

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Pick your own lines.

Mr. Bullbrook: I've heard that line some-
where before. I'm really astounded that

the member for Ottawa Centre had so little

to say about this legislation. I think it has

far-reaching implications. I'm glad that some
of his colleagues have been able, after my
colleague from Brant-Oxford-Norfolk had

pointed out the deficiencies in the legislation,

to see the basically insidious aspects of this.

This is nothing but semblance on the part
of the minister. What he is trying to do in

connection with the Orangeville Highland
case is dissemble a degree of natural justice

which doesn't exist.

I'm not going to deal with the other

principles of the bill. It's the principle of

the bill which was dealt with by my former
leader that I'm vitally interested in because
it leads into considerations which deal not

only with the right and duty of the Minister

of Housing (Mr. Rhodes) but also the right

and duty of the Treasurer of Ontario (Mr.

McKeough) as the superplanner for Ontario,
and many things which are going on in my
community at the same time.

I think, really, to assess the implications
and the propriety of what's put forward,
one has to reach out for the fundamental

concept of what planning is all about. I

believe in the premise that when a person
owns a piece of land, the person who owns
the piece of land should be able to do with
that land that which he wishes to do, sub-

ject only to the common good.

That's all that planning's about, really.

For the common good. The protection of

society as a whole, the protection of the

values of the community—that's what plan-

ning is all about. Two hundred years ago
we had no planning per se. We've evolved

a system over the past five decades of the

protection of the public good by vesting in

municipal authorities the right to say to an

individual, "No, you can't do that which

you wish with your property because we
feel it would be unfair or obnoxious to your

neighbours or to the community as a whole."

That's the fundamental.

Tlie fundamental was that the individuals

in that area would make a judgement as to

what was in the best interests of that com-

munity or that area. Eventually the final

decision in that respect was vested, under

the Act, in the municipal elected officials.

They developed committees of adjustment.

They developed, afterwards, land division

committees. They developed planning boards

—all emanations of municipal councils and all

basically subject to the final will of the

elected people.

I say frankly this is the essential problem
that I face constantly in trying to make value

judgements with respect to planning. Should

it be the elected people who make the

ultimate decision or should it be appointed

people? Frankly, I say that I come down

unequivocally on the side of the elected

people.

When we look at section 94 of The
Ontario Municipal Board Act, that's why
it's there. If we look at the functions of

the Ontario Municipal Board—I won't read

them in total detail, they're listed inter alia

in section 36-they say the board has jurisdic-

tion and power:

(1) to hear and determine all applica-

tions made, proceedings instituted and

matters brought before it under this Act

or any other general or special Act, and

for such purpose to make such orders,

rules and regulations, give such direction,

issue such certificates and otherwise do

and perform all such acts, matters, deeds

and things as may be necessary or inci-

dental to the exercise of the powers con-

ferred upon the board under such Act.

Throughout it gives power to the Ontario

Municipal Board to do some things. That's
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the function of the Ontario Municipal Board.

On the one hand, you have the common
good; on the other hand, you have the in-

dividual applicant.

The decision is made with a right of ap-

peal to a quasi-judicial body, the Ontario

Municipal Board, who sit in effect as a court

making a decision. But superimposed upon
that objective evaluation of the righteousness

of the decision by municipal council or

planning board, subject to that objective

evaluation it's always the right of the citi-

zen to go to the Lieutenant Governor in

Council, namely, the ultimate authority,

elected by all the people of the province.
And that's what I think is fair. It's ultimately
fair.

It's not the exercise of an absolute dis-

cretion by the Ontario Municipal Board
as appointed people. It's not the coming to a

conclusion by the Ontario Municipal Board

exercising its judicial function. It's eventu-

ally the supreme legislative and governmental
body making a judgement in the best inter-

ests of the people as they see it. You don't

do this here. That's fundamentally what the

member for Wilson Heights was talking
about and that's fundamentally what we
don't want.

We feel that you should not have the

absolute discretion to make a judgement.
We say there is nothing wrong. We say in

effect it's a charade. I think that's the word

my colleague used. It's a charade and it's a

denigration of their function to say that the

Municipal Board shall have a hearing and
make a recommendation and then to litanize

in section 5 (1) all the things the minister

can do with it—revoke it, change it or dis-

regard it. That, to me, frankly, is not in the

best interest of what the Municipal Board is

all about.

I wonder to myself, frankly again, whether
we're not involved truly in a larger charade
when we talk about the holding of the hear-

ing itself. It's absolute to read in the statute

that the minister can do what he wants to,

no matter what the recommendations are. But
I want to read some correspondence if I can
where the Treasurer of Ontario deals with
his function with respect to planning.

It's in the area of Sainia, and it's right
on the principle here because it's a question
of the exercise of the Ontario Municipal
Board and the function of government. I

premise it by saying that ultimately the
Treasurer of Ontario and his cabinet col-

leagues should have the right to make the

decisions. Ultimately, if my leader became
the Premier of Ontario and I were a part

of his cabinet, I'd want to reside in us the

right to make that decision because we're

elected to make that decision.

In Sarnia, as in many other communities,
our downtown area can only be regarded as

a cancer, and something has to be done

about it. It's common knowledge that there

must be redevelopment, and I compliment
the government in its new initiative in as-

sisting with the respect to some type of

urban renewal programming. But even evalu-

ating that programme, one recognizes the

government wants its money back, and

rightly so. It's a temporary loan in effect.

How do you get your money back? You get

it back because of economic viability. Be-

cause you build the development, you lease

it and you bring people downtown. As a

result, you generate the profit by which you
can repay the municipal and provincial gov-
ernments under the programme.

What's happened in Sarnia is that a huge

shopping centre in Sarnia township—and I'm

sure this might well happen in Sault Ste.

Marie too, but certainly it's not unique at all

to Sarnia— is being further enlarged to such

an extent that the cornerstone of any devel-

opment downtown in Sarnia is taking place
in Sarnia township. I wrote a letter to the

Treasurer. I must say before I read the letter

that what we've had is a Hedlin-Menzies

study—I don't know whether you realize it

but it's a study primarily generated by
provincial funds—looking into the whole ques-
tion of amalgamation in our areas and what's

in the best interest of the Sarnia area. On
July 28, 1976, I wrote to the Treasurer as

follows :

I am informed by the solicitor of the

city of Sarnia that a resolution has been

adopted by the city of Sarnia to take

formal objection to the expansion of a

general commercial zoning in the township
of Sarnia. This, to my way of thinking, is

the ultimate result that many, including

yourself, have seen coming for several

years.

I, as the member for both areas, under-

stand the state of extreme and justifiable

concern for the expansion of satellite com-
mercial facilities in the township—this com-

ing as it does at a time when the area's

most pressing need is the revitalization of

the city's downtown core. I understand also

the natural desire of the township of Sarnia

to attempt to equalize their assessments

through additional commercial activity. The
latter indeed is not blessed with a strong
industrial assessment base. However, the
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time has come when the studies that have

been undertaken must be practically im-

plemented. The Ontario Municipal Board,
with the greatest respect, should not be

placed in the position of having to decide

this Solomon-like problem. I request initi-

ative by yourself and, under your direct

guidance, with all the support that I and
our colleague, the Hon. Lome Henderson,
can give-

Mr. Nixon: Bring out the big guns.

'Mr. BuUbrook: God bless him. It goes on:

—to look at the necessary amalgamation
required in our area. Another level is not

needed, Mr. Minister, but I feel frankly
that those elected in both municipalities
can rationalize the eventual needs of the

area.

I received a response to that letter from the

Treasurer of Ontan>9, dated August 25, 1976.
I am not going to read it in too much detail.

Suffice to say-

Mr. Nixon: Is it a "dear Jim" letter?

Mr. Bullbrook: As a matter of fact, he
used to call me "Dear Jamie" and he now
refers to me as "Dear Jim."

Mr. Nixon: Could be worse.

Mr. BuUbrook: I don't know whether it's

a result of maturity on my part or coolness
on his, but in any event this one is headed
"Dear Jim."

What he says, in effect, is that the Ontario

Municipal Board will make this decision and

they will do it on the basis of proper plan-
ning and land-use evidence as given to them.
Ths interesting part of it is who got the

capies of this letter. It is directed to myself,
with a oopy to the Hon. Lome Henderson,
Minister without Portfolio; Warden D. L.

Williams, chairman of the Sarnia-Lambton
Steering Committee and-get this-Mr. W.
Shub, chairman, of the Ontario Municipal
Board.

'Mr.
^^
Singer: "Here are your marching

orders."

Mr. Bulbrook: In other words, the Treas-
urer of Ontario is sending through to the
chairman of the Municipal Board-1 hadn't

copied him at all; I thought it was highly
improper for me to do so. The Treasurer
of Ontario writes this letter, which says these
are the things that should be done in our
area based on these criteria with respect to
land use, and he takes it upon himself to

send a copy of that to the Ontario Municipal
Board.

Mr. Nixon: It is like phoning up a judge.

(Mr. Cunningham: It's worse than that; he
does it all the time.

Mr. Bullbrook: I read that to you, Mr.

Speaker, because the Treasurer has an ulti-

mate function to perform there. He does. But
surely it is a political function. As the Min-
ister of Housing would know from his ex-

perience, one doesn't decide matters of that

nature solely on the basis of proper land
use. One must take into consideration the

questions of balance of assessment and pro-
vision of services as well as questions of eco-
nomic vitality. Those are the things that are

important. And ultimately-it has been done
in a regional govemment—the cabinet has to

do it with respect to the use of peoples'
land. That basically is why all of us in the

Liberal Party rise here and say we find this

completely offends us.

We say that the minister can undertake
what he wants to without going through the

semblance of undertaking what he wants to.

Because the courts have said there has to

be more than just a decision by the minister.

There has to be a hearing. And a hearing
of its very nature envisages a result. That's
what a hearing is all about. A hearing is for

someljody to listen to arguments and evi-

dence and come to a conclusion. That's the
basic failure in this. The function of the

Ontario Municipal Board in undertaking a

hearing is, as I have read in one part of

section 36, to make such orders and direc-

tions as are necessary based on the evidence

put before them. And my colleagues all, as

one, say that's the way it should be.

[4:00]

We say, in effect, that if the minister must
transfer to himself, as is needed from time
to time, the ultimate decision-making appar-
atus, rather than it being at the local level,
then he must retain the same responsibilities
and be subject to the same strictures as a

municipal council or a municipal planning
board in making those decisions. We sav, in

effect, that if the minister is correct in com-

ing to a conclusion that the Ontario Munic-

ipal Board itself was incorrect in making a

judgement or order to which he is a party,
then he, as any other citizen of Ontario,

being an interested party under section 94.

has nothing to do but invite his cabinet col-

leagues to reconsider, as they would in every
other planning matter under The Planning
Act.
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Mr. Nixon: The more I hear these argu-

ments, the more I think we will oppose it.

Mr. Good: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to add a

few words to what has been said. I think

the concern of this party has been very ably

and amply expressed on the matter, but I'd

like to first deal with some of the other things

in the Act. The consideration of the minister

receiving notice of every appeal before the

OMB from a land division or committee of

adjustment hearing will no longer be re-

quired, nor will the minister have to get

copies of the decisions of every land division

committee and committee of adjustment, I

think those are good. They're streamlining

the system to a minor degree.

Back in 1973 we passed legislation where-

by the minister could delegate authority to

the local municipality of the regional gov-
ernment in relation to subdivision plans of

approval and that sort of thing. Not too much
has happened. I know the authority has been

delegated to certain regional governments,
but from what I'm told up to now there

hasn't been very much use of those author-

ities in our area because there haven't been

that many new subdivisions brought in re-

cently under the new criteria.

We would hope that many of these in-

stances where authority is dteregate<:l wou'^'

streamline the system to some extent and
relieve the minister of interference, because

if we haxe the controls of the committees of

adjustment, the land division committees with

powers of appeal to the OMB and appeal of

an OMB decision to cabinet, we feel in

this party that that is a good and proper

procedure, one which safeguards the rights

and puts the ultimate responsibility at the

political level and the cabinet or Lieutenan!

Governor in Council as a whole, and with

this we'd agree.

But getting to the other section of the bill,

section 4, which deals with the problem
which has arisen by the powers that the min-

ister has exerted under section 32 of The

Planning Act dealing with ministerial orders,

we find under section 32 that when the min-

ister does make a ministerial order he can

make it on a variety of premises. On any-

thing on which a municipal council can pass

bylaws under section 35, the minister can

make an order of—and this covers a wide

variety of things; the use of land, the con-

struction of buildings, pits and quarries, den-

sity, the erection of buildings and all this

type of thing. Now when the municipal
council passes bylaws dealing with those

matters, it has a specific and regular proce-
dure to apply and it has to foUow that

procedure; and that procedure is as we have

said—there is a case for appeal to OMB and
on up to the cabinet if required.

However, the ministerial order section

under 32 in the old bill is the one that was
found deficient by the courts in that natural

justice was denied to people in these areas

where ministerial orders had been imposed.
We recognize the need for ministerial orders,

and I think it has been pointed out by previ-
ous speakers that while they should not be

required if the planning process had been

developed in the past 10 or 15 years to the

jx)int where it should have been, but be-

cause of such things subdivision cx)ntrol came
into many parts of southern Ontario as re-

cently as five or six years ago and official

plans are still lacking in many, many parts
of the province. In fact, only a small portion
of the province has official plans completed.

Every day we run into situations where the

minister uses his blackmail methods and says,
"We will allow no further development in

that area until such time as official plans
have been completed."

We have been saying for 10 years here

that if these municipalities had been given
some financial assistance—and thank goodness

they are getting more now than they did 10

years ago—and some incentives, there would
have been more planning done at the local

level. There would have been official plans
and there would not have been the necessity
for as many ministerial orders. But where

ministerial orders had been placed on these

areas, the minister did have a procedure
which he had to follow. There is nothing of

course which said the minister had to allow

for an OMB hearing, ilt just said that under

32(6) (a) the minister may request the OMB
to hold a hearing upon the application where

they wanted a change from the order.

The amendment to the Act says the min-

ister may request that OMB hearing or he

shall upon notice of an objector to the order

then request the OMB to have a hearing.
We have no quarrel with that. We think

that is probably put in there now to over-

come the objections of the court to this min-

isterial order section which, as I understand

it, was ruled to deny natural justice in these

areas where ministerial orders had been put
on. The point has been well made. We do

not think the minister is miaking any im-

provements whatsoever by being required to

hold an OMB hearing now, if there are ob-

iectors, whereas before he only had to do it

of his own initiative. But it has not improved
the situation when the minister is given the

authority to completely disregard the OMB
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hearing when it comes up with its final

reoommendations.

This happened not long ago in the region
of Cambridge in regard to a hearing before

the OMB on an opening up under The Pits

and Quarries Control Act. The OMB decision

definitely said there should be no instigation
of a gravel pit in that area. The minister

ruled against the OMB decision and allowed
the licence to be issued. This is the point we
are getting at. The ministry has a procedure
of appeal, an appeal from the OMB hearing
to the cabinet. We agree with this and cer-

tainly this should be the procedure and noth-

ing less than that under these amendments.

As has been said before, the minister is

going to have to do something with subsec-
tions 12 and 13 of the Act which maJce the
OMB hearings nothing more than a sham,
just something to be able to satisfy the min-
ister's own self by saying: "We had an OMB
hearing. I will read what they had to say
but I still have the right to do what I want."
We don't think that's good enough. If one

person is going to be the chiet planning
officer at die local level, I think he then
should be responsible to the people, to the

OMB, the same as the local people have to

be through their process. That is our objec-
tion to that thing. 1 think the minister can
come up with an amendment to this section

which will satisfy that condition and then
we will all agree that justite will have been
done.

Mr. Mancini: I am pleased to speak on this

particular bill. There is one section that con-
cerns me slightly. It's section 6(11).

If I understand this correctly, it says here
that basically the minister is going to have the

right to decide which municipalities are going
to send their approved applications of sever-

ances and which ones are not. I was wonder-
ing what criteria the minister was going to use
which would require certain municipalities to

send in their applications of approved sever-

ances and which municipalities would not.

We, in the southern half of the county of

Essex, I might add, are greatly concerned and
many times disturbed by the actions of the

ministry. When locally-elected officials have
taken steps to appoint planning boards and to

appoint committees of adjustment and they
make a decision which they feel is good for

their particular area and they approve these

decisions, they send them down here to

Queen's Park, to the powerful hand of the
bureaucrats. They know this is not a good
move for the local area and things seem to

get held up for six or 12 months at a time.

Personally, I feel the minister should take the

attitude that if an area has its own planning
board and its own committee of adjustment, it

should be able to take care of its own
problems.

That is all I would like to say.

Mr. Renwick: I have one brief comment to

make particularly on the provisions of section

4 and section 5 not for the purpose of ex-tem-

porizing about the matter but to have the

record clearly show the very limited amend-
ment which the minister made to the statute

for the purpose of overcoming the decision of

the d'ivisional court in the Orangeville High-
lands case in 1975. I want to quote the two

paragraphs which obviously attracted the at-

tention of the legal talent in the Ministry of

Housing, in order for them to prepare the

minimum amendment which would oxerrule

that judgement, to nullify its efi^ect insofar as

any other cases were concerned. Presumably
the ministry's hope is that that will solve the

problem which caused the divisional court to

give its judgement adversely to the minister

in 1975.

The power invested in the minister is

contained in section 32(1 )(a) of The Plan-

ning Act which provides that the minister

may, by order with respect to any land in

iOntario, exercise any powers conferred

upon councils by section 35 witliout the

approval of the Municipal Board. His order,

of course, violently alters the right to use

the land as proposed. Though it is alleged

iby his counsel that he had complete power
to act as he did it is not the ministerial

power he is exercising but the power of a

^municipal council. He, therefore, comes
under the principles that were first enunci-

ated in this court in the case of Zedgoviz
and town of Brampton in 1972.

On appeal [talking about that decision]

the court took the view that it was not

necessarily applicable where there was an

additional appeal from the bylaw passed
by the municipality but otherwise there

was no quarrel with the practice laid down
by the court in that case.

The general principles enunciated there, I

think, apply in this case to the minisiter's

order.

In order to overcome the problem of

whether or not there was some appeal from
the decision the minister changed the word
"may" to "shall" in the appropriate subsection
of the bill, or what will now become sub-

section 9 of section 32 of The Planning Act.

I assume and expect that in all likelihood that

is effective to accomplish the purpose of the

ministry.
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lit gives us concern—it gives me in particular

concern, of course—because it then proceeds,
in section 5 of the bill, to validate the exist-

ing orders or put them in a position where
they cannot now be challenged in the same
manner that the order was challenged in the

Orangeville Highlands case—but, of course,

witliout affecting any of the cases presently
before the courts or the decision in the

Orangeville Highlands case. That kind of

validation provision gives everyone concern
but I think in this instance we must accept it

because of the overall purposes of The Plan-

ning Act to plan adequately the land use

within the province of Ontario.

[4:15]

Some of the members who spoke for the

Liberal Party in this debate have made a

great point that the decision of the Ontario

Municipal Board, if a matter goes before that

board for a proper hearing, should be the end
of the road and that the minister should not

have the power, after considering the report,
to alter in any way the decision of the Muni-

cipal Board.

I think it is misconstruing the process
which is embedded in the statute and was
embedded in the statute in the sense that it

was there before the Orangeville Highlands
case, apart from the obligatory nature which
is now going to be in the statute. I think it

misconstrues it to say that the minister can

ignore the decision of the board, or that the

minister can do whatever he wants, or as my
friend, the member for Wilson Heights (Mr.

Singer), ind^icates, that all we need is a statute

thing, that the minister can do whatever he
wants with the land in the province of On-
tario. And if the minister doesn't understand,
I'm sure he does understand that he must
consider the report. He can only, in the light

of that careful consideration of the report,

mike a decision which would in any way
effect the decision of the Municipal Board.

We in this party don't object to that pro-
vision. We think that the public interest, at

this point in time in the province of Ontario,

requires that the public interest in land use

should be a matter ultimately, after proper

hearings and after due consideration, of

policy in the final analysis. They must be

political decisions in the sense that they must
be decisions of the government which must
and can only be dealt with in the overall

policy of the government and the way in

which the people of Ontario accept that

policy at the polls when and if, as occasion

may require, there is recourse to the elec-

torate.

I do not think it is possible to make the

argument that you can require the govern-
ment to have the responsibility for its land
use policies as a matter of policy on the one
hand, and then suggest that provided the

government has given an opportunity to hear

fairly and properly both sides to any given
issue, if occasion should require that to be

done, that it must then of necessity accept as

final the decision of the Ontario Municipal
Board. If I thought that was essential, I think

I would have left the matter for the court

and let the court's decision to have been final

in the circumstances.

But I do want to say that if this distin-

guishes the New Democratic Party from the

Liberal Party in the area of land use plan-

ning in the province of Ontario, well, so be
it. I would be very much concerned myself

if, in fact, the ultimate responsibility for land

use policy in the province of Ontario rested

anywhere else than upon the government of

the day and in this particular case, so far as

this ministerial act is concerned, in the Min-

istry of Housing.

Mr. Singer: Did you not hear section 94 of

the OMB Act?

Mr. Renwick: In substance, what we are

saying is that so long as there is a proper

hearing, so long as there is then adequate
consideration by the minister of the results

of that hearing and he acts in good faith and

not frivolously—because he must, of neces-

sity, act in good faith and not frivolously in

the matter—he then comes to a decision

either to confirm what the Municipal Board

decides in the particular case or to alter it

and exercise his ovsm responsibility in that

area, then we, at this particular point in the

history of Ontario, cannot possibly see that

it can be done in any other way.

I think it's fair to say that were we, if

the occasion should require, to have respon-

sibility for land use planning in the province
of Ontario we would want to have the powers
to decide that policy and to implement it and

to stand or fall at the polls on the question

of it, and we would not in any way want to

escape that responsibility by suggesting that

in some way basic decisions with relation to

land use should be delegated in some way to

the Ontario Municipal Board as the final rest-

ting place for those decisions.

If I clearly understood the members who

spoke for the Liberal Party, I wanted to state

the position of this party, and as I said, if

that is different from the position of the

Liberal Party, well, so be it.
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Mr. Singer: Some day you should read

both The Planning Act and The Municipal
Board Act.

Mr. Grande: In one day?

Mr. Singer: Maybe one day he will, before

he makes a speech.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Speaker, let me
begin my remarks by saying that as far as I

am concerned. I would much rather that

thero be no such thing as the minister's

zoning orders at all in the province of On-

tario, because in order to accomplish that we
would have a very effective planning process
and a plan in place over most, ff not all, of

this province.

The question of having the zoning orders

is one that has certainly bothered me, and
I think most members of this House know
the reason for the zoning orders in the first

place, because of the fact we—as has been

pointed out quite accurately by members op-

posite—do have many areas in this provinc?
where there are no official plans or bylaws
and as a result, in an effort to have some
control over what would be happening in

the fringe areas around some municipalities
and in other areas of the province to make
sure that there was no uncontrolled develop-
ment or development that would not be, as

was expressed by the member for Sarnia

(Mr. Bullbrook), in the common good.

Much has been said about the move to

plug the hole, if you will, that was created

as a result of the court decision and it's been
referred to—the one in Mono township. There
was another one that gave us some reason

for concern and that was the one in Timmins;
a decision that was made there. Both of them

really are different circumstances as they re-

lated to their decisions, but as I read both

of the decisions it seemed to me—and I don't

want to be provocative-

Mr. Singer: You left your badge on.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: —that the decision in

both cases, as I read them—and I am subject,

of course, to others more learned in the law-
did not seem to say that the particular sec-

tion of the Act was illegal or that it was

wrong. It seemed to me that they took a

specific case and dealt with the circumstances

on that specific case, but I think reasonable

people, upon reading those decisions and

seeing what was happening, would have to

take the steps that I suggest be taken in this

amendment in order to avoid any of these

uncertainties.

In the case of the Mono township decision,

that was a case where, as was properly
drawn to our attention here this afternoon, a

letter had been written to the minister re-

questing that a hearing be held. The minis-

ter of the day decided to ignore that request
and proceeded to impose the order, and
that did not sit well with the courts and
with the decision. In the case of Timmins,
the order was even found to have been

imposed as a direct effort on the part of the

minister to, in fact, prevent what was already
in the process of happening. It was an after-

the-fact sort of thing.

With respect, I don't believe that the

courts actually found that this particular

section or the actions under that section

were illegal. They have, in my opinion, cast

some shadow on the effectiveness of that

section and that's why I'm before you today-

Mr. Singer: Oh yes. Oh yes.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: —and that's why I'm

here today with the proposed amendment.

Mr. Good: But you want to change it.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Yes, I think it's only

right because there's no point, I suggest, and

I would hope that some of my friends who
are in the legal profession would agree, that

we would not want to clutter up courts with

continuing cases like this, that we have much
more important things to deal with—

Mr. Singer: That's why you should have a

simple statute.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: —and we can certainly

do this in the proper way.

It's been suggested that the procedure
that is proposed in the section as it relates

to the hearing before the OMB and the fact

that the final decision rests with the minister

are wrong, and that in fact it should go

directly to the cabinet for a full cabinet

decision if an appeal is filed.

Mr. Singer: If there's an appeal, yes.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: But I think that flies

in the face of what the member for Wilson

Heights said, and that is that we should be

doing everything we can to speed up the

procedure of allowing things to happen if

they can properly happen,

Mr. Nixon: That's right, Mussolini kept
the trains running on time. A dictator can

speed it up.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I honestly believe that

the hon, member for Wilson Heights would
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have to agree that going through the process

of an OMB hearing, having an appeal filed,

and having it go directly to the cabinet cer-

tainly is not what you would call the most

speedy process in the world, and that we

really wouldn't be speeding anything up by

going along those lines.

Mr. Singer: You're not speeding it up the

way you are doing it now.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: By having it come
l:)ack for a final decision by the minister, I

think that accomplishes what the hon. mem-
])er for Sarnia said was important to him and

I think to all of us—that is that the decisions

be made by the elected people. I'm really

not a great fan of allowing the Ontario

Municipal Board to make final and absolute

decisions that are binding on all parties. I

never have been, I never have been.

Mr. Singer: Subject to an appeal.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I feel there has to be

an opportunity for the elected people who
are accountable to make those decisions. I

suggest to the member that by it coming
back to the minister for the minister's deci-

sion, the minister remains accountable. He
still has to make the decision, that decision

is known and he's accountable for it. I have

never noticed anyone in this chamber ever

being shy about suggesting to the minister

that he be accountable to the other members
of this House. So I don't think the member
is losing anything there. I don't believe it's

really a sham, or that it's right to say that

it's a sham, because we are in fact giving
an opportunity for a hearing.

Mr. Singer: Could I ask the minister a

question?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Sure.

Mr. Singer: Does it make sense that the

bill has the minister accountable only under

section 32? If the minister wants him to

be as accountable as he's saying, should he
not be accountable throughout the whole
scheme of The Planning Act, and not just

under 32?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Speaker, I'm not

going to get into that particular area at this

time. I was asked a litUe earlier in this dis-

cussion—I think by the hon. member for

Ottawa Centre (Mr. Cassidy)—what the status

was of the Comay report as far as The

Planning Act was concerned. That study will

be completed this fall. We should have it

in the hands of the printer this fall and I'm

hoping to have it into the hands of the

public by January at the latest. There has

been some delay due to the illness of Mr.

Comay, but otherwise it's moved along very
well. Some of those matters I'm sure will

be dealt with in Mr. Comay's report.

I want to touch upon the fact that it was

suggested in the discussion that the minister

would already have made up his mind, and

that despite having the OMB hold a hearing
and make a report back to the minister, the

minister had already made his decision

earlier by imposing the order. It's really not

necessarily so in the case of a request for

an amendment to that particular order, or

if it's in fact to revoke the entire order,

because I think the members could appre-
ciate that you are not always fully aware of

all of the circumstances on every piece of

land in that particular area. If a person does

in fact appeal to the Ontario Municipal Board
and wishes to be heard, many circumstances

and details of that individual's property
would be brought forward that the minister

would not be aware of at the very begin-

ning. I would hope the minister would be

open-minded enough, whoever he or she

may be, to make the decision properly based

upon the common good, and upon the facts

as presented by the Ontario Municipal Board
at its hearing.

Mr. Singer: It's always been a great prin-

ciple of justice to appeal from Caesar to

Caesar.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Well, if Caesar is a

compassionate person-

Mr. Singer: Oh yes, so are we all.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I suppose it depends
really what political stripe Caesar happens to

be wearing. I suppose that would be enter-

ing into the conversation too.

Mr. Swart: At any particular time it

changes.

Mr. Singer: Well, you have got good allies;

Renwick agrees with you.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Speaker, in regard
to a comment made by the member for

Wilson Heights—and I would like to correct

any inconsistency in this area—to the best of

my knowledge, zoning orders have not been

placed on those areas contrary to an official

plan.

Mr. Singer: I can show you one and I am
sure there are more.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: If the member can, 1

would like very much to know that, because
I don't think that should be done.
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Mr. Singer: I had it taken off after I

brought it to the ministry's attention.

[4:30]

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Fine, and I think that's

proper. But what has happened, and I would
mention this to the hon. member, is that

there have been areas where an amendment
to the zoning order has been requested by
the landowners, by the municipahties and
other interested parties and approved by the

planning people of the area who have said:

"We think this is a reasonable use. Would
you amend your order even though the pro-

posed use might be contrary to the official

plan?" There I have agreed and have so

amended. I don't think that it's flying in the

face of the public forum.

Going to the questions on the northern

Ontario and the unorganized territories and
the provision for planning boards in the

north to become land division committees or

committees of adjustment and the establish-

ment of land division committees in the un-

organized areas, it's true the Act says that

the minister shall appoint. But that is not

done with the view that the minister is going
to go out and select the people. By virtue of

the fact that it is unorganized, the minister

will make the appointments—go through the

formality of appointing. But I can assure the

members it is not my intention to go around

picking out names out of a hat and deter-

mining who is going to sit on those particu-
lai' boai'ds.

Those particular boards will be served on

by people who will be from those areas and
who will be hopefully selected by the people
who live in thoise areas. I draw to the atten-

tion of the member for Ottawa Centre with

respect that the planning board that now
exists in the area north of Sault Ste. Marie
was an elected planning board, elected by
the people who live in that area and who
own property in the area. I don't disagree
with the criticism that perhaps there are per-
sons, a segment of the population there, the

tenants in mobile homes, who are not repre-
sented on th'at particular board. But I didn't

decide who was going to run for office nor
did I determine who was going to be
elected. That was done, I trust, by, and I

obviously support it, the pure democratic

process of nominations and going to the bal-

lot. And the winners so sit.

That's what occurred in that area in a

special election, I don't think the like of

which has been held anywhere else in On-
tario. But they did in fact elect their own
members, ilf there is some way of getting

away from that inequity, fine, let's take a

look at it. Maybe the only way is to appoint
the members to that board to see that all

of those interested people will be properly
served on that particular board.

I do draw again to the member's attention

that there are not thousands and thousands

of mobile homes in what is known as Sault

North. They just aren't there. And there

aren't thousands and thousands of mobile

home tenants. He has been in the area on a

number of occasions and I strongly suggest
he spend more time up there and take a look

at them. Don't look at one and multiply by
some fictional figure. There just aren t that

many in that particular area. Those that are

there should be represented, though. I make
no bones about that.

I must confess I had some difficulty with

some of the comments of the hon. member
for Welland-Thorold (Mr. Swart) as to the

public right. I think we are doing that. He
says he has some concern over the fact that

in section 4 I say "No notice or hearing is

required prior to making an order under sub-

section 1." I think that's important, because

if you are going to give notice then the

whole effect of putting the zoning order on

is lost. It's totally lost. The very thing that

you are trying to prevent will happen as

soon as the word is out that you've given

notice that you are going to in the future

put the zoning order on. All of the things

you want to prevent will occur. You lose the

effectiveness and you really shouldn't bother

having a zoning order. It's important that

the order can be put on.

In fact, part of our problem at the time

under the old section was that we really

thought that the section in the Act had the

same effect as a municipal bylaw. One of the

good learned judges in a decision said the

same thing. We thought, that being the case,

when a minister's zoning order was put on

to the land that in fact you had the same

authority as a municipal bylaw. If the by-

law was in effect it was law and the hearings

were held after, if necessary, and a decision

in that case given by the OMB on a munic-

ipal bylaw. But the judges' decision would

lead us to believe that we do not have that

authority.

One of the decisions leaves us really won-

dering because it said you are acting as a

municipality, therefore you must have hear-

ings. The hearings are after the fact in

municipal life, as you well know. We didn't

have that and the judge couldn't give it to

us. They told us that we were wrong in at

least two cases.
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I think what we've got here in this par-
ticular Act is a good amendment. I think it's

worthy of support. I think it should remain

as it is. I can't see the necessity for any
amendments in the Act.

The member for Essex South (Mr. Man-
cini) has left, but I did tell him I would put
this on the record for him: He was con-

cerned about section 6(11), where the minister

would be requesting the receipt of copies of

decisions of the committee. I wish to point
out to him that the only time that would

happen is where we found municipalities
where the committee seemed to be disregard-

ing completely the public interest or the

planning procedures; then we would ask that

the decisions be sent to us to determine

whether or not the committee was carrying
out its responsibilities properly. I don't think

that's going to be necessary too often. Mr.

Speaker, I don't believe I have any other

comments.

Mr. Nixon: That is unsatisfactory.

Mr. Singer: Not good enough.

The House divided on the motion by Hon.
Mr. Rhodes for second reading of Bill 130,
which was approved on the following vote:

Ayes Nays

Angus



4354 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

Ms. Bryden: This bill changes the amount
of profits eligible for the reduced rate of On-
tario cori)oration tax which we passed this

spring. In e£Fect, it increases the limit on

eligible profits to bring the Hmit into line with
the proposed increases which was announced
in the 1976 federal budget, but has not yet
been enacted as far as I have been able to

determine.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. There is a great
deal of background noise in the chamber.
Could we keep it lower please?

Ms. Bryden: The reduced rate of corporate
tax of nine per cent provided for in last

spring's amendment applied to companies and

profits which qualified for the federal so-

called small business deduction. It was, there-

fore, restricted to Canadian-controlled private

companies. But while both the federal and
the provincial reduced rates of corporate tax

are touted as small business incentives, they
in fact could be collected by Eaton's or by
any other Canadian-controlled private com-
pany on the first $100,000 of their profit up to

a maximum of $500,000 over a period of

years. Under the proposed change the reduced
rates would apply to the first $150,000 up to

accumulative maximum of $750,000.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Could we have a little

order please?

Ms. Bryden: We supported the amendment
to The Corporations Tax Act last spring which
put the reduced rates into effect because we
believed that it mainly benefited a substan-
tial number of small businesses. We would
have liked some clause which would have
removed the benefit from the large private

companies which qualified, but this would
have required a departure from parallelism in

the application of the reduced rates at the
federal and provincial levels.

We therefore supported the small business

exemption last spring mainly because we
thought it would off^set some of the disadvan-

tages that small business suflFers from. We
don't think the tax incentive is nearly enough
to assist small business in this province.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The Minister of Rev-
enue (Mr. Meen) is having difficulty hearing.
Could you conduct your private conversations
elsewhere please?

Ms. Bryden: Small business suflFers from
difficulties in obtaining credit at the same
rates as big business. It suflFers from difficulties

in completing government forms because it

doesn't have as much computerization. It

suflFers from difficulties in fulfilling its obliga-

tions for tax collection again because of small-

ness of size, and generally complying with
red tape. For these reasons we think it is

entitled to some tax concessions. But we do
not think the cost of such tax concessions

should be spread over the entire population
of Ontario, over the other taxpayers of On-
tario, many of whom are paying far more
than their share right now.

iWe think the cost of such small business

concessions should have been spread over the

otlier corporations, the large corporations, the

foreign-controlled corporations. We would
have hked to have seen last spring's bill in-

clude an oflFsetting increase in the corporate
tax rate. The Ontario corporation tax rate of

12 per cent has not been changed since 1967.

Three other provinces have higher rates; B.C.

at 15 per cent, Newfoundland at 14 per cent,

Manitoba at 13 per cent.

Since 1965-66, corporate taxes in Ontario
have been producing a smaller and smaller

percentage of total revenue. They have gone
down from 17.5 per cent to 10.4 per cent in

the 11-year period. We think that the amend-
ment last spring and this change now should

have reversed that trend and started to have
the large companies, which are benefitting
from inflation, paying a larger share of the

total cost and contributing to the reduction in

that overblown deficit which the provincial
Treasurer (Mr. McKeough) is trying desper-

ately to reduce.

We intend to support this amendment de-

spite our regrets about the failure of the gov-
ernment to make up the lost revenue from the

big corporations, many of which are foreign-
owned. Most of them are shipping profits out

of the country or using those profits to buy up
Canadian-controlled industries. We feel that

they oould well aflFord to pay a larger contri-

bution to the revenues of this province.

I would like to ask the minister if he could

give us an estimate of how many additional

companies will benefit by the raising of the

profit limit under this amendment; and also

how much revenue loss he expects from the

raising of the limit. When we know this we
will know much better how much he should

have increased the corporate tax on the large

corporations in order to oflFset this loss of

revenue.

Mr. EdighofFer: I'd just like to make a

very brief comment on Bill 99. As was
stated earlier by one of my colleagues,

maybe this shouldn't be 99; it should be

45(a). I realize this bill is a further amend-
ment to Bill 45, which was passed earlier

in this session, which re-enacted section

106(a) of The Corporations Tax Act.
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The federal budget, I believe, was brought
down on May 25 of this year. That budget
stated that the small business deduction

limits would be increased from $100,000 to

$150,000, which should be of some assist-

ance to a greater number of small and
medium-sized businesses, particularly now,
throughout Ontario. The federal Act, I un-

derstand, has finally been introduced and this

bill, of course, will not be enacted until it's

been proclaimed. I presume that will be
after the federal bill has been given approval.

I think the most interesting part of this

legislation, because we've had many re-

quests from small businesses and small busi-

ness associations, is for less paperwork and
more tax relief. I think the one thing we're

interested in is what change will be made
and how many more businesses will receive

benefit— I believe it was 50,000 that was an-

nounced in the original budget by the

Treasurer in April of this year. I hope the

minister will be able to assist us with those

figures. Also I'm wondering, because the

budget referred to the fact that there would
he a transition bonus which would represent
a one time cost of $8 million, whether this

will change the previous budget procedures
as well.

We in this party will support Bill 99.

Hon. Mr. Meen: The members have di-

rected their attention to the potential revenue
loss to the province, and we don't have

precise figures, of course, on this. But our

best estimate is that somewhere in the range
of 1,900 on the lower end, to 2,700 at the

upper end of the scale would benefit. The
average of that is 2,300, and on that basis we
are estimating— I can give hon. members,
rather than just an estimate within the two
bracketed ranges, an estimate of the two
bracketed ranges of revenue. On the low end,
we have an estimated revenue loss of $3.8

million; on the high end, an estimated
revenue loss of $7 million. Those are the

figures we're looking at as money that would
be retained within the business community
for expansion and, of course, creation of other

jobs.

15:30]

I don't know whether there's much more.
I think that was the gist of the thrust of the

questions by the hon. member for Perth as

well.

I should just add, though, that there is a

small difficulty attached to moving in this

direction at this time, initially intended for

the purpose of paralleling the announced in-

tentions of the federal Minister of Finance
when he brought in his budget in May of

this year. They did in fact introduce the bill,

and that's the bill to which the hon. member
for Perth has made reference. But that bill

died on the order paper. To the best of my
knowledge, contrary to what the hon, mem-
ber for Perth indicated, I do not believe that

any subsequent bill has yet been introduced.

My understanding is that they are having
some difficulties with some sections of their

amendments to the Income Tax Act—of
which their corporation tax section is a part,
as opposed to being a separate piece of legis-

lation as we have here in Ontario—and that

although they will likely go forward fairly

soon with their amendments to the Income
Tax Act dealing with personal income tax,

it's apparendy not expected that they'll be

going forward for some months yet with
their announced intentions as to corporation
taxes.

The amendment I am proposing today

adopts the sections in the federal Income
Tax Act-sections 125(l)(a), (b), (c) and (d).

Subsection (c) of those sections as adopted
by us is the one which itself at present im-

poses a limit of $100,000. It will be neces-

sary for them to amend their Act before our

Act can be proclaimed.

What we're saying is this, that not only do
we believe in paralleling the federal legisla-

tion, but we also believe it is appropriate to

go to $150,000 at this time. I think if the

federal government does not move within a

reasonable time to increase that subsection

(c) to read $150,000 as opposed to the present

$100,000, we would have to come back to

this House with a still further amendment
to The Corporations Tax Act of Ontario to

actually effect this increase to $150,000. This

amendment today accomplishes that, pro-
vided the federal government makes that

amendment to its Income Tax Act.

I thank the hon. members opposite for

their indicated support of this amending

legislation, but I do indicate that it will not

be proclaimed for a while. When it is pro-

claimed, as the hon. members will have rea-

lized, it will be retroactive to cover the fiscal

years of corporations ending on and after

our last budget date which, if memory sei-ves

me, was April 7. I should just check that

and make sure I'm correct. Yes, ending after

the sixth day of April—on and after, then,

the seventh day of April, 1976, rather than,

say, the eflFective date of the last federal

budget. Or as a matter of fact, I under-

stand the federal position correctly, they were

proposing to make it relate back to January
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1, 1976. We are not proposing that, but
ours would be effective from and including

April 7, 1976.

Motion agreed to.

The following bill was given third reading
on motion:

Bill 99, An Act to amend The Corpora-
tions Tax Act.

ASSESSMENT AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Meen: I'm pleased to move sec-

ond reading of Bill 133, although I had
understood that apparently one of the parties

opposite had not wanted to go forward with
it at this time. Is it agreed? I move second

reading of Bill 99 then.

Hon. Mr. Welch: No, I'm sorry, it's 133.

Mr. Breithaupt: That was a good debate.

Mr. Meen: I'm sorry, of course, Bill 133.

Hon. Mr. Meen moved second reading of
Bill 133, An Act to amend the Assessment
Act.

Ms. Bryden: I had understood this bill was
not coming up this afternoon.

Mr. Good: Well, we understood it was.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Bill 134?

Ms. Bryden: The Assessment Act, is that
correct?

Hon. Mr. Meen: Yes, that is correct.

Ms. Bryden: I'd just like to make a few
comments on it, Mr. Speaker. I think this is

the fourth or fifth year that we have post-
poned the institution of the market value
assessment system. As we have mentioned
before, we feel that there has been a lot of

unnecessary delay in the past in getting down
to business on a proper reform of our prop-
erty tax base. In some cases the delay ap-
pears to have been of a political nature, with
an election looming and a lot of changes
coming.

The present delay is presumably to allow
the Blair commission to continue its work
in examining the 15 proposed changes in

the property tax base w'hich were announced
in budget paper E. We can do very little

but support the proposal to postpone the

implementation of market value assessment
until the 1978 tax year, because in our sub-
mission to the Blair commission we pointed
out that we think the whole idea of examin-

ing those 15 very far-reaching proposals in

that short period of a few months was com-

pletely mistaken.

There are all sorts of implications that the

people appearing before the Blair commis-
sion do not have an opportunity to bring
forward their entire reaction because they
haven't been able to calculate the impact due
to lack of information from the government
and lack of background material.

I understand that the Treasury department
prepared a background book on the 15 pro-

posals which contained a lot of analyses of

the implications as far as they could with the

data they had, but this book has not been
made available to the public in any form. We
requested it when we appeared l^efore the

Blair commission but so far the commissioner
has not seen fit to make it available to us.

The result is that not only were we disad-

vantaged in presenting our critique of the 15

proposals but every other group or person

appearing before the Bl^'r commission has

been similarly disadvantaged by the absen('(^

of any of these background studies on the

proposals and by the lack of statistical data.

The Niagara region example, which was put
into budget paper E as a so-called exanipl"
of how the impact of the changes would
work out, has been shown not to be repr(>-

sentative in the slightest and the figures ap-

pear to have l)een somewhat cooked, shall

we say, to make it appear that there are go-

ing to be shifts that will be fa\ourable to

homeowners.

We are not convinced at all that the prem-
ise upon which the 15 proposals are bascl,

that is that the proportion of tax borne by
home owners will be reduced, is supportable
under these 15 proposals. We think that the

whole exercise of the Blair commission is

really a hasty, put-together to provide a

smokescreen for enactment next spring o*^

proposals which have not really been ade-

quately analysed and which should have lieen

much more thoroughly thought through liy

the government.

Already we notice the government is back-

tracking on a good many of the proposals
when it has found the tremendous reaction

against the proposals, for example, to raise

business taxes on small business by 21 p-r

cent, to raise them on chain stores by only
16 per cent, to reduce it on distilleries b^'

43 per cent, to reduce it on wholesale lousi-

ness and to keep it uniform on financial in-

stitutions. The whole business tax proposal
is going to hit small businesses and relieve

some very big businesses such as the distil-

leries.
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Another area where there is tremendous

concern is the proposal to tax properties that

at present are exempt—mainly non-profit or-

ganizations of a charitable and educational

nature. The implications for those, we are

just beginning to realize. The United Appeal
of Toronto examined its 25 agencies and

found the tax burdfen would be tremendous,
in most cases more than a lot of them could

bear. They would probably have to go out

of business.

Those are some of the areas where we feci

there must be rethinking of those proposals.

We feel the timetable for the examination

of those far-reaching proposals is much too

short. I know we are bound or constraine<:l

by the desire to get a more equitable system
of assessment into effect. Market value assess-

ment has the appearance of being more

equitable. I think it is, where you can get

adequate records of actual sal€^s in the area.

It breaks down when you start to try to

assess commercial buildings for which there

are very few sales. Who can say what the

Toronto-Dominion Centre is worth? Whi is

going to buy it? It breaks down when you

try to assess the value of a park, a conser-

vation-authority property, and so on. It seems

to me the whole concept of market value has

to be modified in cases where you don't

have adequate market material and new for-

mulas have to be worked out before we can

get what is really an equitablte property tax

system.

Another area where we have grave doubts

about the proposal is with regard to the farm

proposal, where fami land would be assessed

at full market value but the government
would pay the taxes in full, but if the farm-

land's use was changed there would be a

recapture of the tax. I understand a great

many farmers are very concerned about this

P'-oposal. They don't want to be—

'Mr. Deputy Speaker: Let me remind the

hon. member that the principle of this bill

is whether market assessment should be de-

layed a year.

Ms. Bryden: I'm just saying that it prob-
ablv should be delayed even longer until we
sort out some of the tremendous impacts of

these proposals, including the one that farm-

land should really not pay any tax at aU
while it remains in farmland. But I don't

think farmers like being in a position where
their taxes are paid by the government. They
would rather pay their own way if they had
an adequate farm income.

'Mr. Ruston: Your party would take all the

land over anyway.

Ms. Bryden: So that's another area where
there are grave doubts.

[5:45]

A further area is in the question of mu-
nicipal local government property being tax-

able. It is going to add to the tax burden
of all the people who support those various

local governments. It may take money out of

one pocket and put it into another but it is

certainly not going to create any new prop-

erty tax wealth—just shift it from one region
to the other.

We think the whole question of property
tax relief depends on the province helping
local government to reduce the burden of

property taxes to have less reliance on prop-

erty taxes. This can be done in two ways:
By letting the local governments have access

to other kinds of tax revenue—possibly income

tax, corporation tax, sales tax, a share of

that, and secondly by the province increas-

ing its grants to local government and per-

haps taking over whole functions such as

welfare and a much larger proportion of

education in order to relieve the burden of

the property tax which we all know is a

very unfair and regressive tax.

These are the sort of considerations that

should be debated before the Blair com-
mission. They are not, because they are not

in the terms of reference and that is my
real-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Let me again remind
the hon. member that she can't speak to

anything that isn't in the bill. You must ad-

dress yourself specifically to the principle of

the bill and that is whether or not market
value assessment will be delayed for one

year.

Ms. Bryden: I was just going to wind up
and say that under the circumstances we
support this bill. But we would like to see

some real action and more study by the

Blair commission, with more information

available to the public.

'Mr. Nixon: A lot more studies.

Mr. Good: I'll try to relate my remarks to

assessment and the problems that have arisen

regarding the delay up to now and the whole
matter of market value assessment. Actually
what would be most relevant is to dig out

some of the speeches of 1970, 1971 and 1972,

where we showed the ministers opposite the

problems that would arise by trying to bring
out market value assessment across the prov-
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Mr. EdighoflFer: Good idea.

Mr. Good: Already it is obvious to all

people that market value assessment is not

going to be the be-all and end-all of the

inequities that exist in our taxation system.

Already in some areas, market value assess-

ment, or so-called market value assessment,

represents as low as 50 per cent to 60 or 65

per cent of today's market value. Already the

equity has gone out of what we call market
value assessment. While some areas have had
increases in market value to that extent,

other areas of the province have not.

So on that magical day when market value

assessment is brought in, there will still be
the greatest need for equalization factors.

There will be the greatest need to look at

the assessment and see at what levels each
classification of property will be taxed and
there will be the need to try to remake a

proper relationship between so-called market
value assessment on residential propertv and
market value assessment on industrial and
commercial property.

Market value assessment as is being done
on commercial and industrial properties bears
no relationship to the market value of those

particular buildings because it's impossible to

ascertain what the market value would be;
that is, what a willing buyer would pay to a

willing seller. Consequently they have had to

use other methods to put a so-called assess-

ment on those properties and my understand-

ing is that they used replacement costs less

depreciation.

We told the government, away back when
they first started talking about taking over
the assessment function in this province, that

there was nothing wrong in many of the
areas of the province because there was
equity within the taxation area among the
various classifications of property. Let's go
back and look for a moment on how that was
accomplished.

The local municipalities that were respon-
sible for their own assessment did assess

various classifications of property at various

percentages of market value. Some munic-
ipalities were assessing residential property
at 23, 25 or 27 per cent of market value.

Apartment buildings were assessed at 45 or
50 per cent, industrial and commercial at

100 per cent. That seemed to be about the

general mix that was acceptable by the peo-
ple in those days.

Granted, there were many areas in the

province where assessment was not being
done properly. I drew this to the attention
of the ministry on my first speech in this

House back in 1967. I said at that time that

if they gave some money to the municipali-
ties and made the use of the assessment
handbook mandatory, they could do away
with their assessment problems or at least

improve them considerably. Instead of doing
what was the logical solution to some of it,

they said: "No one can do it properly but the

province," and they took over the whole
assessment function and incidentally increased

the cost of assessment from about $2 per

capita to $4 per capita just overnight. Any
thing the province takes over from the local

municipality has that result.

Along with taking over the assessment,

they froze the existing assessment on build-

ings at that time. Along with freezing the

assessment, the equalization factors were
frozen and those factors that involve the

payment of levies among the municipalities—
from area to region or from township to

county. The equalization factors that were
frozen were those used for the province giv-

ing its grants to the municipalities. Instead

of things getting better in the last eight vears,

the inequities have been perpetuated. I sup-

pose that while there may be some validity

in saving it's easier to live with the monst-^r

you know than the monster you don't know,

many people are quite happy to say, "I will

take my chances on what we have now rather

than wait for this equalized assessment."

Everybody is afraid of it.

The government ridiculed this part\' six,

seven, eight years ago when we said the gov-
ernment was going to have to bring in various

levels of taxation for various classifications of

property. The government said market value

assessment was going to bring equality to

everything. Fortunately the government has

b'^en convinced now in the last couple of

vears that it is going to have to have various

levels of taxation for various types of assess-

ment. The resources equalization grant paid
out by the province now has so manv in-

equities in it due to the freezing of the

equalization factors that the minister is as

aware as I am of the situations where cities

like Windsor get no resources equalization

grants and the city of London gets them in

the millions. I am sorry, I forget the amount.

These things have been perpetuated, and

bringing in market value assessment unfor-

tunately isn't going to solve many of these

problems. There has been too much em-

phasis laid on what market value assessment

is going to do to bring about the solution to

the inequities that exist.

I don't think at this point we should get
into the matters of taxation that have been
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put forth by the Treasury; that is a different

matter. But the bill before us says this is

going to be put over for another year. In

other words, it's now going to legalize in

legislation what the Treasurer said last

spring. The rolls will be returned in 1977

for 1978 taxation. Let us hope that the gov-
ernment keeps faith with its promise to bring
the rolls in early in the year so that at least

people can have a look at them—not that

they are going to know what to do with that

assessment, because there will be no manner

in which a person can judge whether that

assessment is high, low or in between.

I think the experience in those municipali-
ties where market value assessment has al-

ready been brought in, such as the Grey,
Bruce and Piurry Sound areas, has shown that

when the first reassessment went out, there

was a slip which said that if the expendi-
tures did not increase or if the mill rate did

not increase, the assessment should be

roughly about—I think in Grey county it was

17 times what it was previously, which was

a little bit of a guideline but certainly no

basis on which one could appeal an assess-

ment, which is understandable.

It's unfortunate that this had to come
about again. I think the approach by the

government away back in 1970 when it took

over the assessment was wrong. We estab-

lished that fact at the time and I think now

they are finding that their chickens are com-

ing home to roost and they have got a politi-

cal hot potato here which is really going to

cause them trouble in the near future.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, I think the saga
of market value assessment epitomizes what's

wrong with the Conservative government in

this particular province. It is a saga of in-

competence and it is a saga of secretiveness.

I think it is wreaking tremendous hardship
and uncertainties on a whole lot of people
across the province and this is simply the

latest chapter.

I recall to the minister that it was back in

1964 or so that the Smith committee on
taxation was appointed by the then Con-
servative government. There was a promise
or a hope that during the 1960s the major
tax reforms would come forward. That didn't

occur. In 1966 or thereabouts the Smith re-

port came down. It recommended major re-

forms in the property tax field. They were
then submitted to a legislative committee.

Before the end of the 1960s that legislative
committee had made its recommendations.

I submit it is typical of the Conservative

government that this province has had for

far too long that much is promised and little

is delievered, and that certainly has been the

case in the field of market value assessment.

This minister, it seems to me, has been dog-

ged by incompetent displays such as we have
in the field of market value assessment.

1 would like to suggest that we are going
to have major problems next year when

finally the work of the assessors is meant to

be revealed before the public. They have

been working since 1971 with absolutely no

public scTutiny and no public accountability.
The minister and his predecessors have re-

|>eatedly refused to give any kind of public

inspection of the quality of the work being
done by the assessors.

We were told back in 1973 or 1974 that

the inflation of profit values made the work

done up until that time of no use. It had to

be scrapped and had to start all over again.
We were told that there were problems with

the computers. Nobody knows what has

really been happening there. We are now
told that the market values that will be

brought forward will not be contemporary
market values, iDut will be market values as

of a particular spot in time. I am not sure

what that spot in time will happen to be.

Tens of millions of dollars have gone down
the drain in trying to come up with this

market value assessment, and nobody knows
whether the work is any good or not. What
we can tell, though, is that the work of the

Ministry of Revenue, under this particular
minister is not paricularly good. I have very
little confidence that we are going to get
better work when the work comes out from

the assessors.

I am afraid, in fact, that people are going
to be confused, dismayed, upset, and very

angry when they find out what happens. They
will not understand what the market value

assessments that they receive actually signify.

The appeal process will be so hopelessly over-

loaded that it will be impossible for people
to get a just and fair treatment in trying to

get a decent assessment on their particular

property. The inequities and injustices that

have been perpetrated on property-tax payers

over the last few years will simply be con-

tinued by what is going to happen next year.

To compound this, we are going to see a

series, I predict, of hastily devised measures

by which the government will try to respond

to the difficulties that are revealed both by the

Blair commission report and by further pol-

itical pressures that are brought upon the

government over the course of the debate of

the next few months. I would submit that the

chance of major reform has probably been

blown because of the incompetent way that

both this minister and his government have
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handled the whole area of market value as-

sessment.

I urge, if I can be brief, that the minister

open up the rolls now so that people know
what is happening. I urge, in addition, that

given the fact that it is very likely market

value assessment will not come in in 1978 but

will be further delayed to 15, 16, 18 or even

20 years after the inauguration of the Smith

committee report, we may or may not see

some semblance of market value assessment

in this province.

I would urge that equity within taxation

classes be introduced now by bringing in

market value assessment within classes, so

that people in like circumstances pay a like

amount in tax. In other words, one residence

and another pay the same amount of tax if

they have the same market value. That is not

the case now. It has not been the case

through the 1970s. It has not been the case

because of the incompetence and delays of

the ministry.

I submit that changes are needed because
we have no confidence that the whole great,

marvelous, perfect scheme promised by the

ministry is ever going to be introduced. It has
been delayed, before; it is being delayed again
now. I suggest that the government will

simply be chicken once again and will give
us further delays for as long as it remains in

power. It is one of the good reasons perliaps

why it should be booted out.

The House recessed at 6 p.m.
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The House resumed at 8 p.m.

ASSESSMENT AMENDMENT ACT
(continued)

Mr. EdighoflFer: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to

make a few comments in regard to Bill 133,
An Act to amend The Assessment Act. I rise to

support this legislation as I know it will post-

pone the hardships on the taxpayers.

My colleague from Waterloo North (Mr.
Good) ably outlined the party's position on
market value assessment, but I could not let

this opportunity' pass, as an ardent reader of
sneeches by the Minister of Revenue (Mr.
Meen). I'd like just very briefly to put on
record a few quotes from the minister's recent

speech to the Golden Mile Kiwanis Club on
October 20, justifying the need for market
value assessment. It seems that this was just
six days before he introduced the bill to put
off market value assessment for another year,
I will just quote very briefly:

The province-wide introduction of mar-
ket value assessment is just around the
corner. I am sure you'll agree that assess-

ing all the properties in a large and diver-
sified jurisdiction like Ontario presents
some very interesting challenges. If I might
boast for a second, our assessment system
in this province is one of the most progres-
sive in the world, and we're quite proud
of what we've accomplished.

Mr. Worton: Progressive but not neces-

sarily Conservative.

Mr. B. Newman: Who said that?

Mr. EdighoflFer: This was said by the Min-
ister of Revenue on October 20. Then he
goes on:

But we have no intention of resting on
our laurels. We are now focusing our ef-

forts on a programme to familiarize tax-

payers with our new system. As part of this

programme, every regional assessment of-

fice in the province will be holding an

open house next year after the market
value assessment notices have been issued.

I urge you to take advantage of this ex-
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cellent opportunity to discuss the market
value assessment programme with our
staff and to obtain information on the finer

details of your property valuation. The
specific time and date for this event will

be well advertised locally when the final

details are worked out.

Mr. Nixon: He said that?

Mr. Riddell: It'll be an open house, but
an empty house,

Mr. EdighoflFer: The questions that come to

my mind in discussing this bill are why this

government has an inability to complete mar-
ket value assessment and why did the minister

just find out in the six days prior to an-

nouncing the bill? I'll support this bill but

I'm concerned about the co-ordination in the

cabinet when the minister goes around talk-

ing to groups telling them about market

value assessment and how they will advertise

it next year and then bringing in a bill six

days later to change the plan.

As I say, we'll support this legislation. I

think probably this party has been con-

demned for its flip-flopping but maybe the

government should now receive some of that.

Mr. Grande: I just have a very few com-

ments on this bill. An Act to amend The
Assessment Act. Some of the things I would

like to talk about include the fact that this

particular ministry, this particular govern-

ment, brought in as a result of the budget

papers 15 proposals. They set up the Blair

commission to receive briefs from the public,

whether they be taxpayers, whether they be

school boards or from any source. As a matter

of fact, I thought perhaps here for the first

time in reality we have a Conservative gov-

ernment interested in consultation and in-

terested in finding out what the people out

there are thinking. That's really clearly the

first time. Then I came to terms with that

kind of process they're following, and I said,

"Why are they doing that? That's not their

usual style."

I have to come to the conclusion that really

the Blair commission is nothing else than

just set up there to do what the government
wants it to do. There were 15 proposals in
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April. The Blair commission has received a

tremendous amount of input about which
even the government, Vm sure, was very

surprised. They didn't expect the boards of

education across Metro to be flocking to the

commission saying, "There's no way that we
can pay these taxes"; the separate school

board saying, "If we're going to be paying
these taxes, we're going to be closing the

doors of some of our schools"; and the

Toronto Board of Education stating that in

certain areas of the city of Toronto taxes

are going to be increasing by as much as 92

per cent. In some areas they are going to be

decreasing.

In all of this consultation process, though,
I can't forget to think that perhaps if the

government, or that party on the other side

of this House were in power in majority

right now, they would follow their old kind
of process of saying, "We'll enact the law. If

you're not happy, take it up with someone
else."

Since the April budget, I've been fortunate

in going to three diflFerent places in the prov-
ince and I found out that farmers certainly
are not happy with these proposals. The
edulcational institutions, as I've suggested, are

not happy with these proposals. The in-

dependent schools are not happy with these

proposals.

Mr. Nixon: It has nothing to do with this

bill.

Mrs. Campbell: Nothing to do with this bill.

Mr. Renwick: I think it is very pertinent.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order, since the matter has now been brought
to your attention by interjection, your deputy
specifically ruled this line of debate out of

order before dinner, involving people on this

side of the House-

Ms. Gigantes: He did not.

Mr. Nixon: —because, as he pointed out

very correctly, the bill deals only with market
value assessment. If you're going to permit a
full debate on budget paper E, then we're

going to be here for a long evening.

Mr. Cassidy: Are you guys ever in the vest

pocket of the government? Whenever the

government is in trouble, you bail them out.

Mr. Renwick: They can always count on
you.

Mr. Nixon: I suggest that you show some

consistency.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I was just

paying close attention to the remarks to see if

they were related to the principle of the bill.

I really don't need the hon. member's advice

on this.

Mr. Renwick: That's right.

Mr. Speaker: I was paying attention to it

and I could tell you that ofttimes a person
strays, but they get back to the bill. Order,

please.

Mr. Cassidy: Exactly.

Mr. Speaker: But we don't allow straying

consistently for too long a time. Sometimes

you have to listen to it to see whether it's

backing up the principle of the bill, I point
out.

Mr. Renwick: As a matter of fact, we
never stray.

Mr. Speaker: The principle of this bill is

whether a certain action will take place next

year or whether it be extended a year. I

ask the hon. member to keep to that and not

bring in outside issues. If you would do

that, please.

Mr. Cassidy: To err is human and to stray
divine.

Mr. Grande: Thank you very much, Mr.

Speaker. I thought, as a matter of fact, that I

was on the principle of the bill.

Mr. Speaker: I might point out to the hon.
member that discussing the actions of any
group or party, whatever it might be, I think

has nothing to do with the bill. It's really the

principle of the bill which should be dis-

cussed. Thank you.

Mr. Nixon: Gee, that's a revelation.

Mr. Deans: He's talking about the reason

for the delay. That is quite on the point.

Mr. Grande: That's exactly what I'm going
to do, what you're suggesting I'm doing, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Breaugh: Back to the start.

'Mr. Grande: As my colleague back here

said to me a little while ago while a member
of the Liberal Party was standing up—
since when have they been interested in

these areas?
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Mr. Breithaupt: If you had been here for

a few years you would know more about it

than you obviously do.

Mr. Nixon: If you had the member for

Lake Nipigon (Mr. Stokes) in the chair you
wouldn't be talking that way.

Mr. Grande: Tm sure that I will, and I

will definitely find out-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Order, please.

Mr. Cassidy: No, no, Breithaupt started it.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Oak-
wood has the floor.

Mr. Grande: Mr. Speaker, if you ruled that

I was straying away from the intent of the

bill let me get back to it, because I really

thought that was what I was doing. I was

preparing a kind of rationale as to why this

government has decided to pull those particu-
lar proposals of the budget back up for an-

other year. It is because they never thought
for one minute that the people were going
to be very much interested in coming before

this commission and presenting the briefs.

They didn't expect they would be putting
forward the salient points of what this market
value assessment—or at least the way you are

interpreting it—is doing to the non-profit or-

ganizations in Ontario.

But let me also, as the member for the

Liberal Party states, talk a little bit—no more
than a few minutes—on the minister's speech
the other night. It was quoted in the paper
under, "Revenue Minister's Blood Boiling
Over Tax Reform Critics." I wonder why his

blood should' be boiling.

As I said before, perhaps it's boiling be-

cause they never expected the criticism con-

tained in these particular briefs they're bring-

ing forth to the Blair commission. The delay
of one year is nothing but an attempt to

defuse the issue. That's all it is. At least as

far as I'm concerned, that's all the attempt
means. They're saying, "Let's not worry about
it until next year, because next year there just

might be an election, and we cannot afi^ord it

now. We cannot aflFord this criticism."

Mr. Breaugh: That's to the principle of the

bill.

Mr. Grande: Mr. Speaker, the only thing I

want to say to the Minister of Revenue, if his

blood is really boiling about these criticisms

that are coming daily—

Hon. Mr. Meen: Mr. Speaker on a point
of order-

Mr. Makarchuk: If his blood was not boil-

ing, it is now.

Hon. Mr. Meen: —if the hon. member had
been listening and had read what was said,

my comment with respect to my over-tem-

perature bloodi was with respect to certain

criticisms made for political motivations pri-

marily, not the submissions made to the Blair

commission. I can tolerate, and indeed I wel-

come constructive criticisms of that type. But
what really does get my blood over-heated is

the kind of criticism I've heard from certain

members opposite who really aren't well in-

formed at best, and I suspect may very well

be distorting the issues for political motiva-

tion.

Mr. Renwick: That is hardly a point of

order. It's very interesting to speculate about

your motivation.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Oak-
wood.

Mr. Grande: Thank you very much. And
that very fact that you just stood up says

exactly what your motivations are. They're

highly political.

[8:15]

Mr. Nixon: We can't have any politics in

here.

Mr. Grande: As I was saying, if the blood

of the minister is boiling over this particular

political criticism, I don't understand any
other kind of criticism when it comes to tax

reform. I mean, what are they? Are they not

political criticisms? Whatever criticism you
are going to be applying, or anybody is

going to be putting forward, is going to be

either for that particular proposal or against

that proposal which you put forward.

If the blood of the minister is boiling, and

let me repeat that, then all I have to say to

the minister is don't be too defensive. The
criticisms are going to be coming in. They are

going to come in a lot heavier than that. As

soon as the small businessman finds out what
it is going to mean to him, the small business-

man is going to be coming, not to you any

longer, but is going to be coming to people
on this side of the House. They are going to

be saying: "You will be representing us, no

longer that party opposite."

As a matter of fact, I have a beautiful

letter from one president of a small business-

men's association and perhaps another time

I will put it on the record. But some of the

phrases that he was using, let me just use

them here. I took them verbatim in this tele-



4368 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

phone conversation. He said, "This move is

nothing else but crass stupidity. It is favouri-

tism at its best, favouritism toward the cor-

porate power. The intent is nothing else but

to destroy the small businessmen."

Mr. Makarchuk: Very perceptive.

Mr. Grande: All I am going to say to the

minister is that if his blood boils, the blood
of the taxpayers out there is not boiling. He
is making it curdle.

Mr. Cunningham: I too rise to support the

delay in the implementation of what I par-

ticularly perceive to be a rather ill-conceived

and poorly thought out method of taxation.

I would be inclined, as the member for

Wentworth North, to support a two-year
delay or a three-year delay or maybe even
a five-year delay as it currently is proposed.

I too read the speeches of the Minister
of Revenue with great interest. Just for the

record, because we were talking about that

minister's blood boiling or being boiled, he
said on page 11 of his speech to the Empire
Club:

The misconceptions are bad enough but
the one that makes my blood boil the
most is the accusation tliat the govern-
ment of Ontario is dictating all these re-

forms without consultation, with the object
of shoving them down the taxpayer's
throat.

I am sure the hon. member would remember
with a great deal of interest the discussiions

we had, the public input we had, on the

subject of regional government. It was inter-

esting at that time. I recall the meetings and
the minister was reported in the press as not

being unduly concerned about the diflB'culties

of regional government. It is interesting to
note in the recent publication of Momentum,
which I understand is his party's monthly
magazine, or whatever, that he said on this

same subject that the taxpayers shouldn't
be unduly concerned. The fact that he would
use that same phrase makes me duly con-
cerned. The idea of taxing a public building
or a school, something like that, assessing
it, extracting tax dollars and then giving it

back to the government I think is not only
inane, it's mindless.

I would welcome any possible delay in

this. I hope that the minister has in the
time that transpires in this next year some
guidance from some people who really realize

what this is all about. I would suggest to

him, with respect, that if he doesn't get that

guidance, both Economic and political, his

government will not be in the position of

implementing any kind of meaningful tax

reform in this province.

'Mr. Renwick: Mr. Speaker, I only have

one very brief comment. I hope that during
the interval of this deferment—whether it's

one year or two years is relatively immaterial

to me, it's going to be some time in the

future—the minister might consider either

formally or informally relaxing the terms of

reference of the Blair commission and not

having them so rigidly tied to something
called a fair market value assessment basis

for the assessment system. I think it is abso-

lutely essential that we get away from some
theoretical assumption that all property
owned by the citizens is subject to some-

thing called a fair market value assessment.

I know this may sound as heresy, but

there is a very well-known criterion of fair

market value where there is a willing buyer
and a wilHng seller. That, I think, is appro-

priate in those cases to which property is

subject to m.arket requirements. There is an

immense amount of property in the province
of Ontario owned by various institutions—

and I don't need to elaborate on it—which is

not subject to anything called a fair market

value of assessment, unless you say it's a

hypothetical value attributable to those par-

ticular problems £or the purpose of warping
those values into something called a fair

market value assessment. There is no market

for them, it is a fictional market; and the

value which you ascribe to them under the

disguise that it is fair market value is not

fair market value.

I think we are going to have to come to

an assessment system in the province of

Ontario which has a basis in reality, and
the first question to be answered on the basis

of whether or not an assessment should be

levied, and what the basis of that assessment

should be, is a determination of whether or

not that particular piece of property is

subject to fair market value. That is, is there

something called a market for that property
in the sense that there's a willing buyer
and a willing seller? If there is, then you
can ascribe fair market value assessment to

that property.

On the other hand, if it falls on the other

sidte of that line—and I don't deny the diffi-

culties of a dividing line as between those

kinds of property which are so subject to that

kind of assessment-then I think the Blair

commission and the province are going to

have to come to some kind of decision as to

the value to be attributed to that kind of

property on a different formulation and a dif-
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ferent formula. The formula will undoubted-

ly be complicated.

I think that what is bedevilling the assess-

ment system and bedevilling the proper in-

tention of the province to establish a uni-

form assessment system across the province,
is this idea that somewhere or other all

property is subject to fair market value. The
sooner we get away from that kind of prob-
lem and get into the real world' of saying,

"Yes, s;ome properties are subject to fair

market value because there is a willing

buyer and a willing seller and a marketplace
for them, and other properties are not so

subject to that fictional fair market value,"
then we can ascribe, on a theoretical or for-

mula basis, a value to those properties con-

sistent with and rebtable to those that are

subject to market value.

I think we have got to come to a system
where we recognize, as a starting point, the

dichotomy between those properties which
are and those properties which are not avail-

able in the marketplace for sale. Until we
reach that point—and I say quite categorically
that the idea of a province-widte assessment

is entirely acceptable—and until you accept
the proposition that you bedevil the system

by attributing market values to properties
which are not so subject, and do not sub-

stitute for market value another criterion of

valuation which will be fair and equitable
in relation to market value propyerties in the

particular municipality that is levying the tax,

then we're not going to come to the kind of

assessment programme and policy for the

province of Ontario which will permit equity
to be introduced'.

It is not possible to ascribe something
called fair market value to properties which
are not so subject and then say that we can

adjust it by a percentage reduction or other-

wise of that value for the purpose of levying
the taxes. I'm simply saying that, as a mat-
ter of reality,the soonsr we come to that

kind of decision, the better.

I hope the minister, with the respite pro-
vided by this moratorium on the period' of

time—whether it is one year or two years or

whether we see this bill annually—will give
consideration to that kind of a new view and
to inform the Blair commission that they are

not necessarily stuck with something called

fair market value in those situations where it

is purely hypothetical, where it is purely at-

tributed to the property where there is no
real formula under which that assessment

can be made which will be realistic. I would

hope that the minister would give some con-

sideration to that initial basic problem whidh

I think is bedevilling the whole progress of

the uniform assessment system across the

province.

Mrs. Campbell: Mr. Speaker, it has been
said many times that if one is in politics and
leaves it for a matter of 10 years, one will

still be debating the same principles. It's

interesting that I believe I have already ad-

dressed a committee of which this minister

was a member in presenting a brief from the

city of Toronto on this very subject matter.

I was, I suppose, honoured by the recognition

by this minister that that brief caused at least

at that point in time the reconsideration of

the principle which is in this bill but which
is now postponed by this bill.

There has been apparently no way in

which those of us who have great concerns
in this area are able to prevail' upon this

government to understand the concern which
we have by the nature of market value assess-

ment itself. It is important that we come to

some conclusions on a uniform assessment

across the province.

Mr. Drea: Come on, will you.

Mr. Riddell: Where did you want to go?

Mr. Speaker: Will the hon. member con-

tinue, please, on the principle of the bill'?

Mrs. Campbell: Thank you very much, Mr.

Speaker, the concerns which we have all

had, of course, have been the very concerns

which have been expressed by the member
for Riverdale and by others as we review

this legislation. There is no doubt that this

has to be postponed because we have not

yet come to grips with the very real prob-
lems contained in the principle of market
value assessment.

We know without question that there are

those properties which cannot be defined

within this terminology. When we look at

the fact that there would appear to be a

proposed drop in the assessment factor for

certain industries and commercial businesses,

one does not have any sense of security that

this in itself with the 50 per cent proposed
allocated to residential properties gives that

protection to the residential properties which
is needed, and badly needed, if they are not

to face the onus shift from the industrial and
commercial to the residential. The minister

has stated time and again that he has this

concern and we have been waiting for that

formula. Frankly, the formula as it has been

brought forward does not assure that pro-
tection.

[8:30]
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Considering some of the other statements

which have been made recently with refer-

ence to the assessment on condominium prop-

erty and the fact that they have been assessed

as though they were tenants, I wonder if

the minister realizes the growing mood of

tenants in the large cities—in Toronto at

least—to begin to question their assessments

as a result of those statements made with

reference to condominium assessment. I

would like very much to see the minister

come forward and say that he wishes to

hoist this bill for much longer than one year
so that we may be in a position to thoroughly
understand how this type of assessment can

possibly work without seriously endangering
the residential homeowners.

Of course, as I understand it, I am also

aware of the fact that this very hoist may
be very discriminatory to those who are al-

ready functioning within the operation of

market value assessment, and I see nothing
in this to hoist their position so that they at

least will only be assessed at the 50 per cent

rather than at the full amount today. I'm not
familiar with that particular position, because
it isn't happening in my riding or in my
municipality, but I would like to hear from
the minister on those points.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Went-
worth.

Mr. Deans: Mr. Speaker, I am just getting
last-minute coaching from my colleague.

Mr. Shore: You need it!

Mr. Deans: He's still my colleague, though;
I can identify mine.

Mr. Renwick: On an entirely unrelated
matter!

Mr. Deans: I want to say to the minister
that I have had some worries about market
values assessment for some time—worries
about the way it's being done, about the
assessment itself and about what is being
assessed. It's opportune that this should have
come up this evening, because I was speak-
ing to someone on the telephone last evening
who had just had their home assessed that

day. They were surprised to see the assessor

marking down on the form such things as the
fact that they owned a colour television and
other matters which didn't appear, to me at

least, to have any relationship of any kind
to the value of the property the assessor was
supposed to be assessing.

I want to say to the minister that I would
appreciate very much if, in his summing up

of the position of the government in this

regard, he would take a moment just to out-

line again for us what it is that the assessors

are supposed to be assessing. For example, up
until the market value assessment programme
began in the city of Hamilton, if a person
owned an above-ground swimming pool, it

was not considered to be a fixed asset.

Hon. Mr. Meen: Like yours?

Mr. Deans: Like mine, yes—and many
other people's. It was not considered to be a

fixed asset but rather a movable asset.

Mr. Shore: Do you rent it or own it?

Mr. Deans: On the other hand, if a person
owned an in-ground pool it was considered

to be a fixed asset and therefore was assess-

able under the assessment procedures. This

is true of a number of additional things
around the normal family home. I am a bit

concerned about the assessment that we are

talking about now is an assessment on those

things that the individual chooses to do with
his money rather than on the actual value of

of the property itself.

I am beginning to feel more and more un-

easy about what it is that the assessors in the

province are, in fact, addressing themselves
to. I think it would be very helpful if the

minister were to take some time to discuss

assessment. It doesn't have to be tonight
since this bill itself is going to afford us

ample time to have a further discussion on
this. But I think that it might be in the best

interests of the province and all of the prop-

erty owners in the province if we were to

have some time in the fairly near future to

talk about assessment, aside from all other

responsibilities that the minister currently has.

I don't want to particularly talk about it

during the estimates, for example. I would

prefer to talk about it in isolation from other

matters,

Jt seems to me, if what I hear is true, that

the assessors are taking into consideration

matters which they in actual fact have no
business considering. If it is true, then it's

time we had a serious look at the job that's

being done across the province.

I want to say something else about this

whole assessment matter. I don't know how
the government can move to market value

during a period when the market value of

real property is fluctuating the way it is at

the moment. I really don't. We've seen in the

papers something that we all applaud, that is,

the drop in the average sale price of homes.

Many of us would like to think that that re-

duction in the artificially inflated price of real
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property will continue and that we may,
some time in the not too distant future, see

homes again at a price that people can afford.

I think it would be very unfortunate if we
had some individuals who happened to be

assessed at a time when their property was
valued by some mythical or magical method
at $10,000 or more above what in fact it

could get in the free market. We're seeing
that situation now and therefore we're going
to have built into the system all of the in-

equities and all of the problems that we

already have in the existing system.

When the minister says to my colleague
from Oakwood that he's concerned about the

political statements that are being made by
certain people and that's what makes his

blood boil, I have a little difficulty feeling

sorry for him. After all, nobody forces him to

be a politician. If he doesn't like political

statements and political discussion, then why
doesn't he become something else, like an

assessor? I don't understand his rationale.

Mr. Germa: Why doesn't he become a used

car salesman?

Mr. Deans: I appeared before the Blair

commission, as did others. I appeared indivi-

dually and I made representation about some
matters that were of concern to me, directly

related to market value assessment. I'm of the

opinion that it will not be possible to imple-
ment the market value concept in the prov-
ince of Ontario in 12 months time. I'm of the

opinion that the government is moving back-

wards so swiftly from the implementation of

market value and from the proposals that now
are before the Blair commission, that it's very

unlikely that this government will be in a

position in 12 months time to deal with the

implementation and all of the implications of

the imposition of market value assessment.

I really suggest to the minister one tiling to

bear in mind as he's looking at the proposals
and the changes that might take place. I can

appreciate as a concept in a theoretical dis-

cussion that the thought of assessing all of the

properties on the same basis across the prov-
ince of Ontario and doing away with the in-

equities that existed is very appealing. But I

urge him not to forget that the system as it

currently is, imperfect as it is, has built-in

compensation factors.

For example, when a person buys a home
he takes into account as he looks at the value
of the home the cost, principal and interest,

the taxes to be paid, the upkeep that might be

required and the general maintenance that

might be required. They equate that with
their income capacity and they make a deci-

sion whether or not they can afford to buy.
For many, they buy on the margin. They
stretch themselves to the limit to get every-

thing they can, everything that will satisfy

their particular desires. If the minister

monkeys around with the system shortly
thereafter and comes to the conclusion that

that has been under-assessed, he's going to

detrimentally affect the lives of tliose people
and so he's got to bear it in mind when he-

Mr. Renwick: Affect detrimentally.

Mr. Deans: Sorry, affect detrimentally. See,

that's the benefit of having such a learned

colleague.

Mr. Renwick: I'm frightened in case my
leader hears you.

Mr. Deans: They affect detrimentally—he

says he's afraid in case Stephen hears me—the

very balance of the economies of those indi-

viduals and those families. So, while I say to

the minister that just as when he spoke in the

House of regional government and the great

benefits that would flow from the economies

of scale—does he remember those good diays?

How we were all going to benefit from the

economies of scale of regional government.
He travelled into my townn of Stoney Creek,
stood there on a platform and said, "By God,

you'll all benefit from this." Well, we're

waiting. We're waiting.

Mr. Drea: You have got a watch fob. You
are not doing bad.

Mr. Deans: But I want the minister to know
that the fears that I had about that concept-

Mr. Shore: You would never have had that

chain-

Mr. Deans: —the fears that I had about

that concept are similar now. The fears I now
have about market value assessment are very
similar to the fears that I had about the im-

plementation of regional government. I'm

afraid that theoretically it looks good; in

practice, it's a disaster. It's a disaster and it

affects people to their detriment. I don't

happen to think that we should be rushing

too quickly into this whole matter.

Mr. Drea: Don't you worry about having
a watch fob and chain and saying this kind

of thing?

Mr. Deans: I'm also pleased to have the

member for Scarborough Centre with us,

after having had a nice dinner, I'm siure.

But I just want to say to the minister that

there are real fears and I don't want him to

underestimate them.
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Mr. Drea: I don't wear a vest.

Mr. Deans: I don't want him to stand up
and make statements about how it will prove
to be beneficial, because there are as many
different opinions on that as there are opi-
nions at all. And an awful lot of us, having
made the calculations-

Mr. Drea: Tell me, are you not going to

pay your taxes this year?

Mr. Deans: If you want to make a speech,

why don't you get up?
An awful lot of us, having made the cal-

culations, have come to the conclusion that

the implementation of market value assess-

ment, given all of the other policy considera-
tions the government currently has before it,

would prove to be more of a detriment,
would work more of a detriment on the

capacities of people to meet their obliga-
tions, than it would be beneficial. I suggest
to the minister not to be too hasty about it.

If he can, I'd like to hear just roughly
whether or not what that individual thought
he saw being written on the piece of paper
is in fact true and if it has any bearing at
all on the final outcome of the assessment of
that property. I want to know why. If it

doesn't, then I want to know why this person
is nosing around in their private business.

Hon. Mr. Mean: Mr. Speaker, I have ap-
preciated the observations from some of the
members opposite. The member for Beaches-
Woodbine (Ms. Bryden) made an observation,
I think in her opening comment, about the

postponement of market value assessment.
She said, if I noted it correctly, "four or five

times." I recall that it was postponed in the
fall of 1973 to 1976 for a further two years.
We are now postponing it from 1976 to 1977,
in other words to cover the municipal taxa-
tion year of 1977.

A decision was made by cabinet back in

March of this year and announced by the
Treasurer (Mr. McKeough) in his budget of

April 7 of this year. The purpose of this bill

is to implement that statement that we would
put over for the further year, 1977, the freeze
on assessment and' of course, following the

expiration of the freeze period at the end of

1977—under the present legislation the freeze

period would expire at the end of this year,
but under this amendment it will expire at

the end of 1977—we would be on a market
value basis for the taxation year 1978.

[8:45]

There is no change in our policy. We are

not deferring it again. I think the hon.

member, in talking about four or five times,

may have been thinking that we announced
one extension last April and that this was still

another extension beyond that. This is not

the case. This is the extension to implement
the Treasurer's announcement along with

budget paper E.

This will give the government the op-

portunity to—

Mr. Cunningham: Buy some time.

Hon. Mr. Meen: —hear the opinion of the

Blair commission. It has given the Blair com-
mission the chance to have a total of 27
different sets of meetings around this prov-

ince, through the late spring, early summer
and fall of this year. They completed those

hearings, I believe, last week.

Mr. Renwick: What was the attendance?

Hon. Mr. Meen: It's possible that they
have one more hearing to go—one that was

adjourned or extended; I'm not too clear on

that-

Mr. Renwick: What was the attendance?

Hon. Mr. Meen: —but my understanding
is that they are virtually complete in their

scheduled hearings. We asked them if they
would report to us with their recommenda-
tions on the 15 proposals after hearing sub-

missions from so many quarters, both in-

dividuals, various groups, municipalities and

the like around the province. We asked them

if they would let us have the benefit of their

advice by the end of this month of November.

They have indicated to us that they may not

be able to make that date and that it may be

December.

Mr. Renwick: It may be what?

Hon. Mr. Meen: It may be the end of

December.

Mr. Renwick: Which year?

Mr. Riddell: You are not going to-

Hon. Mr. Meen: Now my hope is that we
will have the benefit of their advice that

soon, because it will take us a while to

analyse their opinions and to make our de-

cisions as to the policies to be adopted and

put into legislative form for the package of

amendments that would be required, not fust

to The Assessment Act but to The Municipal
Act and related Acts, to The Education Act,

and to quite a number of Acts. I don't have

a total but as a rough guess I would suppose
it would be around a dozen.
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Mr. Renwick: Fifty.

Hon. Mr. Meen: How many did the hon.

member say? Fifty? It's not inconceivable,

I suppose, that we would be involved in

quite a number of pieces of legislative

amendments.

We will not rush into these things without

a good deal of consideration, but the purpose
of the Blair commission has been to give the

kind of public input and dialogue which the

Treasurer, the Premier (Mr. Davis) and I

have been saying for months we wanted to

have.

I'm starting to digress, Mr. Speaker, but

inasmuch as the hon. members opposite

have digressed substantially, I trust you will

permit me to do the same. Proposal number
one of budget paper E is so important that

we're anxious to have the advice of the com-

mission on that one which is the proposal
that residential assessment should be set at

50 per cent of market value rather than 100.

The hon. member for St. George has

touched on a subject which I've touched on

many times over the years. One of my very

first encounters with the hon. member was

when she was senior controller, as I recall,

for the city of Toronto at that time and

finance and budget chief for the city.

Mr. Drea: What did she do?

Hon. Mr. Meen: In that capacity she ap-

peared before the select committee on taxa-

tion, chaired by our oolleague of earlier years,

John White, who subsequentiy became the

Treasurer of the province. She came before

that select committee in the summer of 1968
and put a very compelling case, which con-

firmed the conclusions reached by the Smith

committee, whose recommendations and re-

pyort the selett committee was studying.

Namely, it was that if we went to market
value without some kind of factoring, either

of the mill rate applicable to residential

property or of the assessment value itself

on residential property normally taken at the

market value level, there would be a sub-

stantial shift of the tax burden.

With the assistance of the hon. member
and the city of Toronto's financial experts,

along with considerable assistance from other

quarters as well, the select committee con-

cluded that a factor of approximately 70 per
cent would achieve neutrality. In other

words, if you set a mill rate of 70 per cent

of the mill rate for industrial/commercial

or, if you have a common mill rate, as we
are proposing here, set a factor -then on
assessment at roughly 70 per tent of market

value rather than 100, it would achieve

neutrality.

In order to be very sure and confident

that there would not be a shift of the burden
of taxation from the industrial and commer-
cial sector on the one hand to residential

on the other, we are therefore proposing 50

per cent, significantly below the 70 per cent

figure which we believe will actually achieve

approximate neutrality.

I say to the hon. member for St. George
that there will be a shift of the burden in

that direction because it's our belief and
confidence that we will not see a shift of

the burden to the residential quarter as a

class. I think we all can see that there will

be individual cases where properties have

been substantially under-assessed and doubt-

less their assessments will rise.

There are other proposals among this group
of 15 proposals, however, which we have
asked the Blair commission to study as well—
the five-year transition period, for example.
We have indicated ourselves that we want to

take a look at the Ontario tax credit pro-

gramme to make sure that it is adequate.
It may well be that it should be beefed up,
if you will pardon the colloquialism.

Ms. Bryden: It's completely inadequate.

Hon. Mr. Meen: We believe these are the

ways in which we can go in order to prop-

erly protect the taxpayers in the residential

quarters.

The hon. member says she is waiting for

a formula that will assure us. I say to her

we think this kind of approach gives assur-

ance and confidence that the burden will not

land more heavily in the residential quarter
and in fact may very well in some quarters,

I suppose, shift in the other direction. The
corollaries of that would be that if one dis-

regarded all other properties being brought
into the assessment base, of course the shift

would be back onto the commei^cial and

industrial sectors. One of the other prin-

ciples which we are dedicating ourselves to

is that perhaps provincially-owned proper-

ties, the universities and colleges, the registry

offices, the courthouses and that kind of

thing, will all be assessed and pay taxes as

though they were privately owned.

The member for Riverdale raises an inter-

esting suggestion with respect to the Blair

commission and, with all respect, I must say
to him that I don't think it's too practical

though I was interested in what he had to

say. The Blair commission by its terms of

reference will complete its studies and will



4374 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

let us have its report, as I have already said,

by the end of this month. Whether it were

practical at this junction to reconstitute the

commission to determine whether fair mar-

ket value really is the way to go would,
I think, be taking us back at least 10 years.

The member for St. George herself has

referred to the select committee and it was

sitting, as I have just indicated, to review

the report of the Smith committee. The
Smith committee was set up in the 1960s to

look into just such matters as that. The
select committee unanimously concluded that

fair market value was the only appropriate

way to go. That is why we are moving on
that front.

Mr. Deans: But they weren't talking about

a grossly distorted marketplace.

Hon. Mr. Meen: Just a moment, I let the

hon. member continue without interruption.

Interjeotions.

Mr. Speaker: Order,
ister has the floor.

please. The hon. min-

Hon. Mr. Meen: The hon. member for

Riverdale has raised an interesting point with

respect to properties that are not traded

frequently in the marketplace. I suppose he
would think in terms of things like registry
offices and the like, but frankly there are

methods of arriving at what can be called a

market value for those properties. The

Supreme Court of Canada has determined

that the replacement cost and income ap-

proach to buildings such as that can be a

perfectly appropriate way to arrive at a

value. Let's face it, the owners of the prop-
erty, whether they trade or not frequently
in the marketplace, do have a belirf as to

what the properties are worth.

I must say, I was disappointed with the

member for Perth in his reference to a

speech which I made a while ago, and I'm

sorry to see that he's not in his seat-

Mr. Riddell: He will be right back.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Hasn't been around all

week.

Hon. Mr. Meen: —beicause he misquoted
what I have said in the sense of quoting me
out of context. Of course I pointed out that

market value is "just around the corner.
"

But if he read to the House the entire

speech, he will see that in that address I

pointed out the schedule which we are fol-

lowing and that in fact we have the pro-

gramme laid out for the
report

of the Blair

commission by the end of this year: Our

study of the report, our conclusion as to the

route we will foUow, our legislative package
in the spring, our market value assessment

notices in late spring or early summer, a

period of some months for study of those

assessment notices, and subsequent reviews

in the court are required under the Act.

I'm certain if the hon. member wanted to

be fully honest with us, he'd admit that he
knows perfectly well that the bill I have

introduced and which we are debating here

tonight is simply to freeze these assessments

for that period of time so that we don't wind

up being stuck with the market value mech-

anism on January 1, 1977, when we are ill-

prepared. We do not have tlie legislation. At

no time this year did we contemplate having
the legislation in place for next year. It

would be ridiculous to do other than to pro-
ceed as we have done now. Had we had a

lesser version of legislative work in the

spring this bill which we're debating tonight
would have been introduced then rather than

just in the last few days.

But to suggest that il flip-flopped in a

period of six days after speakiiig to the

Golden Mile Kiwanis, where he has quoted
me out of context—In fact I laid out the

whole programme and then six days later,

when the House convened, came in and did

exactly what I had told them I was going to

be doing. This legislation implements what I

had said I was going to do. To suggest that

that's a flip-flop, I suggest, is less tlhan fully

honest with us here in the House. The hon.

member for Perth would have had to rewrite

his speech, I suspect, because>-

Mr. Edighoffer: I didn't want to read it

all. You said you were the province's pick-

pocket, too.

Hon. Mr. Meen: —I think he didn't fully

understand the bill until after he'd written

his speech.

In closing, may il just say that I appreciate
the support indicated from both parties op-

posite. 'The amendment as indicated will ex-

tend the p>eriod for the frozen assessments

on the old basis for still a further year while

we get the programme in place in the spring,

eventually to go to market value assessment

in 1978 as planned.

Motion agreed to.

The following bill was given third reading
on motion: Bill 133, An Act to amend The
Assessment Act.
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CORPORATIONS INFORMATION ACT

Mr. Drea, on behalf of Hon. Mr. Handle-

man, moved second reading of Bill 136, The

Corporations Information Act.

Mr. Drea: Well, he is not selling cattle.

Mr. Deans: Send for the minister.

Mr. Renvvick: Mr. Speaker, subject to what

my—Oh, my colleague, the House leader for

the New Democratic Party, I have just man-

aged to just catch him. I understand there

was some arrangement being made with re-

spect to the dei3ate on these bills. Perhaps
on a point of order my colleague might speak
to the matter.

Mr. Deans: On a point of order.

Mr. Renwick: If my understanding is cor-

rect, I would be glad to move the adjourn-

ment of the debate.

Mr. Deans: What db want to do?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Two minutes for recess,

Mr. Deans: My colleague would like to

debate this with the minister, I think. I was

wondering whether or not you were going to

proceed through these bills to a vote tonight
or were we going to do some other—

[9:00]

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, I know that

there are some other events that are of some
interest and it becomes increasingly more
important to view them. The understanding
was, if I could share this with the House,
that iteins 15, 16 and 17 would be debated
and then it was the intention of the official

opposition to divide the House with respect
to this legislation. It may be that—

Mr. Drea: I don't think they will.

Mr. Deans: We think we would like to talk

to the minister.

Hon. Mr. Welch: There may be some ad-

vantage in us proceeding with the debate
on 15, 16 and 17. Then following the legis-

lative discussion we could adjourn this de-

bate in order to provide an opportunity for

the reply on Thursday. Then the division

could come on Thursday afternoon if that

^^'Ould satisfy the House at this time.

Interjections.

Mr. Breithaupt: Mr. Speaker, with respect
to the point of order, I feel that if the parlia-

mentary assistant has carriage of the bill's, I

would be just as content to have the matters

dealt with fully and a vote called this eve-

ning to dispose of the three bills. If, on the

other hand, the minister is to reply, I would

presume it would be well that we did not

proceed in the absence of the minister. I

think splitting it either one way or the other

seems to me a bit awkward. However, I am
prepared to go on whatever is wanted b}'

the House, As I say, Mr. Speaker, I would

prefer that we simply completed the matter.

I can advise the House that it is our in-

tention to support the bills, so that it will be

a matter that could be quickly resolved by a

vote of the members present in the House
at this point, much less than under a lengthy
term of events,

Mr. Deans: It is not a matter of whether
we want to deal with the parliamentary
assistant or not. We are quite happy to on
most occasions. The matter here is simply
that we did in fact hope to be able to raise

directly with the minister some rather im-

portant matters that we think he, himself, be-

ing the minister in charge, would like to re-

spond to. We would simply ask if it wouldn't
be possible to adjourn t!he debate and to pro-
ceed with it tomorrow.

Hon. Mr. Welch: It is not unusual of

course in the absence of the minister to pro-
ceed with the parliamentary assistant. I think

under the circumstances then perhaps we can

proceed since we have time. I hope that we
can proceed with orders 15, 16 and 17 to-

night.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Speaker, I assume that

with the consent of the House we can deal

with Bills 136, 137 and 138 because in sub-

stance Bills 137 and 138 are simply com-

panion bills related to accommod'ating The
Business Corporations Act and The Corpora-
tions Act to the proposed amendments to

The Corporations Information Act.

Mr. Speaker: Perhaps we shouM call the

three bills first of all then, to see if that is

agreed. Is that the understanding?

Mr. Renwick: If it is agreeable.

Mr. Breithaupt: We are quite prepared to

accept that approach, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Would the hon. parliamen-

tary assistant then call the other two bills?

BUSINESS CORPORATIONS
AMENDMENT ACT;

CORPORATIONS AMENDMENT ACT

Mr, Drea, on behalf of Hon. Mr. Handle-

man, moved second reading of Bill 137, An
Act to amend The Business Corporations Act.
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Mr. Drea, on behalf of Hon. Mr. Handle-

man, moved second reading of Bill 138, An
Act to amend. The Corporations Act.

Mr. Drea: Both are very ancillary to Bill

136.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Speaker, we are con-

cerned about the thrust which is involved in

The Corporations Information Act, 1976, and
we intend to oppose the bill on second read-

ing and dividie the House.

May I indicate to the assembly our basic

concerns about the bill? The present Corpora-
tions Information Act provides for an annual

return of information by business corpora-

tions, corporations without share capital and
others to whom that particular Act applies. It

is now in an extremely simplified form. It re-

quires a disclosure and an annual filing for

pubHc information purposes of the name of

the corporation, the date of incorporation, the

nature of the business actually being carried

on by the corporation, the names, residences

and addresses of the directors of the corpora-

tion, and the names for practical purposes of

the principal officers of the corpvoration. It has

long since been past history that other infor-

mation which is of any significance is set forth

in that return.

I think it is basically a matter of signifi-

cance that the public, with what little infor-

mation is available to them in the companies
branch, should at least have the assurance that

there is an annual requirement of filing so

that when you walk into the office and you
look at the annual return for the particular

company if it is not up to date you at least

know it is not up to date. The way you know
it is not up to date is because if the annual

return for the particular year, which has to be

filed by—I forget, March 31 or May 31

—within three months of the close of the

fiscal year of the corporation is not so filed

then you know that you run the risk of the in-

formation being entirely out of date. You can

therefore ask and request and you know that

you run the risk of the information being out

of date.

I recognize that we have in \he private bills

committee of the assembly, because of the

way in which charters can be revoked for

failure to file the annual returns, been faced

from time to time of applications by com-

panies to have their charters reinstated be-

cause they have defaulted in filing their

annual returns. Generally their solicitors

appear and there's an expense involved in

doing that and we generally reinstate the

charter of the corporation unless there is

some good reason for not doing so.

I can understand that is a kind of nuisance
CO those companies that are subject to tliat

particular penalty, but when you weigh that

particular fact against the public need' to

know and have up to date information about
a particular corporation and to know that it is

as up to date as the date upon which the last

annual return should be filed, then we find it

difficult to support a bill which indicates quite

clearly that that kind of information is not

going to be available to us any longer.

We do not dispute that it has been long
overdue for the government to require a

system under which corporations, regardless
of their corporate names, may use trade

names of a multiplicity of kinds without any
adequate registration provision. If the min-

istry had simply introduced that kind of legis-

lation, it would have had the support of this

party for that particular provision. I refer in

this instance to section 2 of the bill which, if

the bill does pass despite our opposition to

it and goes to committee, we can discuss at

the appropriate time.

There are other provisions in the bill, but
all of them are relating to the proposition that

the only obligation on the company to file

information is when the change has been
made. Now it is extremely difficult even now,
because in most cases the filing of the annual

return is left either with the solicitors for the

company or the secretary of the company and
tends to be overlooked even on an annual

basis, but there is nothing in this bill which
will indicate that that the requirement when
a change is made is going to facilitate the

memory of those officers responsible for the

filing of the return to make certain that the

return is filed.

However, those are relatively technical

comments which I make about the bill and if

that were the only basis for our opposition,
we might simply say we will oppose the bill

and we will oppose it on a voice vote and let

it go at that because what does it really

matter? The information generally required

by this government of corporations is most

basically irrelevant to the needs to those per-
sons who search the corporate records.

Whether it is one year old or four years old

is relatively immaterial and it wouldn't have

mattered, because the philosophy of the gov-
ernment with respect to the public disclosure

of information about corporations resides

somewhere in the last century, if not before

the general acceptance of the corporate form

of doing business.
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I have personal concern about the bill be-

cause—I believe the parliamentary assistant

may remember this. I'm not certain he was

in the House because 1 believe it was about

2:15 in the morning one day that we dis-

cussed an amendment to the bill which was

never proclaimed' in force. The bill is the

Act to amend The Corporations Act, which

was in 1971, and if my recollection is correct

late one night we tried to indicate quite

clearly to the government that we considered

that the annual information return of cor-

porations was to do what it said, provide in-

formation. We moved an amendment at that

time and the ministry accepted it.

Mr. Drea: No way, come on.

Mr. Renvnck: Accepted the amendment at

that time-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Will the parliamen-

tary assistant try to restrain himself? He will

have an opportunity to respond later on.

Mr. Cassidy: He has great difficulty, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Drea: Make him be accurate in his

history, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: It's not my respon-

sibility to do that. That'll be yours when
you're responding to the comments of the

members.

Mr. Renwick: I'm not particularly inter-

ested in whether or not the parliamentary
assistant considers what I said is accurate
or not. I have the references here and I'll

refer to them if it's necessary to jog his

memory about what took place on that par-
ticular occasion.

We have always been concerned that

where there is an annual simimary of in-

formation and a public filing system related

to corporations one should be able to go to

that corporate filing system and find out, not

only the names of those persons who are in

control of the particular corporation—that is

the directors of the corporation and the

names of the principal officers and where

they can be located—but that we should also

know whether or not that corporation or the

directors of that corporation are related or

associated with other corporations, so that we
could understand the framework of corporate
activities within v^^hich that particular cor-

poration was carrying on its activities.

We have urged that on a number of occa-
sions and particularly on that occasion—and
I just happen to have tie particular Hansard
available for December 14, 1972, at page

5809, where 1 quoted at some length our

particular concern. I moved a particular
amendment w'hich provided that The Cor-

porations Information Act would be amended
at that time. The minister of the day, the

former Minister of Consumer and Commer-
cial Relations, Mr. Clement, accepted the

amendment.

The amendment is enshrined in a statute

and the statute provides that the annual re-

turn would provide

the names and residence addresses, giving
street and number, if any, of the directors

and the date on which each became a

director; and where the organization is a

corporation with share capital, whether or

not (1) each director is a resident Cana-

dian; and (2) each director is a director of

any other corporation related to the cor-

poration as determined under The Cor-

porations Tax Act, 1972; and if so the

name of such related corporation and the

jurisdiction of its incorporation.

Those particular amendments were passed,
and the bill received royal assent and was
to come into force on a date to be named by
the Lieutenant Governor by his proclamation
—and, of course, even with the acceptance of

the government it has not come into force

and was never accepted; it was never pro-
claimed and therefore we never had the kind

of information available which was essential

to anybody who wanted to search the cor-

porate records.

[9:15]

So our first elementary concern is to be

absolutely certain that when a person goes
to the companies division and searches the

public records with respect to a corporation,
he knows whether that corporation is related

or associated in tenns whidh are used in the

corporate tax structure of the country to

prevent tax evasion or within the framework
of those terms as defined in The Securities

Act to make certain that there's proper dis-

closure. We have been concerned that we
should be able to find out those particular
situations.

The second reason why we are going to

vote against the bill results from our in-

quiries. If the government fs able to answer
these inquiries, then we'll take that into ccm-
sideration. But we have inquired of the

Canadian Federation of Independent Busi-

ness whether or not there had been any con-

sultation with that organization about the

vaunted aim of the government to cut down
the so-called paperwork between companies
and the government of Ontario in order to
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remove something called bureaucratic red

tape. So far as we are ooncemed, there was
no such consultation of any kind in order to

determine whether this was a worthwhile
move in the light of the minister's statement
l:)efore this session reconvened that they were

going to take steps to eliminate some of the

paperwork to which the so-called small' busi-

ness was subject in the province of Ontario.

1 think it is fair to say that we in this

particular party consider that if that is a

legitimate objective of the government, this

is not the way in which you go about it. The

proper way in which you go about it would
be to make a systematic assessment of all

the paperwork requirements imposed by the

government of the province of Ontario,

mainly under the taxing statutes, not under
The Corporations Act, with respect to the

flow and interchange of paper which is re-

quired, the time which is taken up by the

businesses in complying with the require-
ments of government and not to suggest for

one moment that the single filing on an
annual basis of a simplified form of basic

information, inadequate as we may think it

would be, would be sufficient under the cir-

cumstances.

At this particular point in time, when we
feel that there is at least an atmosphere
which must impinge upon the government
of Ontario, we are concerned that there

should be more disclosure of information to

the public about bodies such as corporations
and by the government itself. We are par-

ticularly concerned that the government
should at this time decide that it is going to

eliminate the requirement of annual returns

by companies to provide the minimum
amount of information which is presently
available.

I think it is fair to say that so far as the

significant corporations in the country are

concerned the federal law now makes the

requirements which we think should be ex-

panded and developed so that we understand
the nature of the corporate structure in the

country. But to suggest for a moment that

this government, disguised as being of assist-

ance to the small businessman, can introduce
a new Corporations Information Act at this

point in time and ask this party to accept it

is beyond our particular behef.

I want to know whether this governinent
is at all interested in having corporations dis-

close, first of all, whether other corporations
are related or associated with them, either

directly or indirectly and either above them
in the corporate structure, side by side with
them in the corporate structure, or below
them in the corporate structure. I want to

know that when I go to the corporate records

office and look at the file of any company I

can find out the whole of the web of corpor-
ate interconnections that are involved with
that company.

I also want to know whether or not the
directors and the officers of those companies
are persons who hold similar positions or

have similar status or hold similar offices with
the same network of companies. Otherwise
there is no way except by happenstance that

we can find out the kind of information
which was available to this House with

respect to the relationships of ITT, to the

company in Oshawa, Malleable Iron, and to

the company which over the weekend was
the subject of such notorious press as in

the Toronto Star with respect to the dis-

charge of employees.
I think it is a minimum l>asic common-

sense, decent requirement that the govern-
ment should put into eff^eot that kind of cor-

porate information return whi'ch will disclose

that information. When we have that kind
of information, then we'll be able to discuss

intelligently with the government whether or

not there are other ways in which the impact
of the paperwork can be lessened on the

corporations which do business in the prov-
ince of Ontario.

We reject the proposition that the govern-
ment can, by introducing this bill, suggest
for one single moment that the small busi-

nessman in any way is relieved of a basic

requirement of the privilege of doing busi-

ness in this province by way of the corporate
form that we should have up-to-date, current

information in a minimuin sense about who
the persons are who control us.

The bill is inadequate. I can't understand
what in this day and age, in this world of

corporate interconnection, why the govern-
ment should think they can set the clock

back by introducing this kind of legislation.
We reject it and we will oppose it on second

reading.

Mr. Cunningham: As my House leader has

indicated to the members of the House not

too long ago, we will be supporting Bills

136, 137, 138 in principle.

After reading between the minister's open-
ing lines, I guess on October 26, I came to

realize, as I suppose the mem-ber for River-

dale did, that the real purpose for these

amendments might be to reduce the cost of

the administration of the programme itself—

Mr. Drea: It's not true.

Mr. Cunningham: —and that the costs,

which we're not entirely sure (rf, would likely
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far exceed the revenue that we have ever in

the past derived from it. Therefore the gov-
ernment has eliminated the annual returns

and is heralding it as a break for small

business.

My own personal feeling would be that

this would be for the ministry s own benefit.

I would share with you, Mr, Speaker, and

through you to the parliamentary assistant

for this minister, his statement of October 26
from Hansard. He said: "The cost of enforc-

ing the existing legislation has been climb-

ing steadily. Under the new amendments
even when the $10 filing fee is dropped, the

net administrative cost will l^e lower." I

think, with res]5ect, Mr. Speaker, that is

basically the thesis or the subject of the

exercise as it relates to the government's
movement on this bill.

The purpose of these amendments is to

eliminate the filing of annual returns, and to

require new returns only where certain infor-

mation has been changed. I think that that is

a move to common sense and one that people
in my party at least are drawn to. Basically I

think we should support this since it red'uces

a lot of paperwork for small businesses. That

is, I think, where my interest specifically lies.

I don't think we need to feel too sorry for

the larger, multinational corporations who
will certainly have the fiscal resources, but
this will affect every small businessman in

the province and I think be of considerable

assistance to him and possibly some personal

saving.

The number one complaint of small busi-

nessmen across Canada, especially in the

province of Ontario, would be the amount or

the extent of paper work required for both

provincial and federal governments. This $10

filing fee is dropped with the eHmination of

the annual return. There is apparently no
increased load for larger corporations since

they were always required to file changes of

information but there was no charge for that.

It appears to me a lot of the work is neces-

sitated in the constant revision of a large

corporation's director and officer information

changes. Just in reading the Globe and Mail
on a continuing basis, it's quite obvious that a

great deal of movement takes place within

that particular sector. I looked in the Globe
and Mail today and I noticed that 10 or 11

companies announced 15 appointments. I

have a list attached. I would think that pos-

sibly these changes of information filings

might be made more easily by requiring a

monthly or quarterly reporting rather than a

report for every change.

I also see that these amendments, if passed,
would tighten the regulation of the use of

any other name other than the corporate
name. In all business transactions a company
must now use its legal corporate name as well

as its usual name. I think that would be of

advantage to people who are interested genu-
inely in finding out whom they are dealing
with and certainly would reduce the incidence

of tax evasion, as the member for Riverdale

very adequately spoke to.

I think it would also apply more to small

businesses since they are more apt to go by
anotlier name than a larger corporation. Pos-

sibly a change such as this might take away
some of the personal element that has hereto-

fore been attached to a transaction with a

small businessman. It might remove that

friendly, personal touch that is characteristic

of the smaller businessman today and that

might prove to be somewhat damaging since

it can be the essence of a smallscale trans-

action. However, we do support a move to

eliminate the burden of paperwork required
from small businesses.

Apparently the cost of administrating the

previous system was greater than the revenue

derived from it. I would be interested if the

parliamentary assistant to the minister would

explain or share with us possibly statistically

some direction as to what kind of revenues

they have had from that and approximately
what kind of costs have been involved in the

past. It's encouraging to me to see a govern-
ment that has been at least in the past very
interested in involving itself in almost every
facet our life to tend in this very tangible

way to reduce the amount of government
interference that we see on a continuing basis.

Certainly I would like to say that I don't

share the concern of the member for River-

dale about the reinstatement process. My
personal feeling would be that if you can't

make your return appropriately within a

period of five years, then there is something

wrong with the operation of your company.
Likewise, as one who has listened to the

arguments of the Canadian Federation of

Independent Business, I support many of their

points of view, especially on truck transporta-

tion. I am not unduly concerned that they
haven't consulted that particular group. I

think it is not incumbent on any government
to consult either that group or any other

sector. The bill is before the Legislature and

I think it is incumbent on groups like that

more or less to approach us.

I find Bills 137 and 138 to be comple-

mentary to Bill 136 and they will provide for

cancellation and dissolution of a company for
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either non-payment of taxes or failure to file

the appropriate notice on demand. I see the

member for Scarborough Centre waving at

me frantically. I'm not sure whether he wants

to go down and cheer for a particular candi-

date tonight.

Mr. Drea: I don't want you to make a fool

of yourself.

iMr. Cunningham: Possibly I will stop at

this time, indicating that we have indicated

our support for these several items of legisla-

tion which we have graciously decided to

favour.

Mr. Cassidy: That was an extraordinary

speech, I think you will agree, by that

member of the Liberal Party. There used to

be a fine tradition of liberalism in this country
and in England, which was devoted among
other things to trying to make the market

system work and trying to do so in an atmo-

sphere of free and unfettered competition in

which every participant had as full informa-

tion as possible about what happened. The
member for Wentworth North, however, has

suggested that he doesn't think that small

businessmen should have been consulted. He
is not concerned about the lack of disclosure

involved here. He doesn't think there is room
to make any improvements in corporate dis-

closure in the province. It's the dark ages. It

may be Toryism, it isn't classical liberalism

and I don't think it is good politics.

[9:30]

Mr. Cunningham: You people would regu-

late everything.

Mr. Cassidy: I would like to suggest for

the legitimate small businesses, behind which
the member for Wentworth North was pre-

senting himself, the obligation of annual re-

porting with nothing more than a letter and
10 cent stamp every year; nothing more than

that. I would like to suggest that the real

beneficiaries from this particular piece of

legislation, the people for whom the Liberal

Party is getting in bed with the government,
are the fast-buck operators, the foreign land

purchasers who use dummy cori)orations,

speculative land developers and purchasers
around areas like Toronto and Hamilton, fly-

by-night business venturers, speculative min-

ing venturers, people engaged in corporate

pyramiding, dividend strippers and people
who are engaging in creating tax havens in

foreign climes and need several corporations

through which to put the profits.

These are typical people wiho are respon-
sible for an enormous number of the cor-

porate registrations in the companies' branch

in this province. These are the people whom
the member for Wentworth North would

protect when he talks of small business.

I would like to suggest if we can get this

kind of corporate riff-raff out into the open,

then Ontario will be a better place to live

and a better place in which to do business.

It would seem to me that it shouldn't be

only the NDP, the socialist party in this

country and this province, which is making
that particular point. The people who have

somewhere behind them a tradition of lib-

eralism should also be supporting that par-

ticular point of view. The creation and

growth of a small business in this province

typically requires no more than perhaps two

or three related companies and they would
be related in a very straightforward way, and

that is all.

The kind of material which is being hid-

den deliberately right now because of the

corpKjrate non-disclosure laws of this province
is material which is in the public interest,

I suggest, and which should be accessible to

the public. I would like to suggest that

limited liability has traditionally, and is now,
a very great privilege which was given to

people who wish to create a company. The
creation of the concept of limited liability

in the economic history of the western world

led to an enormous growth in economic

activity. It allowed people to take risks they

did not wish to take if the penalty was total

bankruptcy or total ruin.

With that very great privilege of limited

liability I suggest there goes responsibility.

The responsibility which is put on corpora-
tions in this bill I say is absolutely minimal.

In fact most corporations have to reveal far

more in the normal course of business in

order to stay in business because of their

need for credit rating, their need to do busi-

ness with other corporations and so forth.

Corporations are normally quite thoroughly

inspected by rating agencies such as Dun
and Bradstreet and these results are in turn-

made available, not just to a very select

clientele but to a very broad range of the

business community. Any person or corpora-

tion that has a need to know a credit rating

can get it, and that credit rating is based

on financial information which will not be

accessible to the general public because of

the government's refusal to enact any of the

provisions that were suggested by the NDP
four years ago or to enact a progressive dis-

closure policy. I would suggest to the parlia-

mentary assistant that in a modem industrial

state such as Sweden this disclosure goes so
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far as even to include individual tax returns.

Whatever the member may think of Sweden,
it is an industrial democracy which has had—

Mr. Drea: I understand you went to a

certain-

Mr. Cassidy: —enormous success in the

economic sphere and whose industry is com-

petitive on a worldwide basis. The argument
that this kind of material cannot be dis-

closed, it seems to me, is pure rubbish and

balderdash.

Mr. Drea: They threw your party out a

month ago.

Mr. Cassidy: After 43 years, by one half

of one per cent of the vote. I would suggest
that the turning against the Social Demo-
crats in Sweden-

Mr. Drea: They threw you out.

Mr. Cassidy: —was picayune compared to

what happened to the Conservatives here in

Ontario on September 18, 1975.

Mr. Drea: You can't go batk there to-

morrow; they threw you out.

Mr. Cassidy: I would like to suggest that

physically the bill needs to be amended so

that in addition to the material which is al-

ready provided, any corporation would also

be required to reveal the identity of any

corporation or person who owns five per
cent or more of any issue of share capital
of that corporation. In addition, any corpora-
tion of which the company owns five per
cent or more of any class of the shares-

Mr. Shore: You read very well, Mike.

Mr. Cassidy: —should also be disclosed—

My own notes too. They don't come from our
research department—^and third, in a maimer
to be determined by regulation, the name of

the chief corporation and the network or

series of related corporations, the controlling

corporations, should also be revealed as part
of the corporate record for any company
which has tie privilege of limited liability in

Ontario.

I would like to further suggest that in line

with the federal requirements under The
Corporations and Labour Unions Returns Act

any company in Ontario with assets over

$100,000 or with annual sales over $250,000
should also be required to file annually its

most recent operating statement about profit
and loss and its most recent statement of

assets and liabilities.

Mr. Cunningham: What about the kind of

toothpaste they use?

Mr. Cassidy: I am not sure whether there

should be any exemption for smaller types
of business. But at this time I think the ques-
tion of whether smaller businesses with assets

below the $100,000 level or aimual sales be-

low $250,000 should also be included, that

is something which perhaps deserves—

Mr. Shore: You would have to start filing

Mike.

Mr. Cassidy: —further study. But any com-

pany which is that large in the economic

sphere in this province, it seems to me,
should be required, as a condition of the very

great privilege of limited liability, to report.

I see tihe new Conservative member for the

London area, Mr. Shore, agreeing with me
on that particular point and I am glad that

he is capable of that—

Interjection.

Mr. Cassidy: —particular point of view. I

would just close off, Mr. Speaker, by an-

nouncing that Governor Carter has 52 per
cent of the popular vote, President Ford has

47 x>er cent and Carter is leading Ford in the

electoral college by 111 to 33.

Mr. Cunningham: What about the weather,

Mike?

Mr. Cassidy: Now, that's going to lead to

some major legislative changes in the States.

Let's have a few up here.

Mr. Ruston: The member for Riverdale is

supporting Ford.

Mr. Cassidy: We al\vays fight for the

underdog.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, I would like to

wind up on this particular piece of legisla-

tion even though it involves two other bills

which are ancillary. I think everybody agrees
on that. There are really only three points.

One, we have-

Mr. Warner: What is next? One-

Mr. Drea: Okay, one-

Interjections.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, the intent of this

bill is to ease the burden upon small busi-

nessmen about having to file annually which
is a very large red tape procedure. It is to

enable them to put in one documented rec-

ord. When they change it at any future time,

they will just make the particular changes.
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Two—this really bothers me. I have been very
patient. I have listened since five to 9 tonight.
I have really listened. The whole point of

this bill is that for the first time the consu-

mer will know where to go if a remedy is

required. We say that they are going to have
to put their whole name down, the corpora-
tion name down. It may be very bad in the

meat packing business because I see some-

body over there with his arms out.

For the first time, when somebody has a

cause for dissatisfaction, there is going to be
a letterhead with a name and an address

and that will make it very much easier for

the consumer whether he wants to express
his dissatisfaction by mail or wants to do it

by personal service. There is an address and
that is where the corporation is.

We are not altogether Draconian. After

listening to the member for Riverdale tonight

—well, I am very glad Hallowe'en was the

other night; I could have said something.

Mr. Warner: We scared you.

Mr. Drea: We are not altogether Drac-
onian. If somebody wants to go into business

and he wants to use a style of business or to

say he has a product, okay; and if he wants
to use his name in it, that's okay too, and he
sells it. But when there is a consumer who is

dissatisfied, notwithstanding the fact that this

government is flexible enough on behalf of

small business people to give them the same
privileges which, when I look across the floor,

they would only reserve for those who are

very big-

Mr. Cunningham: Where are you looking?

Mr. Drea: —nevertheless, the consumer will

have on the letterhead where to complain to

and, if it goes beyond a complaint, where to

go for service.

Mr. Cassidy: If they write back.

Mr. Drea: Oh, you know. You're terrific.

Mr. Worton: Don't let him get to you,
Frank.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The parliamentary
assistant will ignore the interjections.

Mr. Drea: Okay. Three: We are wiping out
the annual return for corporations. My friend

from Wentworth was asking about the cost of

that. With the $10 fee they have to pay under
the old law, the revenue on it is $1 milHon a

year. While we are forfeiting that I would
suggest to my friend that if I did some cost

studies I think I would find that in the first

year we would start breaking even. We must

have people to take care of those computers,
etc. The anticipation, as I say, is that we will

break even, that there will be no loss. But in

the next year, the year after and the year
after that—and let's forget about the service

to small business—we will be able to show
the hon. member that we have saved money.
I thought that was a very valid question and
I wanted to answer it.

Mr. Speaker, next to the family farm, the

most cherished institution in tliis House is

small business. We all stand up here and
talk about how we are going to do something
for small business and about how we are

really speaking on behalf of the 90 per cent

of the businesses in this province that are

small. I know there are some who want to

socialize them. There are some who think

about the big picture. There are some of

those who by their very ideology like to have

big companies. But when we talk of small

business, we are talking about nine out of

every 10 businesses in this pro\ince. Mr.

Speaker, knowing you very well, I want to

tell you I am going to be very proud to-

morrow morning. I am going to a breakfast

with small business people. They are going to

ask me, "What have you done lately?" I am
going to say, "We put this through last night
and we are going to save you money. We are

going to save you filling out those forms. We
are going to save you a lot of things."

Mr. Cunningham: Ten dollars.

Mr. Warner: They won't believe you.

(Mr. Drea: I understand why the member
for Riverdale is upset. I am going to a break-

fast in his riding and he is very upset. That

is why all these games went on tonight.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Oh, I wouldn't say that.

Mr. Warner: When does the hon. member
get logical?

iMr. Shore: Quiet down-

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, I have gone

through the very logical points of this bill. I

have tried to answer the only intelligent

question that was asked tonight, the one from

my friend from the Liberal Party, the member
for Wentworth North.

[9:45]

Mr. Cassidy: You haven't said a word about

disclosure.

Mr. Drea: I haven't said what? You know

you're going to divide the House. Come on,

Cassidy, come on. Tell us what you want to
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divide on. You're going to vote against it?

Cassidy, you are really going to vote against
this bill?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. Will

the hon. member refer to another member by
his riding name rather than his own person?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Just don't answer him.

Mr. Hodgson: Toronto Island or Ottawa
Centre?

An hon. member: Where are you living

now, Mike?

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, I would like to talk

to the member for Ottawa Centre. I under-
stand the member for Ottawa Centre is

going to vote against this bill. I understand
that. If he doesn't, then I am perfectly pre-
pared. I will apologize subsequent to the fact

that he hasn't voted against it. I would suggest
that of all the bleeding hearts of all the small

business, the pleadings of all the non-big
international corporations, of all the non-big
multi corporations. I've been here for five

years. I have listened to the member for

Ottawa Centre. I will tell you, tonight I am
going to watch how he votes. And for the first

time I'm going to use my mailing privilege.
I'm going to use my mailing privilege. If he
votes against this I am going to send this

speech out.

Mr. Cassidy: Send mine too.

Mr. Drea: Yes I will: I'll send yours too.

Mr. Cassidy: Okay, and it will tell how you
are helping the big-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. parliamentary assistant will ignore the

interjections and addxess his remarks to the

Chair, please.

Mr. Drea: In summary, I think that Bill

136, which is the primary bill, is an excel-

lent bill.

Mr. Cassidy: You're supporting corporate
covertness.

Mr. Drea: Bill 136 is an excellent bill. It

does three things. One, it relieves some
onerous duties upon small business in this

province. I would think from all of the

people who have talked about doing some-

thing for small business over the years, that
we can all stand up and take a bow, because
we have done something. We will save

people money.

Second, it is a much more eflBcient type
of corporate information. It will provide ex-

actly the same type of detail.

Mr. Cassidy: Just inadequate, totally in-

adequate.

Mr. Drea: And to the consumer it will

provide a place where if you don't like what
the corporation is doing to you there will be
an easy remedy. You can write them a letter

of complaint; you can go to the courthouse
and they will be able to serve them. Because,
mark my words, every single corporation in

this province will have to put on their letter-

head not only their name, not only their style

of name, but also their address and where

they can be located.

Mr. Warner: What corporations are you
referring to?

Mr. Drea: I can understand that there are

some of those across from here who have
made a living out of finding out where

people live or where their corporation is; I

can understand that. I can understand how
some lawyers have made a very good prac-
tice out of how to look for it on Yonge Street

and what is the number.

Mr. Cunningham: That's fine and dandy.

Mr. Drea: From now it's going to be on
the letterhead and that should be of great
benefit to the consumer.

Third, instead of going on with the annual

return and all the costs involved, when there

is a change the change will be filed with the

government. We will be able to provide that

to people. We are not asking for an addi-

tional fee.

And, just one last thing on behalf of small

business. You know, you start out and you
have yourself, your wife and maybe the sec-

retary in the law office. Those are the three

directors. A year from now maybe you start

to make some money. Maybe you're doing
very well, and you want to change the direc-

tion. I'm going to tell you, you can change
the direction now free of charge. Just file us

the information. We are not going to penalize
small business in this province for making a

profit. I know that's total anathema to the

whole bunch of them over there.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You are against the small

businessman.

Mr. Cassidy: You know, he's a real embar-
rassment to you guys. He should resign.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: By prior agreement-

Mr. Drea: I can't hear you, Cassidy.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: —it has been agreed
to deal with these three bills at the same
time.
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The House divided on the motion by Mr.
Drea for second reading of Bills 136, 137
and 137, which was approved on the fol-

lowing vote:

Ayes

Auld
Bemier

Breithaupt
Brunelle

Campbell
Cunningham
Davis
Drea
Eaton

Edighoffer
Ferris

Gaunt

Gregory
Grossman

Haggerty
Handleman
Henderson
Irvine

Johnson
(Wellington-
DufFerin-Peel

Johnston

(St. Catharines)

Jones

Kennedy
Kerr

Lane
MacBeth
Maeck
Mancini

McCague
McKeough
McKeissock

McNeil
Meen
Miller

(Muskoka)
Newman
(Durham York)
NewTnan

(Windsor-

Walkerville)
Norton
Parrott

Rhodes
Riddell

Ruston
Scrivener

Smith

(Hamilton Mountain)
Smith

(Nipissing)
Snow
Spence

Stephenson

Nays

Angus
Bain

Breaugh
Bryden
Cassidy
Davison

(Hamilton Centre)
Deans
Ferrier

Foulds

Germa

Gigantes
Grande

Laughren
Mackenzie
Makarchuk
McClellan

Philip
Renwick
Sandeman
Warner
Ziemba—21.

Ayes

Taylor
Timbrell

Villeneuve
Welch
Williams

Worton—52. .

Ayes 52; nays 21.

[10:15]

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Shall these bills be
ordered for third reading or committee?

Mr. Drea: There is no committee. Mr.

Speaker, in all seriousness, everything has

been discussed within about 25 lines of

all the bills.

Mr. Deans: All we want to know is which
committee.

Ordered for committee of the whole.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, I know
there is to be some further debate because
of the notice filed by the member for Ham-
ilton East (Mr. Mackenzie). Before others-

Mr. Mackenzie: I hope they will stay to

listen.

Hon. Mr. Welch: —assuming that the Min-

istry of Natural Resources will be completing
its estimates tomorrow afternoon and there-

fore the Minister of Labour (B. Stephenson)
will—

An hon. member: Don't count on it.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Is that not a fair assump-
tion? I tell you w'hy I have to put it to you
this way-

Mr. Renwick: Why do we have House
leaders?

Hon. Mr. Welch: That's right. I am not

trying to suggest this is what you are going
to do or not do. I understand tiiere was some

agreement. My main point in serving notice

as to what we will do on Thursday is if the

Minister of Labour is not before the esti-

mates committee on Thursday afternoon, then

the first ord'er of business on Thursday will

be order No. 18, which is her legislation. It

she is in the estimates committee, it will not

be possible to call order 18, so we will leave

it that way. Orders 19 and 20 can't be called

until the Ministry of the Attorney General is

completed in the Justice committee. We wi^
therefore do orders 21 to 28 inclusive, as

time permits, on Thursday, but we will start

with order 18 if the Minister of Labour is

available to us.
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SINTERING PLANT
EXPOSURE CRITERIA

Mr. Deputy Speaker: As announced earlier,

the member for Hamilton East (Mr. Macken-

zie) has indicated that he is dissatisfied with

the response given by the Minister of Labour

(B. Stephenson) to his question concerning

compensation criteria for sintering plant
workers. I now deem that a motion to ad-

journ has been made and I recognize the

hon. member for Hamilton East for five

minutes.

Mr. Mackenzie: Last Thursd'ay I asked the

Minister of Labour how she could justify the

comments of a spokesman for the Workmen's
Compensation Board, Jack Hollingsworth, as

reported in the news media that—and I will

give the quote that was attributed to him—
"The board requires proof of a six-month

exposure for sintering plant workers in Sud-

bury prior to 1952 and a one-year criteria

for Port Colborne workers".

When I asked the minister about that in

the House, her reply was:

Mr. Speaker, it was my understanding that the six-
month criteria had been used for the sintering plant
in Copper ChflF until 1952, and that when the process
was changed at that time and was made similar to
the process used in Port Colborne, the same one-year
criteria was utilized in both of those areas from the
year 1952 on.

That is not an answer to my question. My
question very clearly was why there were
different criteria as outlined by the board's

spokesman, criteria backed up by the work-
ers involved. The workers signed a process
claim for nasal cancer—the sintering plant
workers in the Sudbury area, the Copper Cllft

plant and at the Port Colborne plant.

I talked today, just to be sure of my
^ound, to Maurice Keck who has been

fighting for a number of years on behalf of

the workers in Port Colborne in attempting
to try to establish the same criteria as used
for the workers in Sudbury. The fact is that
in Sudbury and Copper Cliff they do esteib-

lish a Workmen's Compensation Board claim
based on six months' exposure and have done
it relatively recently. Six months and two
weeks was the last case the boys at the local

in Sudbury gave me. They have not yet
been able to establish it and they have been

trying for a long time in the Port Colborne
area.

Furthermore, they tell me that they have
been to see Michael Starr and Dr. Stewart
about it. It is not something new. It is some-

thing the minister should have known about.

As a matter of fact, when it becomes a front-

page headline story in the papCT it would

seem to me that somebody should be advis-

ing the minister as to what the facts are.

In talking to Mr. Moreau of the local in

Port Colborne, who was up today in Sud-

bury, along with some other safety people
from both the sintering plant areas—he called

me back from Sudbury following my conver-

sation with Mr. Keck and told me very
clearly that double standards exist, and not

necessarily beyond 1952. I can't verify this

particular point, but he tells me that since

1952 and right up to this present day there

has been a double standard for the establish-

ing of a claim for sintering plant workers
when it comes to nasal cancer.

Mr. Speaker, I am more than a little con-

cerned about this. I think it's time the min-
ister got her act together and got the Work-
men's Compensation Board together on this

issue. We'd like to know exactly what are

the criteria. We'd like to know why there is

a standard that allows a claim to be estab-

lished on the basis of six months in one

place and not in the other. Even if she had
been right—and my information now, based
on the 1952 date, is that she's not—why,
prior to that, would there be six months in

one place and a year in the other? I took the

trouble to do some checking with some of

the workers—and we have their names—who
have worked in both plants, including some
of the old-time workers going back prior to

1952, and they tell me that, if anything, the

conditions in the sintering plant in Port Col-

borne were worse than the sintering plant
conditions at Copper Cliff.

One of the reasons I was upset about this

and why I think the House has got to get

straight answers on these kinds of questions,
is whether the minister realizes it or not—
and while I sound and am a little agitated,
Mr. Speaker, I mean it sincerely—there is a

feeling on this side of the House that when
we get answers to questions, they're either

flip or not too well thought out or somebody
hasn't been given the correct information or

somebody maybe doesn't really feel this side

of the House deserves a straight answer.

The minister can't get away with skating
around an issue as she did in the answer to

that question, il think the minister has got to

start giving serious answers to questions that

are asked seriously. That was not the case in

the answer to that question, which is cer-

tainly of a lot of importance to the workers

in both of those areas who have been trying
to establish these claims for a long time. I

don't think that's too much to be asked for

in this House. As far as I'm concerned, i£ I

get an answer like that and somebody's going
to skate around it—
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Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member's
time has expired.

Mr. Mackenzie: —then we're going to be

up here at 10:30 every time there's a question
asked and we don't get the right answer.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Would the hon. min-
ister care to reply?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I can
tell the hon. member that I shall not be the

least bit perturbed about answering questions
at 10:30 or at any other time and I will

attempt at all times to provide him with

straight answers, which is precisely what I

did at the time he asked the question.

If he would like more detail, I should be

glad to provide it for him. The process and
the format upon which the Workmen's Com-
pensation Board functions at the moment, in

terms of sinus and nasal cancer in those
individuals who have been exposed by work-

ing in sintering plants, was established first

in 1961 as a result of the study done by Dr.
Sutherland of the Workmen's Compensation
Board, and wasam ended in 1972 following
an investigation carried out by Dr. Mastro-

matteo, at which time he made recommen-
dations to the Workmen's Compensation
Board, which were accepted totally by the

Workmen's Compensation Board without any
change at all.

The reason for the apparent difference is

that indeed sintering and calcining operations
were commenced in Inco operations at Port
Colborne in the era prior to 1952 and were
finally phased out at Port Colborne in 1958.

During this interval of time, commencing in

1948, sintering but not calcining was com-
menced at Inco Copper Cliff. The sintering

operations were in the developmental stage
for approximately four years, up to and in-

cluding 1952. In 1960, when Dr. Sutherland
studied these two specific situations on behalf
of the board, it was judged at that time that
indeed the period between 1948 and 1952
at Copper CliflF had been a phasing-in period
and had been, and I quote, "a dirty startup"—
much more so than was ever apparent in Port
Colborne in the eyes of the people who in-

vestigated the situation at that time.

It was decided that as a result of these

studies, there was a board order developing
the format which was used for the following
period of time. It recognized the causal rela-

tionship between the exix)sure within the

plants and the finding that at Port Colborne

sintering and calcining operations, sinus
cancer cases would be considered for accep-
tance with an exi>osure factor of one year

and a latency factor of one year. For those

workers following the year 1952 at Inco at

Copper ClifiF, exactly the same criteria would
be established, but because of the excessively

dirty conditions between 1948 and 1952 a six-

month period of exposure would be requested

only for those at Copper Clijff who had been

exposed during the startup phase.

In 1968, the same criteria were again ap-

plied to both plants. In 1972, Dr. Mastro-

matteo investigated the entire situation and
made recommendations, as I suggested, to the

board on the basis of the new evaluation of

the data. A revision was considered at that

time and, in fact, was introduced. He also

agreed that there had been a dirty startup

period at Copper Cliff between 1948 and
1952. He recommended that exposure at Port

Colborne be revised to an exposure factor of

one year, still without the latency factor, for

the period of time that the process had been
in effect at Port Colborne and that the same
situation apply to the Copper Cliff plant, that

six months be the exposure between 1948 and
1952 and one year following 1952. He also

made some suggestions regarding lung cancer

which were accepted totally by the board as

well.

This is the current status of the guidelines
which are being used by the board upon the

recommendations of two qualified investi-

gators. Dr. Mastromatteo was at that time the

director of the environmental health services

branch of the occupational health protection

branch of the Ministry of Health and appar-

ently these criteria have continued to be

utilized.

I am aware that Dr. Mastromatteo is con-

cerned about this at the present time and I

also understand that he is again examining
these factors. Whether he will recommend

any changes I do not know, but at the present

time there are valid reasons for this apparent
basis of difference between the criteria used

at Port Colborne and the criteria used at

International Nickel at Copper CHff and they

have been supported by one of the experts in

industrial and occupational health in the

province of Ontario.

I think that this is an adequate reason for

the basis upon which the board functions at

this time. I am sure that the board will, in

fact, if any expert makes recommendlations,
consider those recommendations seriously in

the future.

Ms. Cigantes: What about common sense?

The House adjourned at 10:30 p.m.
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The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

Mr. Speaker: Statements by the ministry.

INTEGRATION OF STEAM PLANTS

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Energy Conservation
Week provides us with a focus for a number
of initiatives by tlie Ontario government
which are designed to encourage and pro-
mote more efficient use of energy resources

in the province of Ontario. In this regard,
I wish to advise the House of the planned
participation of the Ministry of Government
Services as one of several agencies to inte-

grate their steam plants and distribution sys-

tems in the core area of the city of Toronto.

Negotiations in support of the integrated

system were originally undertaken two years

ago as a result of concern over air pollution

problems associated with the Toronto Hydjo
steam plant located on Pearl Street. The dis-

cussions are continuing as details of the plan
are developed. The integration plan, which
has been agreed upon, will not only alleviate

the environmental concern, but will also pro-
vide a substantial energy conservation benefit

through the ultimate construction of a new
refuse-fired steam plant to replace the existing
oil-fired steam plant at the Pearl Street loca-

tion.

At present, there are 11 government build-

ings in Queen's Park which are serviced with

steam, generated by three boilers which pri-

marily use natural gas with light oil being
used for standby purposes. The current cost

to the province for steam supplied to the

Queen's Park buildings is approximately
$900,000 per annum.

In conclusion, I might say that it particu-

larly pleases me that, as a result of some two

years of negotiations, agreement in principle
has been achieved for this integration plan
with the corporation of the city of Toronto,

Toronto-Hydro-Electric System, Toronto Hos-

pitals Steam Corporation and the University
of Toronto. This d.emonstrates the co-opera-
tive and helpful attitude displayed by the

various agencies in finding a joint solution to

an environmental concern, a solution which

Thursday, November 4, 1976

also makes a significant contribution to energy
conservation.

Mr. Godfrey: What are you going to do
about Pickering?

Mr. Roy: You must have spent a lot of time

on that statement. It should give you the

headlines for today.

PUBLIC HEALTH NURSES

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, some hon.

members have inquired about the ministry's

position in current negotiations between

public health nurses and local boards of

health. I would like to make a brief state-

ment which hopefully will clarify the situa-

tion.

Hon. members will recall there has been a

historical relationship between the wages in

the nursing profession. Back in 1974, an

arbitration board awarded significant in-

creases to the nursing staflF at the Ottawa
Civic Hospital. The ministry agreed it would

pick up its share of costs where similar settle-

ments were negotiated across Ontario, both

in hospitals and boards of health.

Because the ministry pays the total cost of

nursing salaries in hospitals, there was little

difficulty in nurses negotiating settlements

similar to that awarded' at the Ottawa Civic

Hospital. However, in the public health field,

where municipalities share the costs of these

programmes, public health nurses were not

able in many instances to maintain the parity

they had previously enjoyed with their

counterparts in the public hospital field. In

the past couple of years, this situation has

been aggravated by subsequent settlements.

In order to rectify this situation, my minis-

try is prepared to provide additional funding,
on the same ratio as it cost-shares health unit

budgets. This will be provided up to an

amount which would establish parity on an

hourly rate basis between registered nurses

in health units and registered nurses in hos-

pitals.

Mr. Cassidy: Where have you been for the

past four and a half months?
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Mr. Lewis: You should have done it in

January and you wouldn't have had this

happen.

Hon. F. S. Miller: I did it two years ago—
and I have the problem. Let's not forget that

fact.

Mr. Lewis: You are opening the door

finally.

Hon. F. S. Miller: No, I never had the door

closed. I opened it and no one walked

through.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. This is not the

time for a debate. Would the hon. minister

complete his statement?

Mr. S. Smith: Have you provided no arbi-

tration for it? That's all he is worried about.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. minister with his

statement?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Naturally, Mr. Speaker,
such settlements would probably exceed the

present six per cent guideline—eight per cent,

that should read; I'm looking ahead to next

year—and would have to be upheld by the

Anti-Inflation Board.

Mr. Lewis: You Tories sure do err on the
side of caution.

Hon. F. S. Miller: This means the ministry
will provide additional funding to re-establish

the historical relationship between the two
groups of nurses. The decision as to whether
or not that historical perspective will be re-

established is left quite properly where it

belongs—beween local boards of health and
their nursing staffs.

THUNDER BAY JAIL

Hon. J. R. Smith: On Tuesday, November
2, the hon. member for Port Arthur (Mr.

Foulds) asked me three questions regarding
the Thunder Bay jail. I provided an answer
in the House. In addition, members of my
ministry's staff met with the hon. member to

discuss and provide information relating to

the first two of his questions. I believe he
was satisfied with the answers which he re-

ceived at that time.

I would preface my answer to the third

question by stating that it is of considerable
concern that a confidential document relat-

ing to the security of an institution was made
available to the hon. member and that sec-

tions of that internal memorandum dealing
with security were made public. The ministry

is most anxious to protect the safety of its

staff and the general public, as well as of in-

mates who could be injured because of

breaches in security. It is certainly to the

credit of the hon. member that he did not

make the full memorandum public.

In regard to the third question asked b>'

the hon. member, it is true that on occasions

when that jail and others are overcrowded,

persons admitting themselves to serve inter-

mittent sentences have, in some instances,

been granted temporary absence to return to

their homes. This has usually occurred on

weekends. In all cases, the individuals con-

cerned were not considered security risks and

were already living in the community during
the week and serving their sentences on

weekends. In other words, the individuals

were the breadwinners in their families whom
a judge felt should be allowed to continue to

work during the week and to live at home.

TRAINING SCHOOL DEATH

Hon. Mrs. Birch: Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday
I promised the Legislature a report on the

circumstances preceding the tragic death of

Norma Dean on August 20 at the Kawartha
Lakes School. Officials from the ministries of

Health, Correctional Services, the Solicitor

General and the Attorney General and the

Social policy secretariat have reviewed the

records regarding this case.

It is with reluctance, because of my con-

cern for the feelings of the family of this

girl, that I make this statement today. In less

than three weeks the public inquest will

delve into this whole matter in great detail.

The material provided through this brief re-

view can in no way obscure the importance
of the evidence which will be assembled at

the inquest.

Nevertheless, the following chronology of

events will indicate the treatment and con-

cern provided for this young girl by the

various agencies that have been involved over

the years from her first referral to the time

of her death five years later.

I would like to note that the references to

psychiatric treatment and the details of fam-

ily court appearances have been carefully

edited out to ensure the necessary confiden-

tiality. Obviously such material may be made

public at the inquest, which is scheduled to

be held in Lindsay on November 24.

According to the records, Norma's behav-

ioural problems first appeared in grade two.

In the fourth grade, in 1972 she was referred

by the school mental health services to a

child guidance clinic.
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As a result of problems at home and at

school, Norma was referred in 1973 to Dell-

crest School for day classes. She was dis-

charged in June of 1974 and returned to the

regular school system. However, her behav-

iour subsequently deteriorated and referral

was made to Thistletown Regional Centre,
where she was admitted on February 10,

1976.

During May and June, Norma appeared in

family court on a number of occasions. Twice

charges were laid by the Thisdetown Re-

gional Centre and she was returned to

Thistletown for further threatment.

Norma appeared in court on June 30, 1976,

following an incident at Thistletown. The
judge adjourned the case for a week and sug-

gested Mrs. Dean obtain counsel for Norma
who was detained at that time at 311 Jarvis
Street.

On July 7, 1976, she reappeared in court

with counsel, and on the same day was sent

to the Oakville Reception and Assessment
Centre pursuant to section 20 of The Juvenile

Delinquents Act and under section 9 of The
Training Schools Act.

On admission, Oakville received a record

of probation supervision from the probation
officer. As part of the Oakville procedure, a

multi-disciplinary team undertook an assess-

ment which involved reports from a physi-

cian, nurse, dentist, psychologist, social

worker, child-care worker, chaplain, recrea-

tional specialist and a teacher.

On July 22, a case conference was held,
attended by the Oakville multi-disciplinary
team and three representatives from Thisde-
town. It was decided that Norma should be

placed in the prime worker programme at

Kawartha Lakes School, an institution stress-

ing limited security and a normal lifestyle.

The goal was to transfer Norma into a long-
term rural placement for treatment as soon
as possible.

The written reports from Thisdetown Re-

gional Centre did not arrive at Oakville
until July 28, 1976, the day before Norma's
transfer. However, as noted above, three rep-
resentatives from Thisdetown did attend the
assessment conference at Oakville on July 22,
1976.

[2:15]

Norma was transferred to Kawartha Lakes
School on July 29, 1976. At the time of trans-

fer, a senior member of the Oakville staff

discussed the case by telephone with a senior

member of the Kawartha Lakes School. The
clinical notes from Thistletown were for-

warded to Kawartha Lakes but did not arrive

until five days following Norma's death. After

the transfer, a case conference was convened

by the Oakville deputy superintendent at the

Oakville Reception and Assessment Centre on

August 5, 1976. Representatives from West
Metro Youth Services, Thistletown Regional
Centre, Oakville Reception and Assessment
Centre and Kawartha Lakes School were

present. A second case planning conference

was held on August 11, 1976.

At Kawartha Lakes School, Norma was
seen by a Ministry of Correctional Services

chaplain and by a social worker. The chaplain
interviewed Norma formally on August 1, 6,

11 and 15 and informally on four other oc-

casions. The social worker had a number of

contacts with Norma. On August 18 Norma
was seen by the school psychometrist for an
intellectual assessment. Norma Dean was
found dead in the closet of her room by two
staff members on August 20, 1976.

These facts, culled from reports and rec-

ords, have been stripped to provide a con-

cise chronological summary of the events pre-

ceding Norma's death. If I may be permitted,
I would like to say that the report appears
to indicate that:

1. The transfers from one facility to another

were deliberately made to pursue what ap-

peared to be, in the judgement of profes-

sionals, more desirable types of treatment.

2. The people involved were caring and
concerned and when transfers were made
they were only after very close consultations

between the staffs responsible.

The more detailed repyort is now in the

hands of the leaders of the opposition parties.
I have now received a copy of a letter to

which the Leader of the Opposition (Mr.

Lewis) made reference on Tuesday. I would
like to emphasize that no one in this govern-
ment relishes training schools as a last resort.

The inquest will, I hope, explain more

fully the circumstances leading to Norma's
death. This government will welcome that

report and looks forward to receiving the

recommendations from that inquest jury. In

the meantime, my colleagues, the Minister of

Health (Mr. F. S. Miller) and the Minister

of Correctional Services (Mr. J. R. Smith),
are reviewing the staff report concerning
Norma Dean's death in terms of its broader

implications for the treatment and care of

children.

HYDRO RATES

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Last June the select

committee reviewing Ontario Hydro's pro-
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posals to increase bulk power rates in 1976
tabled its final report. At that time, I indi-

cated that the government would respond to

the recommendations when the House re-

convened in the fall. Today I should like to

advise the House that I am tabling the gov-
ernment's response this afternoon. Discussions

have been held with Ontario Hydro and the

government's response takes into account

both the views of the Ontario Hydro board of

directors as well as those of a very broad

group of associations in the province whose
views I asked for.

With the exception of a very few recom-

mendations, the goverrmient fully endorses

the select committee's report. On behalf of

the government, I again compliment the

chairman, the members and the committee
staff for their work. I think it is fair to say
this select committee was one of the best

which this House has ever appointed, certain-

ly in recent years. Not only are its recom-
mendations by and large sensible, they con-

firm initiatives already under way and support
the current policy direction of the govern-
ment. Only a few of the recommendations

which, if accepted in quite the way proposed,
cause the government difficulty in endorsing
the report in its entirety.

Mr. Bullbrook: Is the member for York
South (Mr. MacDonald) over there?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please,

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: When the adjourned
debate is resumed, at that time an 'amendment
to the motion for adoption will be offered,
notice of which I am tabling at this time.

Mr. Singer: Have they got a seat for him
next to the member for London North (Mr.
Shore)?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Implementation of the

recommendations has already begun and the

Legislature will be provided with periodic
reports on the progress of that implementa-
tion. In summary, the government clearly

accepts the tone and policy direction pro-
posed by the select committee. It is a policy
direction which is compatible with and com-
plements government policy.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Minister of Trans-

portation^sorry the hon. Minister of Housing.

Mr. Cassidy: Another bomb, eh?

Mr. Philip: Are you still building roads?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I must have done a good
job in his riding.

Mr. Peterson: Nobody needs you, John.

SHOOTING INCIDENT

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Speaker, I wish to

make a very brief statement concerning an
article that appeared in today's edition of the

Toronto Star under the headline, "Man Shot
to Death in OHC Apartment." It indicates in

the story that the man who was shot in an

apartment in Markham Road, north of Eglin-
ton Avenue, was in an apartment occupied
by Satan's Choice motorcycle club. I want to

draw to the attention of members of the

Legislature that the unfortunate shooting in-

cident occurred in a private apartment build-

ing at 399 Markham Road. The building was

mistakenly identified as an Ontario Housing
Corporation development.

I rise to make this point because I regret
that this type of reporting can cast this sort

of question on Ontario Housing developments.
It is quite evident that we do have problems
in some of the projects, which we hope we
can deal with effectively, but unfortunately
these erroneous stories only create more ques-
tions in the minds of persons when we are

trying to deal with Ontario Housing develop-
ments. It is regrettable that this type of

story would appear.

Mr. Sargent: You haven't got much to talk

about. Build some houses.

POINT OF PRIVILEGE

Mr. S. Smith: On a point of privilege. Last

Tuesday, Mr. Speaker, in response to my
question concerning a decline in multiple

dwelling starts the Minister of Housing im-

plied that we had our facts wrong in that we
had not included condominium starts.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: If I can correct garbage
I can correct you too.

Mr. S. Smith: Well, these were CMHC
statistics, and I have checked with the

CMHC, which assures us that in fact those

statistics do include both rental and condo-
minium starts in Ontario. I rise to make the

point, not merely because we were told we
have our facts wrong for a change, but also

to ensure that housing policy in the prov-
ince not be dislocated by a mistaken idea on
the part of the minister.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: On the point of privi-

lege, Mr. Speaker, at no time did I indicate

in the comments during that question period
that I questioned the figures that had been

produced by the hon. member. I said that in

Ontario, when we calculated our apartment
starts we did not include condominium starts.
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as was done in many other jurisdictions. I did

not suggest that his particular figures were
not correct.

Mr. S. Smith: On a f>oint of privilege, if I

may respond to that—

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. H think the

record will show what was said.

Mr. S. Smith: The record will certainly
show what was said.

Mr. Lewis: You may have meant to state

that, but you said the reverse at the time.

I think you did.

Mr. Yakabuski: You are out.

Mr. Nixon: You don't have to go to the

record now.

Mr. Yakabuski: You are out, Albert.

Mr. Speaker: Oral questions.

TRAINING SCHOOL DEATH

Mr. Lewis: It is difficult to respond to the
statement by the Provincial Secretary for

Social Development. May I ask her this ques-
tion to begin with: Can she tell the House
what the judge's final recommendation was—

Mr. Roy: Hey, Paul: Bye, bye.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.
Loader of the Opposition has the floor.

Mr. Roy: It is the member for Renfrew
South. Throw him out.

Mr. Yakabuski: You'll be sorry.

Mr. Lewis: Can the minister indicate what
seems to be missing from her report today,
and indeed from the document she provided
in confidence to the leader of the Liberal

Party and myself: What did the judge actu-

ally recommend in his disposition of the
Norma De.in case? Did he in fact recommend
no training school but the Oakville assess-

ment centre?

Hon. Mrs. Birch: Mr. Speaker, the judge
in the transcript that I read recommended
that Norma be sent to the training school,
which is the Oakville Reception and Assess-
ment Centre.

Mr. Lewis: Let me try to understand—
Oakville isn't a training school. At Oakville

they have an opportunity to send children to

different places depending on their diagnosis
do they not? Is the minister sure that the

judge didn't specifically recommend against

training school in his decision?

Hon. Mrs. Birch: No, Mr. Speaker, I am
not.

Mr. Lewis: I'll put the question, to broaden
it if I may, to the Minister of Health. Is the
Minister of Health happy with the practice of

the single most sophisticated treatment centre

in the Ministry of Health services for children
—Thistletown, in the public sector—is he

happy that Thistletown should itself be laying

charges against children under its care, as

happened on at least two occasions to Norma
Dean, as indicated in the statement today?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I'm sure the Leader of

the Opposition knows I expressed real con-

cern when I learned that we had laid the

charges. Because, frankly, I did not know
this had happened before, I asked for an

explanation: (a) had we done this in the past

and', (b) what were the reasons or justifications

for doing it in any case, let alone this speci-
fic one? I did learn that it has been done in

the past—not frequently; I think once in

1974 and five or six times the following year,
and I think three or four times this year—as
a means of therapeutic treatment rather than
as a means of punishment.

The staflF did it, not in a fit of anger or in
an attempt to punish the young lady in this

case, or in others with whom they've used the
same technique, but after very careful con-
sideration as to whether that person was
psychotic or not, whether they were able to

understand reality or not and, if they could
understand reality, then whether they should
not be made aware of the court processes
and benefit, if necessary, from the decision of
the court.

I was asked whether the system worked in

this case, and my answer was that human
beings were making subjective assessments—
a number of them. Based upon the sum total

of their assessments—not necessarily unani-

mous—they assumed this was the route to

follow. I'm sure those same human beings
are more upset than the Leader of the Op-
position and I are about the final outcome
because they operated, I believe, in the best

interests of this patient and with a great
deal of continuity, rather than with the dis-

jointed approach that was alleged in the

beginning. I believe they sent her to the

court so that she might be properly assessed
in their opinion and have entry, if necessary,
to training schools but not necessarily sent to

one.

Therefore, having listened to my staff's

comments, I would accept that they were
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operating within the normal, accepted rules

in force today. I can assure the Leader of the

Opposition that I, and I'm sure my fellow

ministers, are going to be looking at those

rules to see if we can't improve the techniques

open to our staffs, rather than simply con-

demn them out of hand. That's what we will

learn most, I think, from this particular case.

Mr. S. Smith: To the Minister of Health:

If, as appears in the report, which the minis-

ter was kind enough to give me to look at,

that the waiting period at Youthdale Camp
denied the young lady the opportunity to go
to the preferred treatment setting, can the

minister explain to us how it is that with a

five- to six-week waiting period for such

services there still remains such a severe

shortage of proper treatment facilities for

adolescents in Ontario, particularly those with

a structured setting?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I think we have 28,000

children, one way or another, getting some

kind of care right now in Ontario, either for

emotional disturbances or mental health prob-

lems. It is obvious then that we're taxing a

number of our facilities. I think one needs to

read, and the member should take the time

to read pretty carefully, that information

we've given him to see whether Youthdale

really was in sum total the best place. One
of the things we have to dispel is the idea

that somehow a training school is by nature

a penal colony. It is not.

Mr. Lewis: Oh, come now!

Hon. F. S. Miller: Oh, come on. I can't

make the invitation because I'm not Minister

of Correctional Services, but I think, for

those who haven't seen it, it mightn't be a

bad thing to see the very school this young

lady was sent to, to gain some idea of what

goes on there and to dispel perhaps some of

the impressions that she was sent to a "hole

in the wall," Don Jail-type of thing.

Mr. Lewis: No one said that.

Hon. F. S. Miller: No, but people allege
this about the training school. I don't mean
the Leader of the Opposition—let me make
that understood—but people less aware of

what the training school's role is have alleged
that in this case.

[2:30]

Mr. Lewis: May I ask another question

following directly from this? Since the report
also shows there was no rural setting available

under the grandiose four-phase system for

this young girl, whether it be Youthdale or

anything else—nothing available in tlie prov-
ince of Ontario at that time for a young,
female adolescent—doesn't that make the

minister think—28,000 children or not—that
the crisis we face in alternative facilities for

emotionally disturbed adolescents has now
caught up with us and that something must
be provided on an emergency basis?

Hon. F. S. MOler: Obviously I and the

other ministers would like more facilities. I

recall the hon. member's speech, I think a

year and a half ago, during my estimate de-

bates on this very topic. We're not at odds

on this matter at all. I just don't have enough
facilities, yet at the same time we're doing, I

think, a pretty good job with the ones we
have.

I'm not sure we'd ever have enough, if one
is honest, if we look at the figures some

people have on the number of children in

need—what is it?—nine or 10 per cent esti-

mated in some cases. We just have to find

better ways, I'm sure, of dealing with some
of the problems.

Mrs. Campbell: In view of the statement

by the Provincial Secretary for Social De-

velopment as to the quality, if I may call it

that, of care in the Kawartha area, would the

minister not give consideration to calling

upon Thistletown and others like it to re\iew

with him their recommendations, since

obviously there was no psychiatric assistance

available to this child but rather the assist-

ance of a clergyman and a social worker?

Would the minister not think there should be

something other than that kind of treatment

in a case as complex as this?

Hon. F. S. Miller: One of the things that

may be lost sight of in all this is the number
of multi-disciplinary discussions that went on

about this young lady. I can point out, and

the record the hon. member has will show,

that while sometimes written records didn't

get to a certain destination until several days

either just before the young lady was trans-

ferred or just after, the fact is that in most

instances the receiving people had oral com-

munication either direct, face to face, or by

telephone with each other prior to and even

after transfers. I believe the member will

find, and her leader has the information, that

the assessment of those people who were

psychiatrists and trained in that area was

that this young lady was not so much in need

of their care as perhaps the setting she ended

up in.

Mr. Lewis: If the Minister of Health is so

concerned about establishing alternative facil-
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ities, how is it that the single highest priority

in the children's mental health centres branch,

the Niagara region centre for youth care, has

not yet been funded despite die overwhelm-

ing support in the Niagara regional com-

munity, despite the availability of excellent

professional and child-care staff and despite

endless requests to the ministry to set up
such a treatment centre before further crises

present themselves?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I'm very familiar with

that particular group and I've talked to them
both while cabinet was down that way and
on an individual basis several times. I simply
haven't the money to meet every single need
in the ministry but I hope that I'll have their

money in the coming year.

Mr. Lewis: That's interesting because, by
way of supplementary, am I right in under-

standing that the minister has now promised
them something like $50,000 a year eflFective

November 1, 1976, a shortfall of just about
$850,000 to $900,000 of what they need to

start operating? What are the priorities in the

ministry? Let us understand for a moment:
What are the priorities in the ministry when
there are 139 children, by the admission of

the Provincial Secretary for Social Develop-
ment, inappropriately placed in training
schools under section 8 alone, and there is a
whole treatment centre model ready to go in

a critical area of Ontario, and the minister
can't find the money for it?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I think the member will

find some money has flowed to Niagara in

the last while. I believe he'll find they have
at least $50,000 in this year's budget.

Mr. Lewis: That's what I said, $50,000.
What can they do with it?

Hon. F. S. Miller: At least I think that's a

beginning. That is, as the member quite
properly said, at the very top of our list for
future funding.

Mr. Haggerty: I'd hke to direct a supple-
mentary question to the minister. Has the
minister given any consideration to use the

existing buildings, such as the nurses' resi-

dences built in the city of Port Colborne and
the city of Welland and throughout the whole
Niagara region, which are now vacant?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, I don t

know that the buildings are stopping us from
having programmes. We do have vacant

buildings. I don't know whether they are
suitable or not. I'm not going to guess today.
The key thing is not building costs but

operating costs that one has to look at.

Mr. Lewis: To the Provincial Secretary for

Social Development: Now that the facts are

coming together about what occurred before

Norma Dean's death, can she tell us when
the government intends to make its state-

ment on the repeal of section 8, the transfer

of the 139 children, to which alternate facil-

ities the transfer will be made, and what she

then intends to do about section 9? Is there

a timetable for all of this, or is it just the

minister's personal wish?

Hon. Mrs. Birch: Mr. Speaker, I'm putting
the report together as quickly as possible, and
will be taking it forward to my colleagues
in the cabinet for their approval.

Mr. Lewis: Can the minister tell us when
she will be doing that?

Hon. Mrs. Birch: No, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. S. Smith: Supplementary: Would the

minister not agree that the need in the prov-
ince right now is for health related facilities

for adolescents to be available in a more
structured way that could, in fact, have closed

doors, at least on a temporary basis, and for

the correctional facilities to have more health

facilities attached to them, such as a psychia-

trist on the premises available to deal with

cases of this kind, to dispense medication and

so on?

Hon. Mrs. Birch: Mr. Speaker, I think there

has been a need identified in that area and

those recommendations will hopefully be

coming from the inquest that will be called,

and certainly from our investigation in this

whole area.

PUBLIC HEALTH NURSES

Mr. Lewis: One last question of the Min-

ister of Health—I'm sorry to have taken the

time—regarding his important announcement

today about the funding for the public health

nurses. I believe that's what the announce-

ment had to deal vidth. Is he sending a letter

of notice to all of the medical officers of

health, to the members of health boards

across the province who have not reached

a settlement, encouraging them to do so now
that the minister has provided this support
for parity and indeed that the Anti-Inflation

Board has granted wage settlements signifi-

cantly above the guidelines in certain of the

units that have settled?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, on October

28 we sent one letter to the boards of health

of the province of Ontario outlining our wil-
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lingness to see the gap closed. I felt perhaps
that it appeared to relate only to the future

rather than to the past. Therefore, I made
the statement today to clarify that letter a bit,

because I'm sure the way letters are read, the

commas, etc., will be taken into account.

Insofar as my saying, "Give it away and

settle," then I would be right at the nego-

tiating table with them in that sense.

Mr. Lewis: You are.

Hon. F. S. Miller: I think I have fulfilled

my mandate when I have told them that my
share, whether it be 25 or 75 per cent, is

available for them, and surely then we can

assume that local negotiations can carry on
from there, either on the basis of voluntary

binding arbitration, which some may do, or

the traditional negotiating means.

Mr. Lewis: Supplementary, if I may: Can
the minister explain or clarify or elaborate

on the letter sent from the director of the

health promotion branch to the medical of-

ficers of health of Ontario dated October 29,

1976, re pre-school health assessment, which
takes away from the public health nurses in

Ontario the right they have practised for

years to use stethoscopes and otoscopes as a

means of a pre-school health examination and
seems to us to undermine his entire pro-

grammes to develop nurse practitioners and

alternative, less-expensive forms of health

care? Why is the minister bowing to the doc-

tors on this one?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, I haven't

personally bowed and I'll be glad to look at

the letter.

Mr. Bounsall: I gather from the Minister of

Health's remarks that he's taking no steps to

ensure the public health boards do not do
what they did in 1974—80 per cent of them,
28 out of 36—not accepting his moneys? He
is taking no steps to ensure that the same
sort of thing does not happen again in this

statement in which he provides moneys for

that portion of the provincial budget only,
which he supports?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, it's a nice

line. One day they tell us we mustn't interfere

in local autonomy, the next day they tell us

we must. We have done our part in this. We
have already said the funding is available,
and we believe that local decisions should be
made locally. That's the way we've left it.

Mr. MacDonald: One day you will,

next day you won't.

the

Mr. Bullbrook: Supplementary?

Mr. Speaker: All right. One final supple-

mentary, because we have been about 17 or

18 minutes on this question.

Mr. Bullbrook: I don't want to take too

much of your time.

Mr. Speaker: It's all yours.

Mr. Bullbrook: Is the minister assuring us

that this infusion of money from the pro-
vincial purse will settle the contract dispute?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I think that gets back
to the question just asked. If used, yes. If

not, no.

Mr. Bullbrook: By way of one final

supplementary-

Mr. Speaker: A final, final, supplementary.

Mr. Bullbrook: —what assistance would
the minister recommend to his colleague, the

Minister of Labour (B. Stephenson), to give

the nurses that much-needed assurance?

Hon. F. S. Miller: My colleague, the Min-

ister of Labour, has done her utmost in the

last year to bring these two parties together.

Mr. Bullbrook: The last year? Think of

it—a year.

Hon. F. S. Miller: I have been present
with her when she talked to the boards-

Mr. Sargent: What has she done in the

last week?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. F. S. Miller: I have been present
with her when she talked to the ONA and
she has worked very hard to see that some

acceptable form of negotiation was worked
out.

Mr. Roy: Obviously she is not very effec-

tive.

Hon. F. S. Miller: Short of the particular

piece of legislation which the hon. member
for Sarnia has placed before the House and

which, in effect, as I read it, takes away
the right to vote from these nurses, I don't

know of any other solution.

Mr. Bullbrook: When you read it in con-

text, it doesn't say that.

HOME BUYERS GRANT

Mr. S. Smith: A question of the Premier,
Mr. Speaker: Without labouring the issue at
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all, is the Premier prepared to arrange a

change in the policy of his government re-

garding the seeking to recover the home

buyers grant money that has gone to people

who, in fact, did not legally deserve to have

that money? Will there be a change? Will

he change his mind on this?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, as I heard

the discussion on Tuesday and statements

made by the minister, there is not a policy

of this government not to recover money
that was wrongfully obtained. In any cases

where illegality has been established in a

prima facie way, they will be pursued. I

think what the Minister of Revenue (Mr.

Meen) explained to the House—and I won't

get into linear extrapolation-

Mr. Singer: Oh, that's such a nice phrase.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I don't totally understand

Mr. Reid: That makes two of you.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —I know the member for

Wilson Heights does, as he understands

everything else. I always bow to his com-

prehensive knowledge on all issues. I don't

share—what was the question?

Certainly if we can find cases of wrong-
doing, where people deliberately misled who-
e\er was involved, they will be pursued as

they should be. That has been the policy of

the goxernment and will continue to be the

policy of the government.

Mr. Singer: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker?

Mr. Speaker: The member for Wilson

Heights.

Mr. S. Smith: I haven't asked a supple-

mentary yet.

Mr. Speaker: All right. The member for

Hamilton West, first of all.

Mr. Yakabuski: Why doesn't he let his

own members participate?

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
will the Premier not agree that the question
at issue is simply whether or not the govern-
ment will extend the audits past the end of

this year in order to seek out those who may
have received this money illegally? Surely
that is the question. Will he tell us if he

plans to do this or not? It's quite simple.

Mr. Roy: How can you fine them if you
quit looking?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I recognize
the great interest the member for Hamilton
West has on this subject and—

Mr. S. Smith: Come on!

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, no, I am trying to be

very helpful.

Mr. Roy: Provocative, yes.

An hon. member: Stop being provocative.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I see no reason why, if

particular situations are brought to our atten-

tion, that spotchecks can't continue over a

period of time. I do think that this is quite

possible. To undertake to the Leader of the

Opposition that all 9,000, if that was the

figure, would be totally audited, I think that

is something that would have to be looked

at very carefully because it would take us

several years to accomplish.

Mr. Reid: You won't be here long enough
to do it.

Hon. Mr. Davis: But if the public or those

who were recipients of these grants were
aware that spotchecking would continue over

a period of time, I think that it might accom-

plish the oljjective we all have, which is to

see that people who illegally were the re-

cipients are held to account. I am sure the

member for Hamilton West is not anxious

in pursuing those where, perhaps because of

language problems or misunderstanding, it

was totally innocent on their part-

Mr. Nixon: Or they are elderly.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am sure he is not out

to persecute those people.

Mr. S. Smith: If they had a shack in Korea.

Mr. Singer: Spotchecks will—

Hon. Mr. Davis: He is not that kind of a

person. Nor am I. I think there is a distinc-

tion between those people who deliberately

misled and those people who did not.

Mr. Reid: You are an expert on that.

[2:45]

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would only say I read

with interest what the hon. member was say-

ing in another committee in the last day or

so and I'd have to congratulate him on his

expertise on certain subjects. It was a great
revelation to me and I am sure it was a great
revelation to the Deputy Speaker (Mr. Stokes).

However, that's digressing.

Mr. Reid: He wasn't quite as happy with

it as you.
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Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please, I think we
should come over to this side. The member
for Ottawa Centre, first of all.

Mr. Cassidy: Supplementary: Recognizing
the fact that the minister has argued that

most of the people who may have wrongfully
received the grants did so in error, and

recognizing therefore that these people quite

likely would like to know whether or not

they had made a mistake, rather than having

provincial gumshoes go to every door in the

province to people who got the grants at

great public expense, has the ministry con-

sidered simply asking, as was not done at

the time of the initial grants, for people who
got the grants to record their previous
addresses and whether they were owners or

tenants therein and therefore ensure a de-

gree of self-enforcement on this programme?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I think that is a question
the hon. member, who is so concerned about
the footwear of civil servants in this province,

might direct properly to the Minister of

Revenue. What kind of shoes does the mem-
ber for Ottawa Centre wear?

Mr. Cassidy: Til direct it to the Minister
of Revenue.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Oh, the gum is not on
his shoes, I see.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The Minister
of Revenue did not hear the question.

Hon. Mr. Meen: Yes, I did, Mr. Speaker,
but I didn't expect that a supplementary
could be directed to another minister.

Interjections:

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. There is no
reason why it can't be. It's a question. You
can answer.

Hon. Mr. Meen: Certainly, if it is in order

to answer the question, I can say that that

is one avenue we are presently exploring to

see whether that might be a possibility.

Mr. Singer: Supplementary: I wonder if the

Premier is going to give any instructions

about the payment of the two additional

annual sums of $250? Or is it just going to

go forward automatically based on spot-
checks? In other words are we going to

throw another $500 after the bad $1,000 that

we've already paid out without anything more
than spotchecks?

Hon. Mr. Davis: In reply to the hon.

member for Wilson Heights, if that was a

supplementary to the question from the hon.

member for Ottawa Centre, or just What it

was a supplementary to, I think it would be

very advisable to direct that question to the

Minister of Revenue.

Mr. Roy: Just answer the question.

An hon. member: You are impossible.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, I'm not. I'm just say-

ing to redirect the question.

Mr. Germa: Assuming that the Premier is

genuinely interested in resolving the situ-

ation, would he direct his party members \Vho

are sitting on the public accounts committee

to co-operate with public accounts so that

they can delve into the matter and possibly
shed some light on the subject?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would only say to the

member for Sudbury, I'm anxious to solve as

many problems as I can. I'm always attempt-

ing to do this.

Mr. Yakabuski: On a point of order-

Mr. Roy: Sit down.

Mr. Lewis: Your biggest problem is behind

you,

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would say to the mem-
ber for Sudbury that unlike his party, where
his leader directs him in everything he does,

these people on this side of the House are

very independent, conscientious people, who
let their own judgement dictate to them what

they do on various committees.

Mr. Yakabuski: On a point of order,

Mr. Roy: You are out of order.

Mr. Peterson: Supplementary: Would the

Premier not agree that there is a much more

important issue here in that the public per-

ception is that there has been a very serious

injustice in this case, that his government has

put a price tag on justice, on which there is

no price tag, and that he has an obligation to

pursue it, regardless of the cost, to bring

justice in this case?

Hon. Mr. Davis: The member for London
Centre can have his perception. I have never

presumed really to be in a position to say

with any degree of accuracy what is the

total public perception, so I will once again
bow to his judgement in what he interprets

to be his public's perception. That may be
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totally wrong, incidentally; I just point that

out to him. If the hon. member for London
Centre is saying that if there are cases that

are illegal that should be prosecuted, then

they should be pursued, I totally agree.

Mr. Speaker: A final supplementary, the

member for Renfrew South.

Mr. Yakabuski: It is not a supplementary,
Mr. Speaker; it is a point of order. I was of

the opinion that in this House we had a

standard rule where three supplementaries
were the limit.

Mr. Roy: You are out of order.

Mr. Yakabuski: I have noted in recent days
that-

Mr. Roy: He is challenging your jurisdic-

tion, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Yakabuski: —supplementary questions
are going as high as five, six and seven.

Mr. Reid: Who counted them up for you?

Mr. Yakabuski: If we are to maintain some
semblance of order here, I think we should

adhere to the rule that three supplementary

questions are the limit.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

m'^nibcr, I am sure, is aware there is no such

rule.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Ordier, please. There probably
should be. I might further explain that with

the leadoff questions we usually allow a few
more supplementaries than we do with the

succeeding questions because they are the

more important issues of the day, although
not necessarily.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: We will continue now with

further questions.

TRAINING SCHOOL DEATH

Mr. S. Smith: Mr. Speaker, a question for

the Solicitor General. Could the Solicitor

General explain to us the results of his in-

quiries, and share them with us, with regard
to when the coroner's inquest, regarding the

unfortunate Norma Dean afi^air, was sched-

uled? At what date was the scheduled date

announced? Can he assure the House that

the actual scheduling of the inquest took

place before the Globe and Mail article ap-

peared which brought public attention to the

matter?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: No, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
can the Solicitor General explain to the House
why it is that a suicide which has been

represented by the Minister of Correctional

Services (Mr. J. R. Smith) as the first such

event in 22 years should have occurred with
no date of an inquest having been set for

over two months afterward until the matter

was brought to public attention?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I do have some infor-

mation on the matter in regard to inquests
and the time of them. The interval varies

from 26 to 114 days. The average number is

58.5 days for Metropolitan Toronto and out-

side Metropolitan Toronto the average is 78

days. Members will note that for outside

Toronto there is the sum of 78 days.

I am not saying that the attention to tliis

didn't speed up the setting of the date but

that date would have happened—the setting
of the date would have happened in a very
few days anyway because it was actively
before the chief coroner at the time this

arose in the newspaper.

Mr. Lewis: Has the Solicitor General asked

for an explanation of the delay in the process
on this occasion and, if he has had an ex-

planation, does it satisfy him?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Yes. When I say I

asked for an explanation of the delay, I asked

why there should be such a period of time

and it was explained that it was not a delay,
it was the usual course of time. There are

various reasons for this. First of all, there is

the gathering of evidence, the taking of

various tests. They have to be sent in many
cases to the forensic lab or something of that

nature—I am not saying that was so in this

one but it is in many cases. Then they have
to gather the witnesses.

One of the main problems out of town is

the acquiring of courtroom space. So it is

the gathering of evidence, the summoning of

the witnesses and the scheduling of a court

which has to be done in advance.

Mr. Eakins: Mr. Speaker, I wonder if I

could ask the minister who will be the coroner

in this case? Who has been appointed to

conduct the inquest?

Mr. Sargent: Paul Yakabuski,

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I understand that Dr.

MacKay is the one who has been appointed,
a regional coroner.
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Mr. Singer: I wonder if the minister could

advise us if it is reasonable to assume that

the minister's confusion about the provisions

of the Act was shared by some of his offi-

cials and they didn't know that an inquest

was mandatory under the section of The
Coroners Act which I read to him the other

day?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: No, I am not ready
to admit that. The minister does get con-

fused from time to time but his officials never

get confused.

Mr. Roy: In other words, you are the only

incompetent one in the ministry.

Mr. S. Smith: May I ask the Provincial

Secretary for Social Development a question?

In view of what seems to be coming out,

that an event occurred which was a unique
and terribly unfortunate event, and the

minister did not inform her, the coroner was

not called until the matter was brought to

public attention—

Hon. J. R. Smith: Nonsense. Not true.

Mr. S. Smith: I am sorry, the inquest
was not called. Excuse me.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I didn't say that at all.

I think the coroner was notified promptly.

Mr. S. Smith: The inquest.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: It was the setting of

the inquest date which was not done.

Mr. S. Smith: Forgive me. It was strictly

a slip. The inquest was not called until the

matter came to public attention. The matter

seems to have been reported in the Lindsay
press and yet the minister was not informed

of what was happening. Is she not concerned
that there seems to have been something of

a rather callous or somewhat careless atti-

tude on the part of the people who have
dealt with this matter from beginning to

end and the people who are making policy
and implementing policy?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Ask your own member
what he thinks.

Hon. J. R. Smith: Your own member was
satisfied. He knew about it.

Hon. Mrs. Birch: I take exception to those
remarks, I think that a great number of

people, a great number of caring people, were
involved. In speaking with this girl's mother
she assured me that she felt that a great
number of people had dedicated a lot of

time and effort on her daughter's behalf.

I disagree very heartily with the member
that there had been any lack of concern for

the whole five years and up to this point for

this poor, unfortunate girl.

Hon. Mr. Davis: The Liberal leader's own
member is nodding his head in agreement.

Why doesn't he stand up and tell his leader

what he thinks?

Mr. Nixon: The minister said she felt be-

trayed. The Premier must have spoken to her

since she said that.

ITALIAN COURSES IN SCHOOLS

Mr. S. Smith: One more question: A ques-
tion for the Minister of Education regarding
the courses in Italian which I know he and
I both agree are important and should be

taught in the schools. Does he not have
some concern that the funding for these

courses is coming from the government of

Italy? Could he not assure this House that

he will find some way to fund these Italian

courses in the normal way through the govern-
ment of Ontario?

Hon. Mr. Wells: I think if my friend had
read the story which appeared in the early
edition of the Star today I said exactly that;

that I viewed with great concern the fact

that these courses are funded-

Mr. Sargent: Have the Premier go on a

junket to Italy. Another trip for him.

Hon. Mr. Wells: —directly by the Italian

government under no formal cultural arrange-
ments that have ever been signed by the

government of Canada. We have been aware
of this for over a year, I think we discussed

this.

Mr. R. S. Smith: What have you done
about it then?

Hon. Mr. Wells: We discussed this in the

estimates last year. I indicated we would
have a policy statement in this regard. It will

be made very shortly. We have been working
with the Toronto board and with the North
York board and others concerning this par-
ticular matter and it has been under very
careful review. I think we will come up
with some solution.

Mrs. Campbell: In what year?

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary:
I can appreciate the delay in the policy
since I haven't written it for him yet but

could the minister make some comment on
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the comments quoted from one Michael Cob-

den, a spokesman for the Toronto Board of

Education, who said their attempts to start

programmes without Itahan government
funds have been hampered by the ministry
red tape. He said it is "exasperating" and

"they turn a blind eye to what is going on
in the separate schools but keep us under
the microscopic eye of the minister." Would
the minister care to comment on those re-

marks?

Hon. Mr. Wells: First of all the last thing
in the world I would want would be for the

Liberal leader to write any policy for me.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Or for Ontario.

Hon. Mr. Wells: Or for anyone else.

Mr. Reid: You adopted it.

Interjectionis.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Mr. Peterson: He is not very well either.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Good for Montreal.

Hon. Mr. Wells: I have to say I have to be

very concerned that he feels that the school

system of this province is "in a shambles."

Certainly that kind of perspective would not

lead me to ask him to contribute to any
policy concerning that system.

Mr. Peterson: You are getting worse than

the Premier.

Hon. Mr. Wells: Let me say that, of

course, I disagree with what Michael Cobden
has said. I suggest that perhaps he talks to

the chairman of the Toronto board. Gordon

Cressy and I may not agree on everything
hut I think Gordon Cressy would agree that

we have been having dialogue about this

particular matter.

We have been very much aware of the

Italian government's involvement with the

Metropolitan Separate School Board. We have
indicated to other public school boards that

we didn't think they should get involved in

the same kind of programme and that to-

gether we should come up with programmes
which could provide the same end—that is,

Italian-language courses as an add-on to the

regular school courses—but in a way which
didn't involve a foreign government in financ-

ing those programines. We are working to

that end.

[3:00]

If Michael Cobden thinks that things take

a little longer than he desires, that's his busi-

ness, but he knows that the Toronto board

presented to us in the summer the report of

its committee on multiculturalism, and that

very shortly we will have a response to that

which will set the guidelines for what is go-
ing on. Michael Cobden and others might
also talk to the North York board, which has
been working on this same problem and is

trying to work out some answers to the prob-
lem, and it is possible.

Mr. S. Smith: Just a brief final supplement-
ary: Why does the minister not simply make
the statement clear across this province that

learning about the language and the culture

of one's ancestral group is a reasonable and
valid part of anybody's public school and

high school curriculum, and simply acknowl-

edge that fact and stop all this nonsense?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber seems to be debating the issue now. It is

developing into another debate which is

taking valuable time. If the hon. minister has
a brief answer he may give it. No? All right,
a final supplementary, the member for Oak-
wood.

Mr. Grande: The minister mentioned that

very soon he will have this multicultural

policy that he's been talking about. May I

remind him that the "very soon" means that

this was promised in December of 1975,

promised in 1976 and nothing has happened.

Mr. Speaker: And the question is?

Mr. Grande: The question is, what is "very
soon" if it has already taken a year for it?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. 1 think the

question has been discussed adequately.

INFLUENZA VACCINATIONS

Mr. Johnson: Mr. Speaker, I have a ques-
tion of the Minister of Health. Does he

recommend that swine flu vaccine be given
to young people between the ages of three

and 20, as reported in the Toronto Star?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, I can quite
understand how the Star got its comments to-

day. Yesterday I was being asked questions
about the age group that we recommended
for swine flu and somebody asked me if we
were drawing a line at the age of 20 and I

said, no, we weren't, we would be fairly

flexible in the programme, even though it

had been recommended that children not get
the shots. I had with me at that time, and I

read from it, a Telex from the federal minister

saying that children between three and 20,
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if they had chronic heart trouble or chronic

breathing disorders, should have shots. What
I didn't clarify—and I would like to have a

chance to; I'pi glad the question was asked—

Mr. Roy: That's an abuse, he could have
made a speech.

An. hon. member: The new parliamentary
assistant.

Mr. Roy: He could have made a statement.

Cut him off.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. F. S. Miller: You've made me lose

my point; you're unfair to me. The memo
from the federal minister quite properly

pointed out that the vaccine for children had
to be a special variety, and I had said in my
comments yesterday that no children under
20 really should get the vaccine without a

physician's recommendations. I want to stress

that again, that it has to be a physician's

recommendation, and there is, in jnost in-

stances, a special vaccine which as yet has

to be produced.

DUNDAS PUG INQUIRY

Mr. Deans: I have a question for the Pre-

mier. Gan I ask the Premier whether his gov-
ernment will reconsider the existing policy
which denies the people of Dundas the right
to elect their public utilities commission for

an extended period of time, as yet not de-

termined?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I noticed the

story in the Globe this morning, and I would

expect that perhaps the Minister of Energy
or the Treasurer or perhaps the Attorney
General (Mr. McMurtry) and I will be dis-

cussing this, because as a result of that story
—about which I can't get into in any detail,

of course—the answer to the question may
have to be considered very carefully. I will

undertake to have those discussions and have
some statement for the hon. member either

tomorrow or Monday.

PRIGES AT HIGHWAY
SERVIGE GENTRES

Mr. Spence: Mr. Speaker, I have a ques-
tion for the Minister of Transportation and
Gommunications. What action has his min-

istry taken in regard to the prices charged
by the oil companies that have leased service
centres along the route of Highway 401,

where we find that these oil companies are

charging between 10 and 13 cent per gallon
above the prices of gas stations in the munic-

ipalities?

An hon. member: Ripoff.

Mr. Spence: Mr. Speaker, we hear the

travelling public saying that these oil com-

panies are gouging—

Mr. Speaker: Thank you. I think the ques-
tion's been asked.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, I'm very

tempted to ask the hon. member to repeat

the question. But—

Interjections.

Mr. Bullbrook: You're really a wit, aren't

you?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

An hon. member: He might ask you to

repeat the answer.

Hon. Mr. Snow: I believe I made some
statement in the House last spring as to what

the government's intention was relating to

the price of gasoline at the service centres

on Highway 401. I explained at that time

that the concessions or the franchises to

operate those service stations are awarded on

a tender basis and that the service centres

pay a percentage of their gross sales as their

rent for the site.

Mr. MacDonald: So you are sharing in the

oil companies' ripoffs.

Mr. Roy: In other words, you are a party

to this.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please; order.

Hon. Mr. Snow: I also stated very plainly

at that time that the increase in the price of

petroleum since those leases were awarded,
and also the increase brought about by the

additional 10 cents federal tax had increased

the sale price of the product and conse-

quently the service centres were paying their

rental percentage on those inflated costs. I

stated at that time that we would be nego-

tiating with the oil companies and that we
would be deleting those additional costs from
the base upon which the rental rate would
be figured, on the understanding that the full

difference in their rent that would be brought
about by deleting those costs would be passed
on to the motorist.
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This is the action that we have taken, Mr.

Speaker. I think it's the only fair action that

we could take-

Mr. Warner: What are the results?

Hon. Mr. Snow: —and it will reduce the

cost and will bring the rental received by the

government back to what was anticipated in

the original lease.

Mr. Speaker: The oral question period has

expired.

Petitions.

Presenting reports.

REPORTS

Hon. Mrs. Birch presented the first annual

report of the Ontario Advisory Council on
the Physically Handicapped.

Hon. Mrs. Birch: Mr. Gerald Clarke,
executive secretar\' of the council, is with us

this afternoon in the Speaker's gallery and I

am sure all members will want to join with
me in extending a warm welcome to Mr.
Clarke and in congratulating our chairman,
Mr. Edward Dunlop, and the 19 council

members for their excellent report.

Hon. Mr. Snow presented the annual
report of the Ontario Telephone Services
Commission for the period ending December
31, 1975, and also the annual report of the
Urban Transportation Development Corpo-
ration for the year 1975.

Mr. McNeil from the standing resources

development committee reported the follow-
ing resolution:

Resolved: That supply in the following
amounts and to defray the expenses of the

Ministiy of Natural Resources be granted to
Her Majesty for the fiscal year ending March
31, 1977:

Ministry of Natural Resources

Ministry administration pro-
gramme $27,114,000

Land management programme .. 88,491,000
Outdoor recreation programme .. 51,120,000
Resource products programme .. 44,773,000

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. It's very dif-
ficult to hear what's being said in the Legis-
lature. Will those who are carrying on their

conversations please do it at a much lower
level? Thank you.

Hon. Mr. Welch presented the first annual
report of the Ontario Lottery Corporation.

Mr. Speaker: Motions.

Introduction of bills.

POINT OF PRIVILEGE

Mr. Foulds: During his statement today the

Minister of Correctional Services (Mr. J. R.

Smith) indicated that I was satisfied with the

information that has been given to me by his

ministerial officials with regard to the ques-
tions I raised the other day about the

Thunder Bay jail. I would like to put on the

record of the House that I am satisfied with

the answers to the temporary particular

difficulty, although I am not satisfied tliat the

long-range solutions to the problems in that

institution have been tackled by the ministry

or are on their way to being solved.

Mr. Speaker: Orders of the day.

PLANNING AMENDMENT ACT

House in committee on Bill 130, An Act

to amend The Planning Act.

Mr. Chairman: Are there any discussions

or amendments to any section of the bill? If

so, what section?

Mr. Swart: I have an amendment I'd like

to move to section 4(2).

Mr. Chairman: Anything prior to section

4(2)?

Mr. Nixon: I want to make a comment on

section 1.

On section 1:

Mr. NLxon: Subsection 6 says: "The moneys
received by a district land division committee

by way of fees in respect of applications

made to it shall be applied by the committee

to the extent required in payment of the

committee's operating expenses, including the

remuneration of its members."

Frankly, I don't see why that has to be

included in the bill. It seems to me those

fees would go into the treasury of the

municipality normally and in an instance

such as this, where the committee is being
established under special authority, the min-

ister has the authority under section 2, I

believe, for any moneys necessary to pay
for the operation of the committee.

It seems to me an unhealthy state of

affairs that through the fees it collects the

committee pays its own salaries and ex-

penses. I mentioned a couple of days ago
when we were talking about this, that it's
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almost like a police force in a tank town-
let's say in another jurisdiction—which pays
its salaries by giving speeding tickets to out-

siders coming through. There's a kind of

a conflict of interest there. If under the

authority of the Legislature we are enabling
the minister to take steps to see that these

boards may be set up—and I think it is a

good idea—I don't see why we need this sub-

section stating that the money they take in

is going to be used to pay their expenses and
salaries.

I would prefer that that subsection be
removed and that the fees taken in be re-

mitted to some other fund, maybe even a

consolidated revenue fund, and that we have
the responsibility to meet the legitimate ex-

penses of the committee as it unfolds and

develops.

Mr. Chairman: Is that an amendment or

just a suggestion?

Mr. Nixon: I'd like to hear what the

minister says about it. I don't see why we
need subsection 6 and section 2.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I think the hon. mem-
ber has probably touched upon it in his

remarks. The purpose of that particular sec-

tion was that, due to the fact we would not
have a municipality or municipal organization
in the particular area, some direction would
be given to that committee as to how money
that would be received in the form of fees

would be handled because there would not
be the municipality for the money to be
turned over to. Of course each of par-
ticular areas would be subject to audit.

[3:15]

However, I must say that I don't find it

at all unacceptable to consider perhaps what
the hon. member has said on the matter of

all the fees received going to the consolidated
revenue fund and, as is indicated under
section 2, that the moneys required for the

operation of these be appropriated by the

Legislature. I don't find that unacceptable.

Mr. Nixon: If there is agreement here, I

want to say further that if it stays the way
it is, the land division committees as estab-

lished would set up a bank fund, a fund for

themselves. I can imagine them sitting
around saying, "That fund is getting down a

little bit, boys." While it would be subject
to audit and there would be nothing par-

ticularly illegal about anything they would
do, I don't feel it is a healthy approach and
I would move that subsection 6 of section

1 be deleted.

Mr. Chairman: Could I have that in

writing?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I wonder if the hon.

member would leave that for a moment? The
one concern I have is that section 2 simply

says, "any moneys required for the purposes,"
and I believe we should have something in

that Act, a section, which would deal with

how the moneys that are collected by fees

are handled. We should have something in

there to indicate to that committee what it

must do with fees it does collect. If he

would leave it with us, we'll try to put
something together in the form of an amend-
ment which might be acceptable.

Mr. Nixon: We will wait for the professional

advice, certainly, but we could quite readily

say in subsection 6, "The moneys received

by the district land division committee by
way of fees in respect of application made to

it shall be paid into the consolidated revenue

fund of the province."

Mr. Good: Mr. Chairman, I have one ques-
tion which maybe the minister could answer.

The fees on applications made for severances

are, I believe, controlled, for other land

division committees, to $50 by statute. Would
that apply to these land division committees?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Yes, the fees would be

exactly the same as they are in the rest of

the province. While I am up, sir, I would

suggest that if the hon. member would

simply write out that particular amendment
for you, sir, it seems quite acceptable to me.

Mr. Nixon: Yes, I will add it.

Mr. Chairman: All right. We'll revert to

subsection 6 of section 1. Are there any other

comments on any section of the bill prior to

the one that concerns the hon. member for

Welland-Thorold?

Mr. Cassidy: I beg your pardon; I had
another amendment to section 1.

Mr. Chairman: Is it before section 6?

Mr. Cassidy: It is before section 6. I

wasn't aware that—

Mr. Chairman: We had called it. There
were no comments prior to subsection 6 of

section 1.

Interjection.

Mr. Cassidy: With respect, Mr. Chairman,
that is a long section and I had understood

that initially the reference was to a subsection

of part 30(a). It turns out to be part 30(b)
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and I would ask the consent of the House
to revert to section l(30)(b)(i) for an amend-
ment which I have already raised in the

debate and I wish to ask the minister about.

Mr. Chairman: Is it agreed?

Mr. Nixon: Agreed.

Mr. Cassidy: Thank you. During the de-

bate I mentioned the need to have land

division committees elected locally or selected

bv a town meeting locally.

I gave the minister the wording of a

possible amendment which he returned to me
without copying. I'm afraid I didn't get an-

other copy to him but he did understand the

intent of it and I wonder if he could com-
ment on whether he is willing to accept such

an amendment at this time?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Would the hon. member
read his proposed amendment?

Mr. Cassidy: Yes, Mr. Chairman. It is in a

bit of a scramble—my typed copy is on its

way up right now but I think I have pretty
much remembered it. I move that section

l(30Kb)(i) be amended by deleting the words
"such persons as he considers advisable" at

the top of page 2 and by inserting a new
section after section l(30)(b)(i) as follows:

"(2) The members of a district land division

committee shall be selected by town meeting
or shall be elected from the community or

communities of the district by a procedure
estblished by regulation and supervised by
officials of the ministry."

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Chairman, in fact

there are two parts that are being suggested

by the hon. member. I quite frankly would
not be prepared to accept the matter of an

election, a formal election—that is, to go out
with ballots and ballot boxes and nominations

and this sort of thing—for a land division

committee. I have some concern about that.

I don't like to think that we would want a

land division committee made up of people
who would be then subject to whatever

political pressures there may be as the result

of their election to this board, when they are

in fact dealing with such things as the sever-

ance of land. I think it would be much better

to have them in some way less subject to an
election sort of atmosphere.

lOn the question of selecting the members
of that committee by a town meeting, that is

not unlike what would occur—has now
occurred really—in the selection of a local

roads board, where the people who are in the

area gather together and by a show of hands
determine who from that particular area

would serve or how many people would
serve on their roads board.

That's the way I certainly had intended it

would be done. It wasn't to be a matter of

simply going around and selecting names out

of the community to serve on this particular

committee; it is much healthier, I think to

have the people in the community select those

persons they would like to have. Not an

election, but rather a group of people getting

together as they do now for local roads board
and saying, "We'd like so and so and so and
so to be our representatives from our area on
this committee," and have the same happen in

other parts of the jurisdiction, whatever size

the jurisdiction may be.

If we set up an election process it would
concern me. If the boundaries of those areas

started to change, if the population balance

was changed, it could cause a problem. But
the other idea of the town meeting, or a

meeting of the citizens in the community to

select their persons to serve, I have no objec-
tion to having those names submitted for

appointment; they would be appointed.

Mr. Cassidy: I think what we plight do is

consider standing this section until a typed

copy is available and then we can reach an

agreement.

I'll read that section again though, be-

Mr. Chairman: Let me remind the hon.

member that we do not have a formal amend-
ment. Now if you want to just discuss the

section, fine. But the Chair can't consider an

amendment has been proposed until in fact

we get one.

Mr. Cassidy: I am sorry, I had a foul-up
in my operation and I don't have a copy of

the amendment to give to the Chair if I'm to

discuss it here as well. So if the Chair would
bear with me.

The proposal is that the reference to the

minister choosing such persons as he con-

siders advisable would be dropped. Then
there would be a flexible kind of two-pronged

process and you could choose either way.
"The members of the district land division

committee would be selected by town meet-

ing, or elected"—now if you want those

words "or elected" taken out, that's okay—
"from the community or communities of the

district by a procedure to be established by
regulation-" which gives you the flexibility,

given the fact that it is an organized territory

and under supervision of officials of the

ministry. If you leave out the election, you
are happy with the amendment, is that right?
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Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Yes, I'd like to see the

amendment later. We can certainly hold it

and deal with it when your printed amend-
ment comes in.

I would just like to draw to the hon.

member's attention that he made reference,
for example, to the area of Sault North where
we do in fact have an el'ected planning board

as a result of this special process. Well, their

time period has ended.

One of the weaknesses in this process is the

one he drew to my attention. That is that

one particular segment of the population up
there, namely the mobile home dwellers, are

not represented and that I think is a weak-
ness. This way those persons would be ab^e

to gather together and select their representa-
tives who could well be appointed. I think

it would be much healthier that way and to

stay away from this formal election procedure.
I would have no difficulty with that.

Mr. Nixon: I would like to ask, Mr. Chair-

man, since we're discussing the Sault North

situation, how did you conduct that election?

Under what authority?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I'm afraid, sir, that was
before my time as Minister of Housing. This

was done by the Treasurer (Mr. McKeough).

Mr. Nixon: That wasn't back when you
were a Liberal?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: No, it was done long
after that. It was performed by the Treasurer.

It was back when the hon. member was one.

It was performed by the Treasurer at that

time as a result of interest that had been

brought to his attention by the people living

in that area and wanting some control over

land use and what have you. They attempted
to establish a planning function for the

people, but it was impossible to get them to

agree on how that would be done. It was

finally resolved that an election would be
held at the same time that the municipal
election was being held in the area, and they
voted for their representatives almost on a

ward basis up there. That's how it was done.

I don't know by what authority. I can't tell

you. It's working anyway.

Mr. Gassidy: I am sending a copy of the

proposed amendment over to the minister

now and one up to the Chair; then perhaps
I can make the motion and we can get this

matter disposed of. Incidentally, I understand

you wound up by appointing the Sault North

planning board, although the people you ap-

pointed had been earlier elected. Is that not

correct?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Chairman, I think

that was the procedure as it is in all plan-
ning boards. But the people who were
elected were appointed and, in fact, their time

frame had actually expired; because they
were in the process of moving along with

their official plan development, I reappointed
them again for another year so they just

continued in their service. In fact, we are

coming close to the time when there will

have to be some other appointments made as

well. Which may solve the problem you
mentioned.

Mr. Cassidy: In fact, you might consider

an election or selection at that time.

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Cassidy moves that Bill

130, An Act to amend The Planning Act, be
amended by deleting the words "composed
of sudh persons as he considers advisable" in

clause 30(b)(i) of section 1 and by inserting

a new subsection 2 as follows: "(2) The mem-
bers of such district land division committees

shall be selected by town meeting in the

community or communities of the district and
the procedure for such selection shall be

established by regulation," and by renumber-

ing the remaining subsections in the clause.

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Chairman, the idea of a

democratic base -as close to representative of

the people as possible is certainly a good one,

but what is a town meeting? I mean, I kno\^•

what it is but, in law, what is a town meeting?
Is there a requirement that everybody be
informed? Is there a requirement that such a

percentage be there? What is a town meeting?
Is it the boys having cofi^ee in the back of

the restaurant?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Chainnan, I certain-

ly wouldn't want to give a definition of what
the member for Ottawa Centre was proposing.

However, as I understand the way it is done

by the local roads board, all residents of the

area who will be subject to whatever tax is

involved in the local roads board are notified

of a meeting. This is really done by one of

the good citizens-

Mr. Nixon: Who would notify them? The
minister?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: No, no. It is done by a

member of the board that's there. If it is a

brand-new board that's starting, I think the

notification is sent out by the Ministrv^ of

Transportation and Communications for the

start-up meeting.

Mr. Nixon: You would have to do it in this

case.
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Hon. Mr. Rhodes: In this case we would
have to send the notices to the whole area to

advise them of the initial meeting to form
their first board, yes.

Mr. Nixon: My point simply is that while

I like the idea, and the phrase "town meet-

ing" is sort of generally understood, it is not

defined anywhere. There is no definition as

to who is to be informed by whom. When
they gather, where do they gather? And who
stands up and says, "Now, boys, we are

gathering here"? Does the minister go up
and do it? Does he send somebody to do it?

Really, the question is, what is a town meet-

ing? We are going to have to define it.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Chairman, the

point's well taken and I am wondering if we
shouldn't consider the wording, because espe-

cially in the areas we are talking about there

is going to be very scattered development in

some areas and a lot of them will be seasonal

areas. You would almost have to put in there

the words "property owners and tenants" in

order to include people who are living in

mobile homes. The place is not too difBcult;
there is usually a place somewhere in the

vicinity where people meet or can meet.

Practically every community in the north,
l>elieve it or not, does have a church that

they can attend, although sojne people down
in this part begin to wonder.

[3:30]

Mr. Cassidy: Some of them never go to it.

Mr. Nixon: There is a liquor store.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I do appreciate the point
that in order to see that there is proper notifi-

cation to all of those citizens who would want
to attend, something more than town meet-

ings perhaps should be worded.

Mr. Cassidy: The words the minister is

looking for would be something like this:

"shall be selected by a town meeting after

due notice to all property owners and tenants
in the community or communities of the dis-

trict." Then it seems to me the rest is es-

tablished when you say: "and the procedure
for such selection shall be established by
regulation." It does delegate that from the

Legislature to the ministry.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Wouldn't it be better,
rather than even talking about the words
"town meeting", to say "by talking about it

to all property owners and tenants," if you
will. I am a little concerned about those
areas where you don't have a town, where all

you have is a scattered sort of development
in the unorganized territory.

Mr. Cassidy: Could the minister's officials

not come up with a draft between now and
the time when we have finished the remaining
amendments and we could stand dovvni that

item?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Sure.

Mr. Chairman: We will stand that section

down and we will revert to Mr. Nixon's

amendment.

Mr. Nixon moves that section 1(6) be

amended by deleting all the words after **be"

in the third line and the following be added:

"paid into the consolidated revenue fund of

Ontario."

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Chairman: Any discussion on any other

section of the bill? If so, which one?

Mr. Singer: Section 4.

Mr. Chairman: I believe the member for

Welland-Thorold (Mr. Swart) had something
on section 2?

Mr. Swart: Mine is on section 4(2).

Mr. Chairman: Does the member for Wil-
son Heights have anything on 4(1)?

Mr. Singer: No, I want to talk to section

4(12) and (13).

Sections 2 and 3 agreed to.

On section 4:

Mr. Swart: It is to clauses 12 and 13 that

my amendment applies.

Mr. Singer: On a point of order.

Mr. Chairman: The hon. member for Wil-

son Heights.

Mr. Singer: I thought the hon. member was

directing himself to section 4(2). In fact, he is

directing himself to section 4(12) and (13).

Mr. Chairman: It was my understanding
when he spoke earlier that he was going to

speak on section 4(2).

Mr. Singer: Yes, but he is talking now
about the effect of the Municipal Board order

and he has also indicated he is going to move
that subsections 12 and 13 be repealed and
be replaced. I wish to talk to 12 and 13 and
I think I had the floor ahead of him. I intend

to move an amendment and I would like my
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amendment to be dealt with first. It is just as

simple as that.

Mr. Swart: On the point of order, I would

point out that section 4(1) deals with sub-

section 5 of The Planning Act; that section

4(2) of Bill 130 deals with subsection 6 of

The Planning Act. That is the one to which
I wish to speak and it has several clauses

including clauses 12 and 13. Therefore I

suggest that my motion is in order. It deals

with exactly the same thing as the member
for Wilson Heights, and I think it is in order

Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman: If both the member for

Wilson Heights and the member for Welland-
Thorold are dealing specifically with the same

subsection, the spokesman for the official op-

position has priority, I am advised.

Mr. Singer: Not in committee, Mr. Chair-

man, and he didn't have the floor first.

Mr. Cassidy: He was up first.

Mr. Swart: In addition, I was on my feet

first.

Mr. Singer: No, he wasn't, Mr. Cassidy.
You are wrong again. I had the floor and

you recognized me, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman: I recognized the member
for Welland-Thorold and then the member
for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk had indicateed he
had something on subsection 6(1) and we
went back to that. I really did see the mem-
ber for Welland-Thorold on his feet prior
to anybody, really.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Challenge.

Mr. Singer: But not on the section.

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Swart moves that sub-

section 2 of section 4—so there's really no

argument—of Bill 130 be amended by sub-

stituting the following for clause 12 and

deleting clause 13 of said subsection: "The
Ontario Municipal Board shall, at the con-

clusion of the hearing, make a decision which

may approve in whole or in part the minis-

ter's order, or may reject such order or refer

back such order to the minister for recon-

sideration. A copy of the Ontario Municipal
Board decision shall be sent to each person
who appeared at the hearing and made repre-
sentation on the matter."

It's customary for all members of the com-
mittee to make copies of any amendments
available to the minister and to other mem-
bers who are interested. This is quite a

complex amendment and I suggest that you

should have made a copy of it available to

all members concerned.

Mr. Singer: We could consider, in that

context, that it is probably out of order, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Swart: I notice he only said "probably
out of order." He wasn't too sure of his point.

Mr. Singer: No. It's so badly worded it's

hard to understand. It is incomprehensible.

Mr. Swart: Mr. Chairman, may I speak to

this amendment?

Mr. Chairman: You can speak to the
amendment but I think it only fair that copies
should be made available to the minister

and to other interested members.

Mr. Swart: Mr. Chairman, I think the

intent of this amendment is rather clear to

everyone. The intent and the purpose of it

is that property owners who are under minis-

ter's orders in planning—he has the right to

make orders on any land in Ontario—with

regard to zoning or land use should be in

exactly the same position as property owners
in most other parts of the province, where

they come under the municipality.

Mr. Nixon: On a point of order, Mr. Chair-

man, since we don't have a copy of the

amendment right now—it would be much
more helpful if the debate is going to pro-
ceed—is it part of the amendment that sub-

section 13 be withdrawn?

Mr. Swart: Yes.

Mr. Nixon: Oh. That's the matter of high
principle that separates the NDP from the

Liberals, do you remember?

Mr. Singer: That's what makes it so con-

fusing. They supported the government the

other day on that very point.

Mr. Nixon: We may find that this is a very

important amendment indeed.

Mr. Swart: I am glad you recognize it.

Mr. Singer: You are half-way along the

way.

Mr. Nixon: How did you ever turn Ren-
wick around?

Mr. Chairman: The hon. member for

Welland-Thorold will please continue.

Mr. Swart: The matter really refers to the

appeal procedure with regard to orders being
made. In most parts of the province now,
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under municipal jurisdiction, where the min-

ister has not made orders under section 2

of The Planning Act, the procedure is that

the Ontario Municipal Board makes the deci-

sion after the passing of a bylaw by the

municipality or by a decision by the land divi-

sion committee. The Municipal Board nor-

mally orders that notices be sent out to all

those people concerned and if there is an

objection the Municipal Board makes a deci-

sion. That decision is binding unless it is

appealed to the provincial cabinet.

However, under the circumstances now
and proposed in Bill 130 which we have be-

fore us, the procedures basically up to the

appeal to the Municipal Board are the same
under this bill, but when it goes to the Mu-

nicipal Board, the Municipal Board does not

make a decision. It is only a recommendation
to the Minister of Housing and this doesn't

give the same impartiality tnat an appeal does

if it's made to the Ontario Municipal Board

and it makes the decision and then there's

the opportunity for an appeal to the cabinet.

Let's just look at the situation and what
can occur under the proposals in this bill.

There would be an application made in some
area—some unorganized area—or perhaps it

would be a freeze made on the initiative of

the minister, and a decision is made by the

minister on the recommendation of his staff.

There is then an appeal made to the Ontario

Municipal Board by the property owners con-

cerned where the order has been made and
the same staff would appear at the Ontario

Municipal Board to su{>port the original
order. Then, following that, it would be re-

ferred back to the minister to make the final

decision and the same staff would recommend
to him on the final decision.

Mr. Singer: That's what 1 was arguing
the other day.

Mr. Swart: I suggest that is not impartiality
and does not provide the same degree of

rights in this matter that it does if the appeal
is made to the Ontario Municipal Board and
it makes the decision.

Let me say that I and my party recognize
that too many appeals to the cabinet could

bog them down. I also suggest too many ap-

peals to the minister can bog them down.

But, in any event, if the majority of people-
Let me phrase that another way: If the peo-

ple living in the majority of the populated
areas of this province have the right to have
an appeal to the Ontario Municipal Board
and the Municipal Board makes the decision,

then the people in the rest of this province
should have tliat same right.

I'm aware that the minisiter will probably
say, "Yes, but we need to put on a freeze

immediately in some areas," and 1 concur in

this. But even if he does need an immediate

freeze, the freeze will be there. There will be
the right to appeal and I'm the first person to

admit this—there's a very grey area now in be-

tween the time an appeal is made to the

Ontario Municipal Board in organized munici-

palities where they have official plans, but

nevertheless there is fairly reasonable pro-
tection that transactions and buildings do
not proceed during that period of time be-

cause the legislation can be retroactive back
to the day of the passing of the zoning bylaw.

They just don't take the chance. I suggest
the same thing would apply here.

Regardless of that, I think the people of

this whole province s'hould be treated in the

same manner, have the right to make the

appeal to the Ontario Municipal Board, the

Ontario Municipal Board makes the decision

and then, if they so wish, they have the right
to appeal to the cabinet, not to the same min-

ister who made the decision in the first place.

Mr. Singer: Mr. Chairman, actually, hav-

ing now had an opportunity to read it and
even the little PS from Mel to Mike down at

the bottom of it, I find it piost interesting. I

find that the NDP, yet once again, has com-

pletely flip-flopped. Not only did they flip-

flop, but the member for Ottawa Centre
made a great speech at the beginning of the

debate. He led off for the official opposition

saying this was a wonderful bill and he and
his colleagues were going to support it. His
first phrase was: "We will support the bill."

Then the member for Welland South, is it, or

Welland wherever it is?

Mr. Swart: Welland-Thorold.

Mr. Singer: Yes, he spoke after me and said

what I was saying, which is really the

essence of the amendment. It was all wrong;
no way could he support it at all and that's

why he was going to do what the member
for Ottawa Centre said.

Then finally the clincher was put on by
the member for Riverdale (Mr. Renwick)
who got up and in his usual pedantic way,
repetitious, erudite as he usually is, he elabo-

rated on why they could in no way support
the position that we took.

Mr. Cassidy: Erudite yes, pedantic never.

[3:45]

Mr. Singer: Mirabile dictu—too wonderful

to say—as unusual as it is, they have seen

the light.
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Mr. Renwick: Stick around.

Mr. Singer: And now they come in with

an amendment-

Mr. Nixon: The very section you read.

Mr. Singer: —doing exactly what we said

should be done and the reason we asked for

a vote on second reading was that this should

be done.

I must admit that I am glad that they've
seen the light, that their speeches on second

reading in fact mean nothing when you put
them together with the speeches they make
in the committee hearing. I can see no diffi-

culty at all in supporting what they now put
forward, because it's exactly what we said

on second reading and that is why we voted

against the bill.

We talked about subsections 12 and 13
of section 4; nothing wrong with this at all.

It shocked the member for Welland-

Thorold, it shocked the member for River-

dale and certainly it flew in the face of the

great statement made in the leadoff^ by the

member for Ottawa Centre. Let me read

into the record, just so it won't be lost for

posterity, the little note from Mel to Mike.

"Mike: Do you approve of the above amend-
ment? It is section 94 of The OMR Act that

gives the right for the OMB decision to be

appealed to the cabinet,"

Mr. Cassidy: I have nothing to hide.

Mr. Nixon: You should have sent it to us

in a brown envelope, it would have become
a sessional paper.

Mr. Singer: I'm sure you'll recall, Mr.
Chairman-

Mr. Swart: In this caucus, we consult.

Mr. Singer: Yes. No, The OMB Act is

right behind the throne and I had it here, I

read it and my reading was accompanied
by the usual rude noises from those three

gentlemen who are now sitting in the front

row of the ofiicial opposition benches. How-
ever, I'm glad they have seen the light and
I'm happy to say that we can now support
their suggesting that they support what
we said last Tuesday afternoon.

Mr. Ruston: Flip-flop.

Mr. Cassidy: Maybe the minister wishes
to comment. I just want to say that when
I spoke on this bfll, I, like the member
for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk, indicated support
for it. In our case the reason for indicating
support was the feeling that it was important

—and I discussed this with the minister—to
allow remote northern communities and other

unorganized parts of the province to have
some control over their own destinies and to

take their consents and severances and that

kind of thing out of the hands of Queen's
Park where they've been for too darn long.
That was the most important principle of the

bill, in our opinion.

The aspect which the member for Wilson

Heights has objected to and which led him
to change the position of his party as it had
been earlier enunciated by the member for

Brant-Oxford-Norfolk, was that it was so

important to defeat something that had been
in The Planning Act for many, many years,
that the Liberal party was prepared to see

the entire bill, including this decentralization

of northern communities, go down the drain.

On Tuesday we had a rather interesting

spectacle, because the first spokesman for

the Liberal party got up and said he had
some reservations but he thought the bill was

okay. And the second spokesman got up and
said he had rather more reservations, but he
was so vaguely prepared to go along with it

by the time that the member for Wilson

Heights and the member for Sarnia (Mr.

Bnllbrook) had spoken, the Liberal party
had gotten itself into full-fledged opposition
to a bill which initially it was prepared to

support.

I would like to suggest that our position
is a good deal more constructive, because
the-

Mr. Singer: Which one?

Mr. Ruston: Which one? Last Tuesday's
or today's?

Interjections.

Mr. Singer: Tell us which position you
are talking about.

Mr. Cassidy: The position that we have

adopted right through the bill. We now
have a bill which caters to the needs of

northern municipalities, which the Liberal

Party is never prepared to concede or to give
credence to—

Interjections.

Mr. Ruston: Pretty weak, Mike.

Mr. Cassidy: —and we are also now
taking the opportunity to put people in those

municipalities where ministerial zoning orders

are in force under the same rules as people
who are in other parts of the province.
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The member for Welland-Thorold and I

have had some very interesting discussions

about these, because I have to confess that

I initially—

Mr. Nixon: The member for Riverdale got
involved at some stage.

Mr. Cassidy: —I was not seized with the

disparities that were involved. Perhaps I

was oxerly impressed with the danger that

the cabinet would be swamped, but I think

the real position is this. The minister will

probably get up and say the cabinet shouldn't

consider these types of appeals. Frankly, I

agree with him if he says that. The problem
is that the procedure right now, whether it

is appeals arising out of OMB decisions on

municipal zoning decisions, or whether it's

appeals against the minister's rules, neither

of those should go before the cabinet.

Those matters will get resolved in the

Planning Act review on which Mr. Comay
is going to make a report in the very near

future. We in this House on this particular
bill should be trying to bring the practice
into line, whether it's about OMB decisions

about ministerial zoning orders or OMB de-

cisions about local planning decisions.

Therefore, I would suggest that what we
are proposing here is consistent, it is fair

and it means that people are not put in a

position where the minister is judge, jury,

inquisitor and executioner on any zoning de-

cision on which they may be seeking action

where a ministerial zoning order or zoning
freeze is in force. I am glad the Liberal Party
is supporting the amendment by the member
for Welland-Thorold and I hope the minister

agrees to it as well.

Mr. Nixon: I would like to say something
about it, particularly since the last speaker
mentioned my name. It is true that we do
believe there should be land division com-
mittees in the north.

Mr. Cassidy: Ah, but you didn't vote that

way.

Mr. Nixon: Oh, yes.

Mr. Cassidy: Oh, no.

Mr. Nixon: But I'll tell you, Mr. Chairman,
in my remarks the other day-

Mr. Cassidy: You would have killed the

thing by your opposition.

Mr. Singer: Pretty weak.

Mr. Chairman: Order, please.

Mr. Nixon: —we haven't even come to

grips with it.

Interjections.

Mr. Nixon: In the section coming up,
section 5, I indicated in my previous address

that there was the real meat of the bill be-

cause it was an attempt by the government
to set straight a legal fiasco into which they
had got themselves since they had not held

hearings based on ministerial orders. This

thing is a nice envelope of pretty paper
around that kernel.

What they are intending to do is to estab-

lish a procedure so that there will be hear-

ings and in the future they will not be de-

clared illegal by the divisional court of On-
tario when they proceed as they have been

proceeding in the past. It was my attempt
with the great support and strength of my
colleagues in putting the argument before

you—and apparently it was very persuasive as

far as the NDP is concerned—to point out

that it was a facade and a sham to escalate

an OMB hearing, as if it had something to

do with the final hearing, and leave in the

bill a section which says that after consider-

ing the report of the Municipal Board, the

minister may either amend, etc., or he can

take any decision that he chooses.

It simply meant that the hearing would be

established before the Municipal Board and

then the minister when he got the report

could do anything he wanted, throw it in the

basket, reject it or say nothing about it, I

suppose, he could even observe the order of

the board if he chose, but essentially all of

the power was with him. I called it a facade

at the time. I said the people concerned

would be misled—and I know, Mr. Chairman,

we don't like to use that word in this House

for some reason—into thinking they were

having some input into a final decision when
in fact they should be pounding on the door

of the minister.

I was quite interested in the response par-

ticularly from the member for Riverdale, a

man for whom I have a great deal of admira-

tion. I thought he would have trotted out

McRuer, to tell you the truth, because there

is a section in the McRuer report that indi-

cates fairly clearly that there should be a

position taken by a minister beyond all of

these appointed boards. But the point I made
and which was made by my colleagues at the

time was that there is a clear procedure for

appeals to the cabinet which is of course the

highest political body and wields the power
in this province without appeal except to the

electorate. So it works beautifully and it
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works democratically, if the sections we were
critical at that tiine were left out.

The member for Riverdale got so carried

away he said this is a basic division in phil-

osophy and principle between the socialist

and the liberal. It was when he said that

from his point of view it was one of those

partings of the waters of the Red Sea that

we decided it had to be voted on because
we had stated our position and we knew
their position was wrong. Since he was pre-

pared to hammer their position to the mast-

head of the socialist party, the NDP, then

we felt it could not pass through this House
without a division in which the NDP was
shown to be directly voting with the govern-
ment on this matter which they themselves
said was a matter of high principle.

I can only presume that one of the public
relations people in their party has called one
of their famous press receptions this after-

noon because in a matter of this great con-
cern the members of the press are obviously

busy elsewhere.

Here is one of the most significant divi-

sions in this House, where we are indicating
as a party—and we did when we were talk-

ing about it in principle as well as when we
were talking about the amendment—where
we indicated clearly that the bill was bad,
that it could not function effectively as far

as these sections are concerned and I indi-

cated that we were prepared to amend it. We
were prepared and are prepared to amend
it. It was only by subterfuge, in my opinion,
that the hon. member for Welland-Thorold
indicated that he wanted to—

Mr. Cassidy: Oh shame!

An hon. member: "Oh shame" yourself.

Mr. Nixon: —talk about subsection 2, and
in fact wanted to amend subsection 12, that

he was able to—

Mr. Cassidy: On a point of order, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Chairman: Point of order.

Mr. Cassidy: The hon. member for Brant-
Oxford-Norfolk has accused the member for

Welland-Thorold of subterfuge. I believe that

language is unparliamentary, and I would
suggest it be withdrawn.

Mr. Ruston: That's a nice word.

Mr. Chairman: I have a list of unparlia-
mentary words and "subterfuge" doesn't

happen to be among them.

Interjections.

Mr. Singer: That's right. You are wrong
again, Cassidy.

Mr. Nixon: After all, I didn't suggest that

the hon. member has misled us—that is some-

thing, of course, that we don't permit here.

Mr. Singer: It wasn't even deliberate sub-

terfuge. He wasn't smart enough to know.

Mr. Nixon: I'll tell you, Mr. Chairman,
that this is an instance, surely, where we will

be able to keep the government on the right

track in this connection. It appears that the

amendment will carry. I think that the

amendment, now that the NDP has seen the

light, is a good one. I can't see too much
wrong with it although my colleagues may
examine it and find something wrong with it

subsequently. But I think, in fact it does pre-

cisely what we pointed out should be done

by this bill. That is we must have hearings—
and the divisional court has said we must—
and if those are going to be hearings of any

significance they must be binding, subject

only to the normal procedure of appeal, not

in and out the minister's back door, but to

the cabinet itself. Surely this is what the

democratic process is all about.

Mr. Renwick: I feel as though I'm engaged
in a Parkinsonian debate in the Legislature
this afternoon and it is only because the

member for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk raised the

question that I would say that I prefaced my
remarks by the word "if." I said if this should

be a matter of significant difference-

Mr. Nixon: Oh well, under those circum-

stances.

Mr. Renwick: —between the Liberal Party
and ourselves so be it. I didn't say, of course,

that it necessarily was.

Mr. Nixon: Well, you were in full flight. I

thought that finally there was a difference.

Mr. Renwick: I always work within our

caucus to bring about any healing of any
division there may be between your party
and our party, particularly when there's a

minority government and we're anxious to

have an election.

Mr. Nixon: Now you just stay-

Mr. Singer: Mr. Chairman, I'm very happy
that my colleague, the member for Riverdale,

got into this debate. It makes my reading of

certain extracts of his remarks on Tuesday
afternoon all the more relevant.

I think that we should not let this time

go by without just paying some little atten-
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tion to what the hon. member for Riverdale

did in fact say on Tuesday afternoon.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Chairman, on a point of

order, isn't there a rule against repetition?

[Laughter]

Mr. Singer: The member for Riverdale, you
know, he's quite a fellow. He sat back and

gloried in being the last in the debate and I

watched him carefully. This is one of his

techniques.

Mr. Nixon: Another subterfuge.

Mr. Singer: And he was going to let every-

one who had anything to say speak their

piece and he was going to come up with the

penultimate decision. He was going to either

destroy the government or save them. In one

fell swoop he was going to persuade his col-

leagues or even tell them, which way to go.

It was very confusing, having listened to the

member for Ottawa Centre, to find out what

they were doing, except they thought it was

a great statute.

The member for Welland-Thorold—I've got
a couple of his. They are not as good as the

remarks of the member for Riverdale; I've

got a couple of his comments. But he was
fairly definite, he said, for instance: "I am
also inclined to think, in spite of the court

decision, with the other changes that have
been made in section 4 of this bill, that you
don't need to say no notice or hearing is re-

quired prior to tJie making of an order. Cer-

tainly, generally, and I'm sure the minister
will agree with me, there is value in con-
sultation" before the order. Then he goes on
to say section 4 as it stands is fine-

Mr. Swart: I did not. Read that.

Mr. Singer: —and you don't need the

Municipal Board decisions to be binding. But
as I say, the better remarks and the more
lucid ones, repetitious and redundant as they

were, come from the hon. member for River-

dale. He says: "We in this party don't object
to that provision." That's section 4(12) and
(13). Now he said that. Those were his

words. I'm not guessing what he said, he
said it. '"We think that the public interest,

at this point in time in the province of On-
tario, requires that the public interest in

land use should be a matter ultimately, after

proper hearings and after you consider the

questions related to land use, must be piat-
ters of policy in the final analysis."

[4:00]

IHe talks a httle convolutedly. "They must
be pohtical decisions in the sense that they

must be decisions of the government which
must and can only be dealt with in the

overall policy of the government and the

way in which the people of Ontario accept
that policy at the polls"—this is all one

sentence, 1 want you to know—"when and

if, as occasion may require, there is re-

course to the electorate."

"I do not think," he says, "it is possible
to make the argument that you can require
the governinent to have the responsibility for

its land use policies as a matter of policy on

the one hand, and then suggesit that provided
the government has given an opportunity to

hear fairly and properly both sides to any

given issue, if occasion should require that

be done, that it must then of necessity accept
as final the decision of the Ontario Municipal
Board."

Mr. Chairman, you will recall this was
after substantial reference had been made to

section 94 of The Ontario Municipal Board

Act; that's the section that is mentioned in

the note from Mel to Mike. Obviously the

hon. member for Riverdale wasn't listening,

or paying any attention, and now thinks he

is able to defend this amendment.

All I hasten to emphasize and repeat—as

many times as is necessary—is that I wish the

members of the official opposition would be

able to get together sufficiently frequently to

know what each other is thinking. When
they say something on Tuesday afternoon,

they should all be able to remember it at

least as late as Thursday afternoon. In that

way, maybe progress would be made with

less posturing, less beating of breasts and
less shouting from the three members who
are inhabiting that front bench.

Mr. Wildman: I find it rather apiusing to

listen to this debate and hear the member
for Wilson Heights say he thinks the mem-
bers of the official opposition should get to-

gether more often to discuss things so they
can all be in agreement, when one considers

his party's positions on many things and in

may debates in this House. Also, I find his

comments about posturing and so on rather

amusing, considering the source of those

comments.

I just want to make clear that our party,

throughout the deliberations on our position
on this bill, has been determined to ensure

that people living in unorganized communi-
ties in the north should have some of the

rights that residents of other municipalities

throughout the province take for granted
when it comes to land divisions and sever-

ances. Our position in supporting the bill on
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second reading was determined by the fact

that we wished that these communities
should have those rights. We are now at-

tempting to amend the bill to try to make it-

Mr. Kerrio: As liberal as you can.

Mr. Wildman: —the best we can, consider-

ing it is obviously sometimes difficult to give

people in unorganized communities the same
kind of rights that people have in the munic-

ipalities when we don't have electoral bodies

and so on.

Mr. Chairman: That's under section 1 of

the bill, not section 4.

Mr. Wildman: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Sock it to him, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Wildman: I just want to say the rea-
son we are putting forward this amendment
is that in addition to supporting the bill and
accepting the principle that these committees
will be set up, we now want to give the
residents of the communities the same rights
of appeal as they have in other municipali-
ties and to ensure that there is as piuch
unbiased approach to those appeals as pos-
sible. For those reasons we supported the

principle of the bill last Tuesday, and I

don't see it as any contradiction to try to

amend it to make it better here in com-
mittee.

Mr. Good: You never looked at it until

five minutes ago.

Mr. Nixon: Just one additional comment
l)efore the minister speaks. I would like to

quote from the "quick" Hansard of Novem-
ber 2, 1976, where Mr. Renwick says:

"But I do want to say if this distinguishes
the New Democratic Party from the Liberal

Party in the area of land use planning in

the Province of Ontario, well, so be it."

Mr. Renwick: That's right. That's right.

Mr. Nixon: It was on that basis that we
decided that if he thought.it was so impor-
tant, it was necessary to divide in principle.
This we did, and in case anyone happens to

read this debate in history, it should be re-

corded again that the NDP voted with the

j^Jovernment at that time.

Mr. Chairman: The hon. member for Wel-
land-Thorold.

Mr. Swart: Mr. Chairman, I don't think

anybody on this side of the House denies

that we voted with the government.

Mr. Chairman: Let me remind all mem-
bers of the committee that we have an

ajnendment proposed by Mr. Swart and I

hope you will address your remarks to sub-

section 2 of section 4 of the bill,

Mr. Swart: May I, with respect, point out,

Mr. Chairman, that perhaps from my first

sentence it would be difficult not to tell that

I wasn't going to deal with the amendment
that we have before us.

Mr. Cassidy: It was a pattern established

in the previous debate.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Order.

Mr. Swart: Mr. Chairman, I just want to

say that even though every member of our

party had been in opposition to this particu-

lar section we have under debate, we still

would have voted for the bill in principle

because it did give added local autonomy-
local decision-making—'to the people in the

unorganized areas.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Including the region of

Niagara.

Mr. Swart: Including the people in

Niagara.

Mr. Nixon: That's for local consumption.

Mr. Ruston: Do you think anybody will

believe that, Mel?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Including the region of

Niagara.

Mr. Singer: Why don't you send for

Stephen? Stephen will explain.

Mr. Swart: I think perhaps there are

people in this House who would not believe

it because there is a group in this House
who don't know what they believe.

Mr. Singer: That's clever. That's clever.

Mr. Swart: Mr. Chairman, I would like to

point out again—because it has been ques-
tioned—

Mr. Kerrio: You are going down for the

third time now.

Mr. Swart: —that there was no subterfuge
in the amendment which I proposed—

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Copie on, you guys. Mr. Kerrio: With Mike.
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Mr. Swart: —that in fact the numbering in

my amendpnent was correct. The confusion

existed on the left down here because he just

didn't undersitand the numbering. Maybe that

was because he didn't have the amendment
in front of him.

Mr. Nixon: You are pretty good with

numbers. You are pretty fast on your feet

too.

Mr. Swart: But the numbering was correct

and I was in order. May I point out also that

in excerpts that were read from Hansard
there was no contradiction whatsoever. I

thought the jnember for Wilson Heights
would be quoting something that somehow
or other would show there was contradic-

tion in what I said, what the member for

Riverdale said and what the member for

Ottawa Centre said. There was no such thing
at all in that.

\fr. Singer: Were you challenging the

Chair or was he challenging you?

Mr. Swart: There was no such thing at

all on that.

Mr. Singer: No, just reversal. Just rever-

sal. That's all.

Mr. Swart: In fact, Mr. Chairman, all the

reading really proved was that the member
for Wilson Heights could read, and that per-

haps not too well. There is agreement in

principle, Mr. Chairman, in this caucus on

the bill.

Mr. Singer: Which principle? Is it Tues-

day's principle or Thursday's principle you
are talking about?

Mr. Swart: We may divide on sojne diflFer-

ence of opinion on a minor thing, but l^elieve

me the divisions of opinions in this caucus
are not of the magnitude that anybody is

going to walk across the House.

Interjections.

Mr. NLxon: The NDP has more positions
than Masters and Johnson.

Mr. Swart: I finally want to say that the

real division, and the one to which my col-

league from Riverdale addressed himself,
were in the general remarks frojn the speak-
ers in the Liberal caucus. Nobody could
listen to them and come to any other con-
clusion than that they were against planning,
period.

Mr. Huston: Is this in the amendment?

Mr. Swart: And that is the philosophy on
which we divided.

Mr. Good: You didn't divide. We divided.

Mr. Singer: I'll be back. Hold on to my
seat for me while I afn gone. I want to

make a phone call.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, I just want
to point out that we were totally consistent

on Tuesday and we are totally consistent

today. The Liberal Party on the other hand
was not consistent on Tuesday at all-

Mr. Renwick: It was totally consistent for

them.

Mr. Cassidy: I want to read into the record

very briefly the comments of the member
for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk who did express
concern about the section that we are now
axnending.

Mr. Nixon: Right. You didn't.

Mr. Cassidy: He then said: "So I certainly
have concern in this." He went on to say:

"I l)elieve that since it is before us in prin-

ciple, the matters for establishing the land

division committees in the north and so on,
it would be ridiculous for anybody to pro-
pose opposing that l)ill because, of course,
there are some good parts in it."

Mr. Nixon: It was then proposed by the

member for Riverdale to be a matter of prin-

ciple dividing the parties.

Mr. Cassidy: It's a pity the mejnber for

Wilson Heights has left because he then

chose to take exactly the ridiculous course of

action that the member for Brant-Oxford-

Norfolk had warned against. The member for

Brant-Oxford-Norfolk then suggested that the

Liberal Party might have some amendjnents
on this particular section. That is precisely
what we have done. I think it's a responsible
and consistent way to act.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Chairman, I have

thoroughly enjoyed the last few moments.

Mr. Nixon: But you are going to lose the

vote. How are you going to enjoy that?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I must say, having been
here at the time these remarks that have
been requoted into Hansard were made by
the various members, and having listened to

the inconsistencies that have been charged
by one group to the other, I guess I'm the

only one who was consistent in the whole

thing.
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Mr. Ruston: You are wrong all the time.

Mr. Swart: You are consistently wrong.

Mr. Ruston: You made one major piistake
about five years ago.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: There are a couple of

points I'd like to make on this bill. First of

all, there is some suggestion by both of the

parties opposite that what is being pro-

posed in the bill has some sort of a mys-
terious quality about it, that the minister, to

quote the member for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk,
is going to have them slip in the back door,
throw them on the floor and pay no attention

to ithem.

Mr. Nixon: No. That is something else

you're thinking of.

Mr. Kerrio: You're relishing this.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: When you suggest that

the only way justice can be dispensed would
be to have a whole series of appeals and
hearings, to have the necessity of sending
each and every application, each and every
request for a hearing or for an appeal to the

cabinet, I really wonder if you're serious

about wanting that to happen. If you take a
look at this whole province, and we're talk-

ing now not only about the unorganized ter-

ritories, I must agree that these people
should be given the same opportunity as any-
one else has to go through the processes. But
we're talking about such areas as Cavan
township, where there are thousands and
thousands of lots—I may be overstating the
case—hundreds of lots which are all going to

have to be dealt with practically individually
because of the checkerboarding that's gone
on down there, and where we have a jnin-
ister's order on.

Mr. Nixon: It was permitted under this

Conservative government.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: There are other areas,
for example, over in the area represented
by the hon. member for Brant-Oxford-Nor-
folk (Mr. Nixon) in the Haldimand-Norfolk
area where there are some zoning orders on,
where we'll be dealing with individual par-
cels of land. You're always going to have
these areas of conflict.

Mr. Nixon: They have a full planning
board there, established under regional gov-
ernment. It has been going for over three

years, why do you think you can do it better

than they can?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: But there is a zoning
order on the land, and if there is an appeal
from that zoning order, it would go under

the process we have in the amendment to

the Ontario Municipal Board. From there

you're suggesting if there's an appeal from

the Ontario Municipal Board's decision, as

is proposed in the amendment by the hon.

member for Welland-Thorold, each individual

appeal would have to come back to cabinet

to be dealt with in that usual process.

Mr. Nixon: You can hear any appeals you
want in cabinet.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: As long as you under-

stand that that is what you are proposing
and that that's what you want to see happen.

Quite frankly, I've listened to the debate

both on second reading and here again to-

day and I must confess that the eloquence
of the members opposite has influenced my
decision considerably.

I have listened to the member for River-

dale, for whom, like yourself, I have great

respect. I listened to him here on Tuesday
when we dealt with this, and I must say

that he totally convinced me that I was

absolutely right in my position on that bill.

It was the same with the member for Ottawa

Centre. He convinced me I was right. I took

the advice of those two gentlemen, as I have

on many other occasions, and said I must be

right. It gave me cause for concern, but I

felt they were right. I listened to Mr. Justice

Singer-I'm sorry, the hon. member for Wil-

son Heights-and he made some sense. I find

myself in the very difficult position to have

to suggest to you that I think I wiU accept

the amendment and will allow it to stand.

I have thoroughly enjoyed the debate that's

gone on between the Liberal Party and the

New Democratic Party, and I would be

pleased to listen to any further comments

you want to make at each other. I think we
could accept the amendment.

[4:15]

Mr. Nixon: Very good.

Motion agreed to.

Section 4, as amended, agreed to.

On section 5:

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Don't push your luck.

Mr. Nixon: We may not get there. But

this is another matter of principle.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: You never even made

principal. What are you talking about? You
left.
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Mr. Nixon: You don't even know how to

spell.

I just draw to the members' attention the

wording of subsection 1 of section 5: "No

order or regulation heretofore made in exer-

cise of the powers conferred under section

32 of The Planning Act is invalid by reason

only of any deficiency in the making or

]:)ringing into force of such order or regula-

tion, including the lack of a hearing at any
time prior to the coming into force of this

section."

In other words, it means if we have made
mistakes in the past—and this is an admission

that the government has because the divi-

sional court of Ontario has declared invalid

the ministerial orders that have come before

them under these circumstances—the govern-

ment or the minister wants us to say that

although they have made mistakes in the past

because of not having adequate hearings and

so on, all of this is reversed and we as a

Legislature are asked to declare all of those

decisions declared invalid by the courts to

be now valid and retroactive.

This is the heart of the bill. I have a feel-

ing that the minister, being naive as he is—

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Uncalled for, Mr. Chair-

man.

Mr. NLxon: —was thinking that he was

going to cloak the nut of this bill in all of

this other peripheral material that we have

been discussing and allow it to slide through.
The explanator>' note says: "The effect of

the section is to provide that previous orders

of the minister made under section 32 of the

Act are not subject to being declared in-

valid . . ."

I personally believe we would be remiss

in our dut>^ if we voted for section 5. The
minister may say that there are areas which
are presently under ministerial order in which
he must make every decision as to a sever-

ance, he must make every decision as to a

building permit whatever the circumstances

may be, and he is indicating that he wants
those orders made retroactive and validated

b\' action of this House.

I mentioned to the House that in my own
area in Haldimand-Norfolk there is a tre-

mendous area under ministerial order and
has been now for close to four years. That
whole area has been for three years subject
to regional government—Jim Allan, a former

member, a friend of ours, can tell you all

about the political ramifications of that de-

cision with all of the planning powers that

were justified—or let's say that were the

justification for regional government at the

time. I can hear Mr. McKeough and Mr.

Meen and others say, "How can we plan for

this growing area if we don't have these

special and important regional planning

powers" that were given to them by a ma-

jority of the House at that time.

The powers are there for planning in those

areas and I submit that powers for planning
exist in most parts of the province. The days
when siome kind of a construction firm like

Multi-Malls goes into the city of Chatham
and discovers that there wasn't an easy way
to build a shopping centre in Chatham but

they could go a mile outside Chatham and

put up a $7-million establishment there with-

out any sewer connection or any water other

than well's—the sewer connection was the

septic tanks at that time—and get it approved,
those days are gone. I just recall to your mind
that I'm talking about the town of Chatham
where the Treasurer (Mr. McKeough), who
is not in his place here, the father of modern

planning in this province, sits and lives in the

back)ard and hasn't bothered any regional

government or anything down there.

Mr. Ruston: He is afraid of it.

Mr. Ferrier: Did the member for Essex

(Mr. Ruston) lobby for the shopping mall?

Mr. Nixon: I would say to you, Mr. Chair-

man, that if we do not support section 5, it

will in no way throw the planning precodures
of this province into any kind of chaos, as the

minister may argue. He can bring orders again

today or tomorrow on those lands, subject to

the requirements under the amendment to

Bill 130, which I'm sure he would want to

live up to, saying okay, the minister has put
the orders on them, now let's have a Munic-

ipal Board hearing.

There is nothing unfair about that, and in

fact it restores justice in a very real sense.

It's a matter of concern to me that it is

possible that section 5 must be carried by this

House, because I would feel it would fly in

the face of all of the democratic principles
that those of us elected to this House are

really required to uphold. I urge that the

members here who will examine this section

will see that it should not be passed. We
don't have to move that it be deleted but we
intend to vote against section 5,

Mr. Singer: Mr. Chairman, I rise to sup-

port as strongly as I can the remarks made
by the hon. member from Brant-Norfolk-

Haldimand.

Mr. Nixon: Brant-Oxford-Norfolk.
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Mr. Singer: Brant-Oxford-Norfolk. Right.
It seems rather strange that the government,
having yet again stubbed its toe on legalities,

would think that the w^ay we get rid of this

bad draftsmanship, this improper procedure,
is to bring in a blanket excuse and put it

into the statute and say "whatever we did

wrong is now right." The wording is poor,
it's far too widely drawn. Surely there is

some sense in the kind of procedures that

we have established, as a result of that old

Bill 99, the report of James Chalmers Mc-

Ruer, the civil rights statutes, the various

new appeal bodies, the creation of the divi-

sional court, notice, all these things—surely
there's some sense in that.

If we allow all' of those new steps which
were guaranteed to provide hearings to bind

the government by its own statutes—to stick

by the rule of law so that in fact it is the

rule of law, and not the rule of men—and
if we throw that all out the window because
the minister or his advisers made a mistake

and are now going to be corrected this day
and forever more by saying the minister can

do no wrong, it's a very bad principle we're

esiablishing. As my colleague said, a nega-
tion of the democratic principle.

Mr. Nixon: He is right.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: He is not right.

Mr. Singer: Surely, if the government
wants to rewrite the statute it can bring in

an appropriate amendment which will still

preserve individual rights as well as setting
fonl^h the ideas of the ministry. Surely it has
to be wrong in principle that every time a

court says, "No, you can't do this. We have
a statute," and the majority of this House
votes to overrule what l^he courts have al-

ready decided'. Surely that's a negation of the

democratic idea. That's what they're doing.

Mr. Renwick: No.

Mr. Singer: No? The member for River-

dale is off again. I can hear from his grunt-

ing over there that he's going to get up and
once more defend the right of a legislature
to override important democratic principles.
To coin a phrase, if that's the difference be-

tween the NDP and our philosophy, so be it.

Mr. Nixon: So be it.

Mr. Singer: So be it, yes. We believe ehat

Section 5 is an improper expression of the

democratic principles that should apply to

the people of the province of Ontario. We
believe section 5 as it is presently drafted

should not be in the sitatutes and we're go-
ing to vote against it.

Mr. Swart: I want to say, Mr. Chairman,
that I have not really been convinced by the

arguments put forward by the speakers on
ithe left.

Mr. Singer: So be it.

Mr. Swart: I might have been more con-

vinced if they had moved an amendment to

section 4, subsection 1, where in the new
bill it S'ays, "No notice or hearing is required

prior to the making of an order under sub-

section 1"—

Mr. Nixon: That is reasonable.

Mr. Swart: I might have been more con-

vinced then that we should support them on

section 5. However, when they did not do
that and when it would appear the intent of

the original Act was relati\'ely clear in this

respect, and the courts in the one case have

turned it back, to go through all the court

hearings again, or to go through all these

procedures again, doesn't seem to be a very

practical way of dealing wdth it when the

intent was there. I suggest that the intent,

when it was there, meant you would apply
more retroactivity by doing what was pro-

posed than by going along with the bill that

is before us.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Chairman, I think this

kind of point, which lends itself to some form
of specious rhetoric, requires a specific re-

sponse by this party. I think there are three

reasons, probably in an ascending crescendo

to "laudissimo," which would indicate the

reasons why we think this particular provi-
sion must remain in the bill.

Subsection 2 of section 5 carefully protects,
is designed to protect and—if the actual date

October 26, 1976, is not tlie proper date to

be in the bill because of the time when we
are debating it—properly protects the rights
of any person wliich were a matter of deci-

sion in a court in the province of Ontario.

We must remember that the Orangeville case,

as distinct from the reference to the Supreme
Court of Canada on the constitutionality of

the AIB legislation-

Mr. Singer: What did Mr. Justice Lieff say
about the Orangeville case?

Mr. Renwick: The Orangeville case dealt

with the specific rights of specific persons be-

fore the court and was so adjudicated. This

section protects the decision of the court and
ensures that the rights which were estab-

lished by the court in those cases are pre-
served. It does so also with respect to any-

thing up to October 26—and I don't know
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whether or not that particular date should be

changed.

iMr. Singer: Too bad you didn't have a

minority decision to put your teeth into this

time.

Mr. Renwick: Secondly, this party stands,
-and has stood continuously, for orderly pro-
-cesses in this whole question of land use and

development. I think it would be quite dis-

orderly and indeed chaotic, considering the

number of orders that have been made by
the minister in good faith under section 32 as

it stood up till this time, if they should be

subject to being upset at any time in the

future, provided that any particular party
wanted to raise an objection to them. Per-

haps at any time in the future is too long. I

don't think the courts would have permitted
an abuse of the process by allowing orders

to be upset at a distant time in the future.

Mr. Nixon: The minister doesn't have to

order a hearing if it is frivolous.

Mr. Renwick: For those reasons I want to

indicate precisely and
accurately

that this

section of the bill is consistent witn the demo-
cratic principles, as we understand them, of

the ability of this Legislature to make
changes where they are necessary-

Mr. Nixon: Retroactive declarations of

virginity.

Mr. Renwick: It is consistent with the pro-
tection of rights of persons established in the

courts, as they are protected under the

Orangeville case and under any other matter
which is before the court.

Mr. Singer: I really beheve the socialists

would be worse than the Tories.

Mr. Renwick: What is more, if one will

read carefully what Mr. McRuer had to say
in his report, it protects and adheres to the

very principles that Mr. McRuer enunciated.

So, for those reasons, we will support section
5 of the bill if there is a division called by
my friends to the left.

Mr. Singer: Which principles did McRuer
enunciate that said that?

Mr. Nixon: I want to say briefly something
more about section 5. I regret very deeply
that the official opposition hasn't had a
chance to caucus this. If the vote were only
going to be held tomorrow, say, they would
ha\'e had a chance to reconsider—

Mr. Renwick: We are not having a caucus

tonight.

Mr. Nixon: Yes, but you often hold cau-

cuses on the spur of the moment, I under-

stand, when you make a wrong decision in

the House.

Mr. Singer: Maybe "Dear Mel" could write

another note.

Mr. Nixon: I feel that the NDP is making
a wrong decision-

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Chairman, on a point of

order-

Mr. Nixon: —and I am interested in hear-

ing the member for Riverdale indicate—

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please. The
hon. member for Riverdale will state his

point of order.

Mr. Singer: As usual, he's out of order.

Mr. Nixon: —that it is in the best demo-

cratic tradition to pass a piece of legislation

which is retroactive—it deals with only things
in the past—^md which really says, in spite

of what the courts say, what the government
is doing is right. Now if that's in the best

democratic tradition it sets the NDP apart
from the Liberals in principle, and so be it.

Mr. Singer: So be it.

Mr. Cassidy: You were willing to support
this on Tuesday.

Mr. Nixon: I would say, Mr. Chairman,
that when the NDP votes with the govern-
ment in this it will be a very serious matter.

Many people have spoken, let's say, about

the situation in Orangeville. I have a feeling

that the member for the area is getting ready
to say something about the situation in

Orangeville, because I know he feels very

strongly about it. There was also a coufc

decision in Timmins. But beyond that, if this

section were to fail, then any place where

ministerial orders are applied now the min-

ister would have to make new orders tomor-

row or tonight and there would be no change

whatsoever, except there would be hearings

making it necessary for the minister to justify

the need for the order.

Now how is he going to justify the need

for the order in the regional municipality of

Haldimand-Norfolk? I've already indicated

clearly that the order should be withdrawn
and I would suggest to you that if this sec-

tion were deleted from the bill and the min-
ister sat up all night with his able advisers

and reconstituted the orders under the new
requirements they would not be reconstituted

in Haldimand-Norfolk. Because the elected
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council down there, with their planning

capability, could look after the planning re-

quirements of that area starting tomorrow, if

the minister would get out of the way.
It has been said in this connection that

zoning bylaws have been inadequate in the

area, and I will say to you, Mr. Chairman,
that they will continue to be inadequate as

long as the minister is taking the planning
responsibility here at the centre, which is

what he likes to do and what Tories do
best. As long as big brother is going to sit

down here making the tough planning deci-

sions for Haldimand-Norfolk, then I would

suggest to you, Mr. Chairman, that there's

never going to be a time when the minister

or his successors are going to feel that the

orders can be removed until the government
is defeated. Because the Conservative ap-

proach to this is that the knowledge resides

here with the power and they are not pre-

pared to put the responsibility where it

belongs at the local level. The NDP would
be worse-

Mr. Singer: Far worse.

Mr. Nixon: —because they, using the best

legal talent around—I must say second-best

legal talent around—

Mr. Cassidy: No, it's the best.

Mr. Nixon: —can justify or attempt to

justify a vote in favour of section 5, which
retroactively declares by the undoubted
power of this Legislature that what the gov-
ernment did, which was found wrong and
inadequate by the courts, is in fact right.
It is like restoring virginity by order in

council. I don't believe that in fact it can be
done, or should be done.

Mr. Renwick: I just want to ask the min-
ister two questions so that I'm certain I

understand this provision. I understand that

from the date of the decision in the Orange-
ville case, which was about a year ago, until

now, until October 26 or whatever the ap-
propriats date should be in there, that any
per&on against whom an order had been
made, if they had moved to assert their

rights in the court, are protected under this

bill. So anyone who was affected by any of
the ministerial orders which we are discuss-

ing in the changed procedure here, had a
whole year within which to take action in

the courts about it.

Mr. Singer: Getting a little nervous, are

you?

Mr. Renwick: The second thing I'd like to

know is whether the date, October 26, 1976,

is the appropriate date, or should that date

not rather be the date on which that section

of the bill comes into force?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Just to reply to the

question, Mr. Chairman, it is correct that

anyone who has an application before the

courts at this time certainly was not pre-
vented—and I think the amendment stipu-
lates that—from carrying on with their par-
ticular action in the court. But then I think

even over and above that this section 5 does
not at all prevent anyone whose property is

now under an existing ministerial order from

requesting and receiving a hearing before

the Ontario Municipal Board. They can re-

quest and they shall receive, as is under the
Act. It is not intended whatsoever that

those persons whose land is now under min-
isterial order be not included in the provi-
sions of this amendment, which would allow
them to go to the Ontario Municipal Board
for a hearing and from there, I may add,
to appeal to cabinet now.

Mr. Singer: I think before we come to

vote on this—and that looks as though it

is the direction in which we are mo\'ing—
we should perhaps have clearly understood
what this section says. Let's look at it and
let's read it.

Mr. Renwick: The minister just explained
what it said.

Mr. Singer: Is the member for Riverdale

concerned? I listened painfully carefully to

him. I am not very educated, when you are

finished, but please give me the courtes\' of

letting me speak without interrupting me.

Mr. Renwick: I am wondering whether you
just shouldn't sit down and read it quietly to

yourself.

Mr. Singer: Would you do that? Thank
you. Section 5(1) says: "No order or regula-
tion heretofore made in the exercise of

powers conferred under section 32 of The

Planning Act is invalid by reason only of

any deficiency in the making or bringing
into force of such order or regulation, in-

cluding the lack of a hearing at any time

prior to the coming into force of this section.'"

"Including the lack of a hearing" is the

one that the Orangeville case went on. And
that's the after-thought; that's the last phrase
in that section. The point I made on second

reading is even more valid as you look and
listen at what that section says. I am con-

cerned about such matters as section 32(14),
which says that no ministerial order can be
made which is contrary to the oflficial plan.
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The minister in his reply the other day
said—and I took particular note of his words

—he wasn't aware of any order that was
made that was contrary to the official plan.

He did not say and I am sure he would not

even say today—and I invite him to do it if

he feels it's appropriate—there hadn't been

any such orders. I know of a few and I am
quite sure there have been a substantial

number. There are invalid orders in fact

around that are contrary to the official plan
and perhaps contrary to some of the other

parts of section 32.

I think it is just an atrocious thought to

bring a section like this before the Legisla-

ture. If you want only the Orangeville case,

why don't you say so? Why don't you refer

to that one specifically? If you want to cure

the fact that nothing should be wrong if

there was no notice, why don't you say so?

Why do you write it in such blanket form?

Why do you say it's invalid by reason only
of any deficiency? Deficiency is a wonderful

word. Surely it's the same thing as any il-

legality, anything that was wrong. Any de-

ficiency, that's what you say-

Mr. Nixon: Like an order against an official

plan.

Mr. Singer: —in the making or bringing
into force with the order of regulation, any
deficiency. If you have made an order that

is deficient and if there's a deficiency that

was made in the making of it, then you are

curing any illegality that there was. Do you
want to do what the member for Riverdale

backed down to at the last moment when
he talked about taking away the right of

notice? I am not sure that he believes in

notice. I am not really sure what he believes

in; he believes in minority opinions.

I wonder why the member for Riverdale

and his colleagues don't take this on to the

Court of Appeal. Perhaps he can get a

minority decision from one of the judges of

the Court of Appeal that will agree with
him and let him make another famous

speech. I think it's perhaps quite appropriate
that we deal with him in that way, but when
he talks about these being the principles of

McRuer, I would like him to enunciate one

principle of McRuer that justifies retroactive

legislation curing all defects that the minister

may have taken under a particular section of

the statute. If that's what he is going to

bring his colleagues to do, so be it. We won't.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Chairaian, I know
that the hon. members who have spoken on
this on Tuesday and again today would like

us to believe that something sinister is being

proposed under section 5(1) of this particular

Act.

Mr. Nixon: It is not sinister. It is quite
clear. It is retroactive.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I think it is fairly clear.

The explanatory notes themselves point out

exactly what was intended to be done.

Mr. Singer: It is according to statute.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I take a bit of an ex-

ception to the comments of the member for

Brant-Oxford-Norfolk who suggests that all

of the other portions of this particular

amendment were put in simply to shroud,

as it were, the provisions of section 5(1).

Mr. Nixon: This matter must have been

worrying you for a long time. I don't accept
that.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: But it is not correct. I

also think it is fair to repeat again—and I

think the hon. member for Wilson Heights
knows this to be a fact, and for some reason

he is attempting again to imply that some-

thing more is happening. The hon. member
I think knows that the two particular cases

that we have had in the courts as it deals

with ministers' orders have not said that the

section of the Act is illegal, and yet he con-

tinually stands in the House and uses that

term. I think it is unfair of him to do so. He
knows that that section is not illegal and no
court has found this.

Mr. Singer: On a point of order, I don't

think I ever said the section was illegal.

What I am suggesting, and saying, and

have said before and now, is that what the

minister is asking the Legislature to do is to

cure any illegality that might take place, not-

withstanding the provisions of the section.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Chairman, I believe

with respect that the record will show that

the hon. member for Wilson Height has said

"to clear up the illegalities that the minister

and his predecessors may have done—"

Mr. Singer: That's right. That's right.

Mr. Nixon: May have, that's right. By put-

ting an order against an official plan.

Mr. Singer: That's right, and that's a very
diflFerent thing.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: But, Mr. Chairman, he

keeps referring to the Mono case as an

example. There is nothing in the decision of

the judge as he produced his decision on the

Mono case, and nothing in the decision on the

case in Timmins, that indicate there was any-
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thing illegal done, or that the section itself

is not valid.

Mr. Singer: I didn't say the section was

illegal.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: In both cases, Mr. Chair-

man, they were individual circumstances that

saw the judge say-

Mr. Singer: The court struck down the

order.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: —that that particular
order-

Mr. Singer: Was illegal.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: —was not illegal in that

he simply quashed the order.

Mr. Singer: Oh, it was a good order and
therefore he quashed it. He always quashes
good orders.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Recognizing the desire
of the hon. member to become a chief justice
some day I wish him well-

Mr. Singer: Thank you.

Mr. Nixon: What do you want to be,
Premier?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: -but you had better

get it done before 1978, I'll tell you that,
because you are not going to make it after
that.

Mr. Nixon: He is doing better at it than
you are.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Chairman, official

plans—and the hon. member referred to

Haldimand-Norfolk. He knows full well that
there are official plans in the area.

Mr. Nixon: I'll say I do.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: But he also knows full
well that there are no zoning bylaws. And I

have said to the region of Haldimand-
Norfolk-in fact a time limit has been set
for them—"Get your bylaws on." I don't want
that zoning order down there. I'd like to lift

it right off.

Mr. Nixon: Then lift it. That's the way to

get the planning authority back in that

municipality. There is no other way.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: What we may have to
do is say to the Haldimand-Norfolk area,
"Either you get your bylaws on or we are

going to lift the order anyway and it is your
problem."

Mr. Chairman, let me tell you that there
are real possibilities of problems in some

areas of this province if the existing zoning
orders are not maintained. I can name you
two or three areas where if you in fact really
want to see what you have been waving the

flag about for some time, the preservation of

good agricultural land, let me tell you there

are areas where we have got zoning orders:

now and that is the only thing that is pre-

serving those lands from being changed into

10- and 25-acre lots with houses on them.

Mr. Nixon: Okay, you could put them on.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Now if those are viable

farms then somebody has changed their

opinion an awful lot.

Mr. Nixon: You could reorder them im-

mediately and have hearings.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: But those orders are on
now.

Mr. Singer: You could put them on—

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Chairman, I did
not interrupt the hon. members as they made
their addresses.

Mr. Nixon: That's right, you didn't.

Mr. Cassidy: We were doing it to ourselves.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: And I strongly request
that you allow me to finish.

If those orders are taken off, you are

placing in jeopardy the control on those par-
ticular lands, and they will immediately—
immediately—become open for development.
Now if that is what you really want, then
what you do is you vote against section 5(1).

Mr. Nixon: Well you are wrong. I have
got to interject.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Because I am not

greatly in love with zoning orders and the
more I could lift off the better I would like

it, but they are there for a very real purpose.

Mr. Nixon: Without hearings.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: And you are going to

jeopardize that if you in fact say, lift those

zoning orders off.

Mr. Singer: That is not what we have said.

You don't understand.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: It is exactly what \'0u

are saying. If existing zoning orders no

longer have any validity, according to what
you are suggesting, that they have to be
lifted-
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Mr. Nixon: They have no vahdity if this

section doesn't carry. You'll put them on

again.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please.

[4:45]

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Under the existing

ajnendment all of those zoning orders are

subject to the appeal procedure. Any land-

owner in any of the areas where an order

now exists on his own individual land has

the right to come in and ask for an amend-
ment to that zoning order. If he is refused

that, he has every right to go to the Ontario

Municipal Board for a hearing. He may come
in and ask to have the whole zoning order

revoked. There's nothing to prevent that

under this section as it applies to those

zoning orders that are in effect at the present
time.

The other point that I wanted to touch on

is that the hon. mefnber for Wilson Heights
drew attention to section 5(1): "is invalid by
reason only of any deficiency in the making
or bringing into force." Not a question of

whether there are any illegal actions on it-

it's a question of any discrepancy in the

making of the order. Again I bow to the

great legal minds opposite, but in the orders

of the judge in both cases it was in the

making of the order that he felt there was
an error made and that it should not be

applied. I suggest this does not imply, as you
had indicated in your comments, that the

report of any deficiency fneans that there

may have been something done illegally that

we're trying to legalize.

Mr. Chairman, that is my understanding
of the way the hon. member spoke. If I am
wrong, I regret that I didn't understand him.

Mr. Singer: I said that, and I say you are

wrong in drawing that conclusion.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Did I misunderstand

your position?

Mr. Singer: You are interpreting fny re-

marks quite correctly. That is what I said.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please. The
hon. minister will continue.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Chairman, there's

nothing to continue. I feel that the retro-

activity of this section is extremely impor-
tant, if you're going to hold control over

that land that I think is necessary in those

areas where the zoning orders are now in

existence.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Shall subsection 1

of section 5 stand as part of the bill?

All those in favour will say "aye."

All those opposed will say "nay."

In my opinion, the "ayes" have it.

Shall this be stacked or shall we call in

the mejnbers?

This concludes the debate on the bill?

Mr. Cassidy: No, Mr. Chairman, there is

a matter that has been stood down under

section 1 of the bill.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Are we stacking the

vote?

Mr. Nixon: We would like to vote on it

now.

The committee divided on whether subsec-

tion 1 of section 5 shall stand as part of the

bill, which was approved on the following

vote:

Ayes 62; nays 23.

Sections 5 to 8, inclusive, agreed to.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Mr. Cassidy moved
a motion earlier which was stood down pend-

ing the minister's seeking legal advice as

to the wording. Do you wish to consider Mr.

Cassidy's amendment at this time?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Yes, Mr. Chairman. The

hon. member had suggested a changing in

the wording to provide a town meeting, on

which there was some question.

'Mr. Singer: Yes, but we never defined

what a town meeting was.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Because you never gave
us a chance. You kept interrupting all the

time.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Ask the minister to s'how

you a town meeting.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Chairman, I would

suggest that the wording read: "That the

members of such land division committee

shall be selected at a meeting or meetings
of the property owners and tenants of the

land in the district defined in the order and

the procedures for calling such meetings, the

number of members to be selected and the

manner of conducting the selection shall be

as presented by regulations made by the

minister," and that the remaining subsections

be renumbered accordingly.

*Mr. Renwick: That's excellent.



4426 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, we welcome
the minister's acceptance of the amendment
we originally proposed.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please.

Would the hon. minister present the amended
amendment to the Chair?

Mr. Sargent: Strange bedfellows—

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Never mind. Wait until

I lift those zoning orders for Haldimand-
Norfolk next week.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Is it agreed that

Mr. Cassidy's amendment as reworded by
the minister shall carry?

Motion agreed to.

Section 1, as amended, agreed to.

'Mr. Cassidy: You don't even get credit

for moving it.

Bill 130, as amended, reported.

CORPORATIONS INFORMATION ACT

House in committee on Bill 136, The
Corporations Information Act, 1976.

Sections 1 and 2 agreed to.

On section 3.

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Renwick moves that

section 3(l)(d) of Bill 136 be amended
by adding thereto the following words: "and
where the corporation is a corporation with
share capital, whether or not, (1) each di-

rector is a resident Canadian; (2) each di-

rector is a director of any other corporation
related to the corporation as determined
under The Corporations Tax Act, 1972, and,
if so, the name of such related corporation
and the jurisdiction of its incorporation.

[5:30]

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Chairman, perhaps a
brief word of explanation is in order. There's
a certain hisitory to this particular amend-
ment. In 1972 The Corporations Information
Amendment Act, 1972, was passed by this as-

sembly but never came into force. The
amendment was included in the exact words
in that amendment passed in 1972. Those
who may be interested in this minor piece of

legislative history will find it in the fifth

volume of the debates for 1972 of this as-

sembly at pages 5808 and following.
It is composite, as you can see, Mr. Chair-

man, and I'm sure the committee will under-
stand. There are two parts to it. The first part
is that when a corporation files its annual
return and gives the name and residence

address and so on of each of the directors of

that corporation, it would require two addi-

tional things. The first is that it disclose

whether or not each director is a resident

Canadian. A reference to the debate in 1972
will clearly show that the then Minister of

Consumer and Commercial Relations, Mr.

Clement, introduced that part of the amend-
ment in the assembly and that part of the

amendment was then subsequently amended
on a motion by myself to include the second

item. This dealt with disclosing whether a

director of a particular corporation is also a

director of another related corporation within

the definition as set out in The Corporations
Tax Act.

During the course of that debate, the

member for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk (Mr.

Nixon) indicated that the Liberal Party would

support the amendment, and the Liberal

Party did so. It didn't need to come to a vote

because the then Minister of Consumer and
Commercial Relations accepted that further

amendment to his amendment. With the un-

animous consent of the committee at that

time, in 1972, his exact amendment was

passed by the House and became part of The

Corporations Information Act, 1972. But as I

have said, it was never proclaimed in force.

The reasons for this, I think, are amply
clear for those who haven't read the lan-

guage of The Corporations Tax Act. This

gives the circumstances under which any two
coriX)rations can be considered to be related

and whether or not any of those related cor-

porations are related to each other. It is set

out in subsections 4 and 5 of what I believe

would be section 1 of The Corporations Tax

Act, 1972, and are there for any persons to

read.

I will quote from the 1972 debates on that

historic evening when we sat all night—I'm

not quite certain at what hour of the night or

the morning this particular debate took place,
but the substance and merit of it obviously

appealed to the committee no matter what
the time of day. I quote my comments of that

time:

"The purpose of this amendment is to

clarify the point that if one searches the

public records at the minister's office at 555

Yonge Street and looks at the list of directors,

one should be able to ascertain not only what
the government has now determined as a

matter of poHcy to be the case—that is

wheither or not each director is a resident

Canadian—<but for each director, whether that

director is a director of another company re-

lated to the company that has to file a return;

and if so, the name of the related company
and the jurisdiction of its incorporation."
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I may say, just as a minor note, that the

reason the first portion of that amendment is

phrased "a resident Canadian" is we felt that

it would have been an infringement of the

spirit of the Ontario Human Rights Code if it

required any director to disclose in such a

return what his nationality was. This is

phrased in the reverse way and overcomes

any objection which anyone may have on

that basis, because this is simply a statement:

Is the person a Canadian or is he not a Cana-

dian?

It does seem to me and it is extremely im-

portant to this party and we would divide on

this amendment unless, of course, it were
carried on a voice vote if it is not accepted

by the government, simply l^ecause we believe

that the information of public record in the

office of the companies division of the prov-
ince of Ontario with respect to any corpora-
tion doing business in Ontario or carrying
on business in the province of Ontario—regard-
less of the place of incorporation or its origin,
be it in Ontario, any of the other provinces
of Canada, a federal company or an overseas

company—that one should be able to find out

two things; which of the directors are resident

Canadians and whether or not any one of

those directors is also a director of a related

company so that one would have a sense of

the corporate web of companies with which

any particular company might be associated.

For that reason, we consider this proposed
amendment, as we did in 1972, to be im-

mensely important.

Mr. Cunningham: My understanding is that

the Liberal Party did support this particu-

lar thesis in 1972 and I am favourably im-

pressed by the argument put forth very suc-

cinctly by the member for Riverdale. My
brief experience in this House has impressed

upon me, I think, the need to make it as

easy as possible for those who need' to know
the information whether or not in fact a

company is controlled by a Canadian and,

further, just who owns what company.

I found this year participating on the select

committee on truck transportation that it is

sometimes very difficult to ascerbtain just who
in fact owns a company and whether in fact

that company is controlled by Canadians.

Americans, or just who. To that end, I

would only suggest I think that this amend-
ment would be in order. I think it would be
beneficial to the people of Ontario in trying
to find out who these individuals are and
whether they are Canadians or not. I don'!^

think it would impose any undue hardship
on the companies involved. To that end I

would only suggest that the Liberal Party

would be favourably disposed to this amend-
ment.

Mr. Drea: Perhaps my friend from Went-
worth North may reconsider when I elabo-

rate just a little bit on the legislative history.

The brief legislative history that was given
is entirely accurate—except what has not

been given.

In 1974 there were amendments to The
Business Corporations Act which required
that a majority of the directors of a company
be resident Canadians. That is why the par-
ticular seG!^ion which constitutes the first part
of the amendment from the member for

Riverdale was not proclaimed in The Cor-

porations Information Act. It became redun-

dant. To now reintroduce that into a new
Corporations Information Act I suggest is

doubly redundant. It is already far stronger

in The Business Corporations Act, which isn't

limited by saying, "You are a resident Cana-

dian or a non-resident Canadian," but says,

"A majority of the directors must be resi-

dent Canadians."

That alone, I would suggest, is sufficient

reason why the first portion of this amend-
ment is really not needed. The information is

already in another Act, and the requirements
are far stronger than is suggested here.

In terms of part two of the amendment, I

think we have to look at the intent of the

legislation before us. The intent is, firsi*^, to

get rid of the paperwork, whether it is done

physically on paper or through a computer.

Second, it is to benefit the consumer, be-

cause the corporation must put its address

on its letterhead and on any of its official

documents so that it can be served. In this

way, the consumer, the creditor or whoever
is having difficulty wi!^h a particular corpora-

tion, knows where to go if he decides to go
to the courts or to some other agency for

relief.

Third, certain of the requirements in this

Act pertaining to companies chartered in

Ottawa, or in jurisdictions with reciprocal

agreements, have been changed. They are not

even going to have to make a full disclosure

as to whom their directors are. They are go-

ing to have to put down the name of an

attorney—and I say that within the meaning
of an agent who has the power of attorney

and who can accept service in this province.

The intent of this legislation is to avoid

duplication, to avoid redundancy and to giv°
the business world a break from the cost ot

doing business with government.

Mr. Cunningham: Ten dollars and 10 cents.
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Mr. Drea: Considering all the papers you
have on file, it is a very onerous burden for

the small businessman, because he has to get

somebody to fill them out. Not the least of

it is that we may save some money on the

paper in the Ontario Gazette, since there

won't be these dissolutions of companies be-

cause someone has forgotten to file an annual
return. Also, in this House, we may avoid

some of the long Wednesday mornings in the

private bills committee, where we have to

revitalize corporations that somehow have

forgotten and gone over the time limits on
their annual return.

Mr. Renwick: Stick to the amendment.

Mr. Drea: If you want a list of directors

published, I suggest that's going far beyond
the intent of this legislation. The intent is to

sihow, when a corporation is established, just

who it is, who its directors are and where

you can locate it if there is any difficulty.

Mr. Warner: We are improving that.

Mr. Drea: To get into a question of cross-

filing other directorships that one or more of

the principals may have, I suggest to you,
is a very costly and very cumbersome enter-

prise. Also, quite frankly, it's already handled
rather well by the private field; there is a

Canadian directory of directors. To attempt
to cross-file directors so that the various in-

terlocking arrangements or the family of

companies can be ascertained, would be an

extremely cumbersome and expensive propo-
sition,

Mr. Cunningham: That's the purpose of the

amendment,

Mr. Warner: It's time we found out what's

going on,

[5:45]

Mr. Drea: There are other ways of finding
out what is going on, if I may say so, I don't

know any consumer who is going in and

looking for the real people behind the cor-

porate name and style, who is terribly inter-

ested in that particular case in what other

operations they are in. If there is one corpora-
tion located—

Mr. Warner: They don't want to know
about the Weston corporation and their

operation? Baloney!

Mr. Chairman: Order, please. The hon,
member for Scarborough Centre has the floor,

Mr. Drea: If they are going in to find out
about one company, then I suggest if there

are 500 at the same address with interlocking

directorates, the 499 are of no interest to

either the individual consumer or the creditor.

For those who want to and who have need to

find out what directors-

Mr. Warner: You have taken a public poll?

Mr. Drea: —and what the interlocking re-

lationships are, there are already a great
number of methods by which they can do so,

Mr. Warner: This is incredible. You are

picking up from where you left off the other

night,

Mr. Drea: I would suggest that we will

accept the amendment,

Mr. Warner: Of course not. It makes sense.

Mr. Drea: Number one, the first portion is

redundant. It is already covered in The
Business Corporations Act in far stronger

terminology.

Mr. Warner: Number two, you want to

protect your corporate friends,

Mr. Drea: Number two, by the acceptance
of this, I would think we are defeating the

intent of the bill. The intent of the legislation
was to get rid of as much of the paperwork
as possible.

Mr. Cassidy: Just a corporate cov(>rup,
that's all.

Mr. Drea: I would suggest when you are

doing filings now that are up to five years,

starting to compile interlocking directorates

is really going to put it back to virtually an
annual return, and that's what we are trying
to get away from,

Mr. Chairman: Shall the amendment carry?

Mr. Renwick: Mr, Chairman—

Hon. Mr. Welch: Wait a minute. Have
you asked for the vote?

Mr. Chairman: I said, "Shall the amend-
ment carry?"

Mr. Renwick: I'd like then, if I ma\-, to

answer very briefly what the parliamentary
assistant has had to say. It is neither re-

dundant nor inconsistent with The Business

Corporations Act, The Business Corporations
Act deals solely with corporations incorpor-
ated under the laws of the province of On-
tario and which are within the jurisdiction of

this assembly. It does not require any dis-

closure as to which of the directors are Can-
adians in any way. All it says is that the
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majority of the directors of a company in-

corporated under The Business Corporations
Act shall be Canadian. That's all it says.

Mr. Drea: What happens if they are not?

Mr. Renwick: The Corporations Informa-

tion Act is now and has always been a

method by which the citizen in the province
of Ontario can go to the corporate company
information office and find out about every

corporation which carries on business in the

province of Ontario. That's the purpose of

this l)ill as well because it defines corpora-
tion to mean any corporation with or with-

out share capital wherever or however in-

corporated. It includes an extraprovincial

corporation and it defines extraprovincial

corporation. I don't need to recite that defini-

tion because that just emphasizes the broad

scope of what is involved.

The requirement is specifically in this Act,

and it's very clear in section 3(1), that within

60 days of such various things as the date of

the amalgamation of a corporation, the date

of its incorporation, the date of its continua-

tion, the date of its establishing its head or

other office or carrying on any business

activity or service or part thereof in Ontario,

regardless of its origin, that that's the cor-

poration that must file the information which
is set out in the bill.

It's very clear that it is extremely important
that we know whether or not there are any
resident Canadians on the board of directors

of such companies. The reason is very clear

and the reason makes very good sense, even
in the very limited sense of trying to enforce

the penalty provisions which are provided in

the bill because you know as everyone knows
in this committee that you cannot enforce

the penalty against the directors of a com-

pany unless they are within the jurisdiction.

It's important that we should know it if for

no other reason than that, but we also want
to know as a matter of public record are

corporations complying with the provision
which is in The Business Corporations Act.

In addition to that, it is essential that a

person, who is dealing with any company
that has filed a return because it is carrying
on any business in Ontario, regardless of its

place of incorporation, or providing any ser-

\'ice in Ontario, should be entitled to know
whether or not that corporation is controlled

by, or controls, other corporations.

Let me deal with the other point which
the parliamentary assistant has raised. There
is no cross-filing; there is no cross-indexing
of any kind called for by this amendment.
All that this requires is to have on the form,

which the corporation has to amend only

when and if there is any change in the par-

ticulars which are required on the bill, to

add under the portion dealing with direc-

tors: is the director a resident Canadian or

not? Secondly, is he a director, not cf any
other corporation, but of any other corpora-

tion which that corporation is related within

the provisions set out in The Corporations
Tax Act.

That is an immensely necessary piece of

information for those of us who have any
interest in the corporate interrelationship of

various corporations. If we are gaing to con-

tinue to allow extraprovincial corporations
of any kind to come in to the province of

Ontario, and carry on their activities by in-

corporating a subsidiary corporation of any

kind, or making a deal with a related cor-

poration of any kind, then it is essential that

we know what that relationship is. I have

said, and it needs no reiteration, it is a mat-

ter of immense concern to us that we have

this information. I would urge the govern-
ment to reconsider its stand.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Chairman, if there wasn't

the much stronger requirement in The Busi-

ness Corporations Att—

Mr. Renwick: It doesn't deal with it.

Mr. Drea: Oh yes, it does. The penalties

there have been invoked. There are com-

panies that have lost their charters for filing

false applications.

'Mr. Renwick: You missed my point.

Mr. Drea: No, I listened to your point.
If it wasn't for the very strict requirement
of The Business Corporations Act I would be

sympathetic to the first part of the amend-
ment by the member for Riverdale.

But then let's come to the second point.
If there isn't going to be a cross-filing, if

there isn't going to be directory of informa-

tion, then what is the point of filing all the

names of the directors on every one of these

returns? Surely if you want an information

depository there has to be sojne use for the

information. If you are just going to collect

paper in there with names on it, then that is

an entirely different matter.

Mr. Renwick: Why don't you abolish the

form entirely?

Mr. Drea: Nobody is going to abolish the

form. You are the one who said there would
be no cross-filing just a moment ago. What
is the point of putting down all the names
if there isn't going to be a cross-filing—when
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you cannot find out that this particular per-

son is a director of 50 or 60 companies?

Mr. Renwick: You don't have to cross-file

at all.

Mr. Drea: What is the value of filing at

all then? If you are going to file the names
and you are not going to have them cross-

filed, you are going to be of no benefit to

either the consumer, the creditor or even the

curious.

Mr. Renwick: Is that a question?

Mr. Drea: Yes.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Chairman, it is very

simple. I want to go to the office at 555

Yonge Street. I walk in the door. I ask for a

corporate file of a particular company. If

this amendment is passed I open up the file.

It shows me who the directors of the cor-

poration are. It shows me which of them,
if any or all, are resident Canadians. It shows
me whether they are directors of any corpora-
tion which is related to that corporation.

No cross-filing. If I then see the names of

a dozen other companies, want to look at

those companies, then I ask for those files.

I am not imposing any burden on the com-

pany's office to make any listing of cross-

filings. I am not asking to go in and have
an index of directors which shows that di-

rector A is a director of this company, that

company, and so on and so forth. None of

that at all. I am simply asking that on the

form, if I want to find out whether a director

is a director of any other corporation related

to that corporation—within that framework-
then I should be entided to know that. I

should then, if I want to do it, call the man
over who is handling the office and simply

say to them, "Please bring me the other

files of those other companies." That's all,

nothing more. No additional work; two or

three lines additional on the form.

Mr. Drea: Can I ask you another question?
How are you going to reconcile that with the

provisions in this Act now that the extra-

provincial company is not even going to have
to fill out that amount of disclosure, even
with your amendment? All it is going to have
to do is to detail where there is a power of

attorney for service in this province. You
can't have it both ways.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Chairman, again, if I

may answer that question. An extraprovin-
cial corporation means "a corporation with or

without share capital incorporated otherwise

than by or under the authority of an Act of

the Legislatmre." So it would include a fed-

eral company, a company incorporated under

the laws of any other province in Canada, a

company incorporated in any jurisdiction out-

side Canada, and if that corporation estab-

lishes its head or other office or carries on

"any business activity or service or a part
thereof in Ontario," then they must make out

and file this return which includes the infor-

mation set out.

I'm not going to spend very much more
time on it because, obviously, we're not

going to get this particular division before 6

o'clock. I am sorry it is going to be a division.

Perhaps the wisdom of the amendment will

appeal to the government over the supper
hour and perhaps they'll accept it. But it

seems to me to be inconceivable that the

government of this province would require
9iose same corporations—every single one of

them, which has an undertaking in the prov-
ince of Ontario, has a permanent establish-

ment within the broad frame of that term for

taxing pmposes. And the parliamentary assis-

tant knows as well as everybody else does

that they've cast the taxing net, under The

Corporations Tax Act of this province, as

broadly as it was possible to do it so that if

anybody is earning any income and profit in

the province of Ontario they must file.

Those files are not made available to the

public, and those files require the disclosure

of that same information, so the government
has the information in the Ministry of Re-

venue—the very same information on a lim-

ited scale which, so far as related corpora-
tions are concerned I am asking be available

to members of the public. There is no reason

why that relationship should not be publicly
disclosed. I am saying to the parliamentary
assistant I don't want to read the definition—

I will if the parliamentary assistant wants me
to read it—of what constitutes two related

corporations as defined in The Corporations
Tax Act, 1972.

The House recessed at 6 p.m.
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The House resumed at 8 p.m.

CORPORATIONS INFORMATION ACT
(continued)

Resumption of the adjourned debate in

committee of the whole House on Bill 136,

The Corporations Information Act.

On section 3:

Mr. Chairman: Could the committee come
to order please? When we rose at 6 o'clock,

we were dealing with Mr. Renwick's amend-
ment. Is it the wish of the committee that

I read it or is everybody well aware of what
it contains?

Those in favour will please says "aye."

Those opposed will please say "nay."

In my opinion, the "ayes" have it.

Mr. MofFatt: You need five people.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, I have a cou-

ple of sections. They're both amendments to

section 3(3). The member for Fort William
is .cooing to move one of these and I'm going
to move the other.

I would move that a new section 3(4) be
added to Bill 136.

I'm sorry, Mr. Chairman. The member for

Fort William should go first. He has an
amendment ito section 3(1).

Hon. Mr. Auld: Where is he?

Mr. Angus: I move that a section 3(l)(g)
be added to Bill 136 as follows:

'The name, head office location and prin-

cipal place of business of any corporation and
the name and resident address of any person

"(a) which holds directly or indirectly fi\c

per cent or more of any issue of share capital
of the corporation; or

"(b) in which the company directly or in-

directly holds more than five per cent of any
issue of share capital and the percentage ot

shares held in each case."

Mr. Moffatt: Mr. Chainnan, on a point of

order. Is there a quorum?

Thursday, November 4, 1976

Clerk of the House: There is not a quorum
present, Mr. Chairman,

Mr, Chairman called for the quorum bells.

On resumption:

Mr. Chairman: Order, please. We will pro-
ceed with the discussion on Bill 136.

Mr, Angus moves that section 3(l)(g) be

add'ed to the bill as follows:

"The name, head office, location and prin-

cipal place of business of any corporation
and the name and resident address of any
person

"(a) which holds directly or indirectly five

p(>r cent or more of any issue of share capital

of the corporation; or

"(b) in which the company directly or in-

directly holds more than five per cent of any
issue of share capital and the percentage of

shares held in each case."

Mr. Drea: Mr, Chairman, before the mem-
ber starts I have not got a copy of that.

Mr, Angus: You haven't got a copy? I am
Sony, I did send you one by the page.

The purpose of the amendment is to en-

sure that corporations file information that

will indicate whether or not they are involved

in other corporations, or whether the individ-

ual shareholders are involved in other cor-

porations, so that upon examination based on

the other aspects of the bill that a govern-
ment ministry, for instance, could ascertain

whether or not there is a conflict between

competing companies in terms of government
bids. It can also give an indication of ver-

tical integration. And we believe strongly,

and we hope that the Liberal Party will

accept our resolution, that this kind of infor-

mation is necessary in order that the gov-
ernment of the day can have a reasonable

control over the commerce of our province.

Some of you I am sure will say that this

is an infringement upon privacy and I really

don't feel that that is so. I think that if a

company or an individual is doing business

in a very honest way and in a method that

is beneficial to the province and to the coun-

try as a whole, then there is nothing that they
have to hide. I think in terms of their com-



4436 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

petitors it is important that they know if

there is conflict within their own jurisdiction

so that they may evaluate their own pro-

gramme.
And so, very briefly, I would ask that the

members opposite me, as I stand this way,
will accept our amendment or possibly the

government themselves, so that we may have

a truer situation in terms of corporate in-

formation.

Mr. Cunningham: Just to reiterate the

thesis of this bill I think it is twofold, if I

am not mistaken. One was, albeit, to minim-

ize the expense that was involved I think on

a regular basis to private and public com-

panies filing a return and, more importantly
and more significantly, I think, to save the

government the money of compiling all the

forms.

I was supportive of the original amendment
by Mr. Renwick. I think it would be in the

best interests of the people of Ontario to

know just who the companies are and
whether in fact the directors were Canadian
and just where they operated from. But I

find this amendment that is before us at this

time to be not only redundant but contrary
to the thesis of the bill as it stands before us

today.

One thing that really bothers me is that I

think this would in fact increase tremendously
the amount of government involvement, the

expense, and I don't think we would gain
the kind of information that we really re-

quire. I think that Mr. Renwick's amendment
would satisfy our needs in that regard,

especially as it relates to interlocking director-

ships.

Just to summarize, I would find it ex post
facto by nature; it's contrary to the nature of

the bill and—

[Laughter]

Mr. Angus: Ipso facto?

Mr. Cunningham: Pat Lawlor told me all

about it one day at lunch.

Mr. Chairman: Would the member refer

to other members by their constituency name
rather than their own name?

Mr. Cunningham: My friend from Lake-
shore—

Mr. Wildman: The member for ipso facto.

Mr. Cunningham: To summarize, I think it

would be a great expense to the government
of Ontario and through it of course to the

taxpayers. At the same time a publicly owned

company that traded shares in the stock

exchange could be involved in an applica-
tion process on a continuing basis if this

were to be passed and I would find that to

be of significant expense. To that end I don't

think that we can support this.

Mr. Cassidy: I would speak to this partly
out of my experience as a financial journalist

over 10 or a dozen years both in this country
and also in Great Britain. The privilege of

limited liability is surely met by certain

responsibilities. And I know as a journalist, I

know as a member of the public and now I

know as a politician the kind of difficulties

that one has when one tries to pierce through
the corporate sector to find out what's really

happening there on matters which affect the

public in general.

[8:15]

I also know from experience, and I think

many members know this as well, that the

ferocity with which the corporate sector fights

against efforts to get a minimum of informa-

tion about their activities into the public

domain, surely indicates the value that they
see in having the secrecy which they cur-

rently enjoy. I would suggest that their

desire for that secrecy is not because of a

regard for the public interest, but it is be-

cause of their regard for their own corporate
interests.

I would like to suggest that the principle

we have to talk about here—and I say this

to the member of the Liberal Pai-ty who
just spoke—is the principle of this amend-

ment; and if the principle is accepted by the

Liberal Party, then perhaps we could talk

about whether the drafting could possibly bo

changed.

On the one hand we ha\ e to ask whether,

in a complicated, post-industrial society in

Ontario in the 1980s and 1990s, there is a

public need and right to know about such

elementary matters as the companies to

whom a particular company is related—both

the companies which own shares and perhaps
the controlling interest in that company and

the companies in which the corporation hap-

pens to own a substantial amount of shares.

Why is that important? It is important when

you need to find out and when you find, as

you often do, that you can't get the informa-

tion required.

It's fortunate that the amendment proposed

by the member for Riverdale (Mr. Renwick)

has been accepted. This will lead to a dis-

closure of related companies, in a number of

oases, tlirough interlocking directorships.

However, there will be cases where inter-
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locking directorships
don't happen to exist or

where they exist but the companies are not

otherwise related. Therefore, the information

that will be garnered by that particular route

will not necessarily be complete. Nor will we
know from that information the degree of

interpenetration, or mutual involvement, that

exists lietween two related companies. On
the one hand, it could be very slight, almost

accidental. On the other hand, it could repre-
sent a major interest.

Let's take a small businessman and see

how he is affected by this particular proposal
by the member for Fort William. In the first

place, many small businessmen don't even
have limited liability and they exist as

partnerships or individual proprietorships. But

to take those small businesses that are incor-

porated, the vast bulk of those companies in

this province would not be touched in any
way })y this particular section. Or they would
be touched only to the extent that the two or

three members of the family who hold a con-

trolling interest in that small corporation
would have to declare their corporate interest;

it would not be a mystery to anybody any-

way.

The typical small businessman in this prov-
ince does not enjoy the privileges of having
a whole range of interlocking corporations
with which to help to handle his or her

business affairs. Maybe there are one or two
subsidiaries because he's taken on a couple
of franchises or a couple of small lines in

addition to his main line of business; maybe
he's even got three or four companies; but it

goes beyond that for your typical small busi-

nessperson.

On the other hand, the small businessman
has to deal with a large range of other com-

panies at any point in the week or in the

year, and these companies are typically larger
than the company run by the small business-

man. He is in the business, among other

things, of reaching judgements as to the reli-

ability, the honesty and the efficiency of the

people with whom he deals. This section is a

guarantee that the small businessman and his

advisers, if he has them, in case of need can

penetrate the corporate veil, behind which
his suppliers and some of the companies with
whom he's doing business may be hiding.

We all know the kinds of things that have

happened, say with the Holiday Magic group,
and with other fly-by-night business ventures
that are skirting around the laws put up
from time to time by the Ministry of Con-
sumer and Commercial Relations. It is quite

typical for them to use long series of inter-

locking or interrelated companies as means
of trying to avoid or bedazzle the law, to

prevent legal action, or else to create cor-

porate shells, which in case of need can be

put into bankruptcy while the principals take

their profits and go ofi^ into some other line

of business that may become more attractive.

We also know the difficulties that have
existed in the past when people have tried to

penetrate the corporate veil which has sur-

rounded land speculation. Who is getting the

bucks? Who own the property? Does that

influence decisions that public officials or

private interests may be making in the land

market in or around our major cities? We
often don't know.

For the man on the street, that really

doesn't affect him or her directly. It can

affect a small businessman. It also affects

those people who are out on behalf of the

man in the street trying to protect their

interests. That includes the press. That in-

cludes local chambers of commerce. That in-

cludes local citizens' groups and such like. I

would suggest that these are a few examples
where your small businessmen and citizens in

a community in general would be protected

by the knowledge of whether or not com-

panies are related.

To give a final example, let's take an indi-

vidual—not a business person—who, say, is

taking an interest in buying a house or in

having some work done on property they may
happen to own. Again, in case of need it is

important for them to be able to establish

whether or not two or three companies that

may be coming on and approaching this

person and masquerading as independent

companies are or are not interrelated. That

will affect their judgement about the honesty
and worthwhileness of the business deal

which is being offered.

I would like to suggest that this particular

amendment, which is a good amendment,
should be considered as complementary to

the amendment that has been passed from

the member for Riverdale. I would also like

to suggest to the Liberal Party-

Mr. Roy: You don't know anything about

corporations.

Mr. Cassidy: Yes, I do, as a matter of

fact. I would also like to suggest to the

Liberal Party that if they accept—

Mr. Roy: Your amendment is out of order.

Mr. Cassidy: Then the other amendment
was out of order as well.

Mr. Chairman: Will the hon. piember

please address the Chair?

Mr. Cassidy: Yes, Mr. Chairjnan.

Mr. Roy: You should know better.
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Mr. Cassidy: If the members on my left

are prepared to accept that the public has a

legitimate need to know in cases where

companies benefit from the privilege of limi-

ted liability, then I think during the course

of this debate we could look at whether that

five per cent figure should be 10 per cent or

not, and when this information is available

by other means. I think specifically of a list

of companies which are governed by the

Ontario Securities Commission which has

relatively stringent regulations to this same

effect. When companies are governed under

a disclosure regulation under other provincial

rules or laws, then we could consider

whether they should not also be exempted
from this particular clause.

In other words, I am suggesting it's the

principle that is at stake now. The Liberal

spokespeople can say whether or not they

accept the principle about the public's need

to know. If they accept that principle, then

we should go further and talk about the

details.

Mr. Good: There are occasions on which
it is required that the directors of a copi-

pany disclose their buying and selling of

shares, and this is made available. But why
every shareholder of every corporation should

have to make public knowledge whether or

not he owns over five per cent of the stock

of a company to me sounds rather ridiculous

and to be carrying the matter of disclosure

much beyond its legitimate level. The mat-

ter of this buying and selling of shares on
the stock market could jnake such a regula-
tion or rule as this almost impossible to

enforce.

The Securities Commission puts out

monthly-

Mr. Ruston: The NDP will hire another

10,000 staff.

Mr. Good: —its tabulations of the acquisi-
tions and sale of shares of all the directors

and oificers, I believe, as well of every cor-

poration, the insiders within the corporation.
At the time of a merger, amalgamation or

take-over bid or anything of that nature, the

directors have to disclose their interest in the

company and their number of shares. There
are times when this disclosure is necessary,
but to have on record the percentage of the

shares owned by an individual, which could

change very easily on a day-to-day basis,
would be not only an administrative night-
mare but it would in my view be something
which would serve no useful purpose except
to expose the financial standing of the share-

holders of a company to public scrutiny. I

personally would be opposed to this amend-
ment.

Mr. Roy: I have had occasion to discuss

with some of my colleagues the amendment
that has been spoken to by the member for

Ottawa Centre. It appears obvious from just

looking at that amendment itself that it frus-

trates what the ajmendment of this Act was
intended to do—to simplify things, to make

things easier. For these small corporations,

most of which involve families or people in-

volved in limited economic activity, it pro-

poses to stop this charade of having their

lawyers every year go through the prepara-
tion of minutes—it was sort of a front— to

some degree a piatter of brashness.

So on that basis, if I thought for a min-

ute that there was something useful to be

served in supporting this type of amend-

ment, we would be for it. But we feel in so

doing, in trying to simplify it with this bill

here, we are trying to add on amendments
to further complicate things. It just doesn't

piake sense, and it's not logical to us.

If I may say, I feel even from my limited

number of years here that as a matter of

principle when I find that the NDP or the

member for Ottawa Centre is in favour of

something, especially when it involves the

private enterprise systejn, there is a presump-
tion for us to be against it. I will tell you
that. So on that basis, I have no problem at

all in joining my colleagues in not supporting
this amendment.

Mr. Angus: I would like to respond to a

couple of the comments that have been

made—particularly those by the member for

Wentworth North (Mr. Cunningham). He
was crying about the need to save money for

the small business people and to cut out the

paperwork, the red tape and what have you.
I would like to point out to the hon. mem-
ber and to this House that at the most the

corporation or business would have to list 20

names. That's the maximum. If you divide

100, which is 700 per cent, by five per cent,

you come up with 20. Now surely that is not

going to add reams and reams of paperwork
to either the business people or to the gov-
ernment itself.

Mr. Cunningham: What about when it

changes?

Mr. Angus: It is not going to cost him

any more money because they have to have

those records if they want to keep their

shareholders informed, and also to match
what I believe is the law regarding income
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lax. I think their arguments are totally

ridiculous, if I may say that.

Mr. Roy: What evil are you trying to

correct?

Mr. Cunningham: Are you trying to solicit

our support?

Mr. Angus: No, I have given up on that.

I am working on the government.

'Mr. Cunningham: Then sit down.

Mr. Angus: The importance of this amend-

ment, Mr. Chairman, is to ensure that the

back-room deals, the back-room agreements,
the dummy corporations, can oome out into

the open-

Mr. Good: There are more back-room

deals in the NDP than there are-

Mr. Angus: —so that the people of Ontario

can see who controls what, and in what way
they control it. I think that this amendment
should receive the support of at least one

other party in this Legislature. I think which-

ever party refuses or if both parties refuse

to support it, then I think that they are con-

tinuing the secrecy that surrounds corpora-

tions, whether they be big or small, through-
out this province.

Interjections.

Mr. Angus: And I will say that this type
of amendment will not harm the small busi-

nesses at all—the family businesses who have

one or two or three shareholders whose
names are usually on the application any-

way—because it is a ma and pa situation.

If you're really crying the blues for the small

business people then I think you are using
that as a smokescreen to protect the big cor-

porations.

Mr. Ferris: Mr. Chairman, just a very brief

comment as one who has been involved for

about 20 years of filing these returns. I just

couldn't possibly disagree more with my
friends to my right that it would simply
be a piece of paper with 20 names on it.

There is no possible way that any govern-
ment form that was ever designed would
not be done in 19 copies with 17 pages on
each one, necessitating 44 guys like me and

my staff—who've spent 20 years filing these

idiot forms—to do anything like this. We're
not hiding back-room politics or anything
like this; things that are traded on the

stock market would necessitate this form

being done. I suggest that's not a very big
back room.

[8:30]

Mr. Breithaupt: I was interested in the

particular early comments with respect to the

view that any of the operations carried on,

particularly by these corporations, appear to

be a conspiracy generally against what is at

least referred to by the members of the

New Democratic Party as how they define

the public interest. I suggest that nothing
is further from the case. In this instance the

information which is available has been rea-

sonably asked for, and I think 'can be pro-
vided in the form with the amendment that

has now been accepted by the parliamentary
assistant. To have this further amendment

accepted, I think, would do nothing to add

any real knowledge to anyone, and as a

result I certainly could not support the

amendment.

Mr. Cunningham: I wonder if the member
for Port Arthur would entertain a question
here.

Mr. Angus: Fort William.

Mr. Cunningham: Fort William? I'm

sorry.

Mr. Angus: Get your geography correct.

Mr. Cunningham: I've been there too and
I enjoyed it. I'm just wondering on what
basis they have this preoccupation with

knowing everything about everybody. I won-
der if you would favour us with that?

Interjection.

Mr. Cunningham: That was ithe kind of

answer I expected.

Mr. Good: Renwick is going to dhange his

mind. Are you going to change your mind on
this one, too?

Mr. Chairman: Order, please. Order.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Chairman, I think this

deserves a brief comment. I think we were

doing quite well until the member for Ottawa
East spoke, which indicated his usual total

lack of knowledge of the bills which are be-

fore the assembly because he's so seldom

here.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: The member for Riverdale is

speaking. It is coming from God himself.

Mr. Renwick: This amendment has abso-

lutely nothing to do with what that particu-
lar member spoke about when he S(^ood up
in the House tonight. He didn't understand
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the bill; he very rarely understands any bill.

Even if he read them he probably wouldn't

understand them.

Interjections.

Mr. Renwick: This bill doesn't have any-

thing to do-

Mr. Breithaupt: Like the member for

Riverdale's approach to the last bill; he didn't

understand it either.

Mr. Ruston: You won't after you finish

either, Jim.

Mr. Renwick: —with more paperwork and
that's w'hat the member was indicating.

Mr. Roy: It's not that I don't understand

the bill; I don't understand you, there is a

difference.

Mr. Renwick: Just listen. If you can't un-

derstand the written word you may under-

stand the spoken word.

Mr. Roy: Not coming from you.

Mr. Renwick: This bill has nothing to do
with additional paperwork, and the amend-
ment which my colleague, the member for

Fort William, has proposed hais nothing to do

with additional paperwork.

Mr. Breithaupt: Just more snooping.

Mr. Renwick: It's the same piece of infor-

mation, the same sheet of paper "vvhidh will

be filed. It will simply have two other mat-
ters on it. One is, who above has some of the

shares of (the company—whether it's five or

10 per cent is not a matter of great signi-

ficance—or who below owns five or 10 per
cent of the shares, that's all. It has nothing to

do with more paperwork, nothing to do with

filing additional information—nothing at all to

do with that.

Let me deal with the interjection, if I may,
of the House leader of the Liberal Party, the

member for Kitchener: *Where is the limit

to snooping?" I don't consider that it's any
intrusion on the private affairs of anyone to

have him disclose, or of any corporation to

have it disclose, whether they hold five per
cent or more of a particular corporation.

Mr. Breithaupt: Why is it important?

Mr. Renwick: I certainly don't consider it

snooping to ask a corporation, which hardly
has the kind of personality which the Liberals

have always endowed on corporations,
whether it owns five per cent or more of the

shares of some other corporation. There's no

privacy argument that has any validity.

The amendment proposed by the member
for Fort William is for practical purposes a

complementary and necessary part-

Mr. Roy: Why?

Mr. Renwick: —of completing the infor-

mation, which the House in committee passed
earlier this evening, dealing with the relation-

ship between directors in particular corpora-

tions.

I may say that in all of the deliberations

of the select committee on company law, the

law was so archaic and so out of date that

at no time has that committee ever addressed

itself to the question of pubhc disclosure

and the extent to which public disclosure

should be made, except within a very limited

framework which wiU. be introduced in a

few minutes by my colleague the member
for Ottawa Centre. On one question, and one

question only, has public discussion taken

place in the select committee about the de-

gree or extent of public disclosures.

I am simply saying that if, as is now re-

quired under The Securities Act of the prov-

ince of Ontario for timely disclosure of sig-

nificant changes, it is appropriate that com-

panies disclose the shareholdings above and

below that have a significant impact on the

control of corporations, I do not consider it

an intrusion on the privacy either of corix)-

rations or individuals to ask people to dis-

close whether they hold five or 10 per cent

or more or whether a particular corporation

holds five or 10 per cent or more of another

corporation.

That kind of disclosure, whether the mem-
bers of the assembly approve of it tonight

on whether they approve of it five years from

now, will in fact come. There will be what

we have insisted on at all times, a divorcing

of the question of privacy from the question

of ownership of corporations which are en-

gaged in manufacturing and commercial

operations in the province of Ontario. For

those in the assembly who are devotees of

the untrammelled free enterprise system, let

them just remember that the free enterprise

system is founded on a corporate law system

passed by democratic assemblies who still

have the right to control the extent and

degree to which knowledge of those opera-

tions is disclosed. There is no such thing as

a free and untrammelled operation of cor-

porations in our society. There never has

been and there never will be. Let's under-

stand that.

Mr. Roy: Quit emphasizing the obvious,

eh?
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Mr. Renwick: As we go into this period
when something called "free enterprise" will

be touted by the Liberal Party and by the

Tory party, let's always remember what the

member for Wilson Heights (Mr. Singer) says:

"It's free enterprise under law." The law is

The Corporations Act, and information

about what corporations carry on what busi-

nesses, who controls those corporations and
who has significant holdings in them, is

knowledge that should be disclosed and made
available to the public. Those who don't want
to comply with that kind of provision can

get out of the commercial and business world.

It's just that simple.

Mr. Roy: With you guys in power, you
would drive them out.

Mr. Good: Just as they did in British

Columbia under Barrett.

Mr. Renwick: I give my tribute to the

Liberal Party. They were trapped at least

earlier this evening-

Mr. Breithaupt: By whom?

Mr. Renwick: —but I give them full credit

for their co-operation on the first amend-
ment.

Mr. Cunningham: It made sense.

Mr. Kerrio: It made sense.

Mr. Breithaupt: It made abundant sense.

Mr. Renwick: It not only made sense, but

you were co-opted five years ago—

Mr. Ruston: You did a better job on the

other one, Jim.

Mr. Renwick: —to support it and it would
have been impossible for you not to do it.

Mr. Ruston: You are not doing a good
job on this one. You did a better job on the

other one.

Mr. Renwick: I'm saying to you tonight
that, by voting for this provision, you will

not be deserting your principles or your
dedication to whatever enterprise system
you may be dedicated to from time to time,
either in Ontario or in Ottawa-

Interjections.

Mr. Renwick: —because the Liberal govern-
ment in Ottawa has passed much more
stringent components of financial disclosure

in all of the areas where this right-wing fac-

tion of the federal Liberal Party finds it diffi-

cult to accommodate itself.

Mr. Ruston: You're the left-wing faction,
are you, Jim?

Mr. Roy: He is out of order.

Mr. Ruston: Which side are you on?

Mr. Reid: I would say he is straying from
the bill.

Mr. Ruston: Are you a right wing or left

wing?

Mr. Breithaupt: He is sort of centre of the
bird.

Mr. Renwick: Can you imagine the mem-
bers of the Liberal Party in the Ontario

Legislature sitting in the Parliament of

Canada, in the House of Commons?

Mr. Breithaupt: It so happens we are not.

We are having too much fun here.

Mr. Renwick: The Liberal government
introduced a bill such as The Foreign Invest-

ment Review Act, or the CALURA legisla-

tion, and here they are bucking against a
mere simple amendment, which says that if

you own more than five per cent in a cor-

poration, or the corporation owns more than
five per cent you've got to put your name on
a piece of paper.

Mr. Roy: We are masters of our own
destiny right here.

Mr. Renwick: Can you really belong to

the Liberal Party of Canada?

Mr. Reid: No, we belong to the Liberal

Party of Ontario. We are not a monolithic

bunch like you are. Could we have a litde

order please, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. Renwick: Or is the Liberal Party in

Ontario the equivalent of the appendix in the

human anatomy, an unnecessary residue of

some prehistoric time?

Mr. Reid: Don't knock it. You have got
some of the missing links.

Mr. Cunningham: On a point of order.

Mr. Chairman, maybe you can give me
some direction on this. Personally, I'm in a

great quandary here. I don't happen to think

the amendment is in order, given the nature

of the bill. I hardly think this discussion was
in order. 1 wonder if you could give us a

ruling.

Mr. Reid: Say he is straying from the prin-

ciple of the bilL

Mr. Chairman: We have an amendment
here to section 3 of bill 136.
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Mr. Good: Would yooi rule whether or not
the amendment is in order?

Mr. Renwick: I was searching today for

the seat of my colleague, the member for

Wilson Heights, in order to pay an election

bet to him and I ran across that powerhouse
from the front row of corporate legal talent,
the member for Ottawa East, the member
for Sarnia (Mr. Bullbrook) and the member
for Wilson Heights, all sitting side by side,
and yet not a single one of them is prepared
to say that the people in the province of On-
tario are entitled to know on an annual return
who owns five per cent or more of the stock
of a particular corporation or whether that

corporation owns five per cent or more of the
stock of another corporation.

Mr. Roy: You are noft doing a good job at

all.

Mr. Chairman: Will the member for River-
dale address himself to the amendment and
while doing so address the Chair?

Mr. Ruston: You didn't do very well.

Mr. Renwick: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

(Mr. Chairman: Does any other member
wish to discuss this amendment? Are you
ready for the vote?

Mr. Drea: Are they all done? I don't want
to be redundant on this amendment. There
have been some very eloquent and very
sensible statements made by the member for
Wentworth North, the member for Kitchener,
the member for Ottawa East, the member for
London South and the member for Waterloo
North. They have very amply stated the case
as to why the government should not accept
this kind of amendment.

Mr. Chairman: Order, please. Those in
favour of Mr. Angus's amendment will please
say "aye."

Those opposed will please say "nay."
In my opinion, the "nays" have it. I de-

clare the amendment lost.

Mr. Renwick: We'll stack it.

Mr. Breithaupt: Do whatever you want
with it.

Mr. Chairman: Are there any other com-
ments or amendments to any other section of
the bill? If so, which one?

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman-

Mr. Roy: Here we go, the expert again.

Mr. Good: Listen to this one.

[8:45]

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Cassidy moves that a

new section 3(4) be added to the Act as

follows: "Every corporation to which sub-
section 1 applies and which has assets worth
over $100,000 or annual sales worth more
than $250,000 shall file with the minister,

within four months of the end of the fiscal

year, an audited statement of profit and loss

for that fiscal year and an audited statement
of assets and liabihties as of the end of that

year in a manner to be determined by regula-
tion."

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, the questions
that we have been discussing this evening
revolve—both of these amendments, in fact-
revolve around the question of the public's

right to know in a case where a corporation
benefits from the privileges of limited liability.
I think we might as well point out that not

only does the corporate form of organization

provide hmited liability and therefore allow
a company to bring shareholdings and invest-

ments from a much wider range of people
than might Otherwise take part and to a much
greater extent than they might otherwise do,
but also a corporation does benefit as well

from the corporation tax rules which allow it

a number of privileges that are not available

to individuals carrying on business, who must
file personal income tax returns.

One of the very obvious examples is the

fact that a corporation pays a maximum rate

of tax of around 50 per cent in this country
on its profit, whereas an individual on his

or her income can pay a maximum rate of

tax that can go up to as high as 80 or 85 per
cent if they don't organize their affairs to

minimize their tax. There are a number of

other advantages which we give to corpora-
tions in this country because we have a

government that believes in free enterprise,

because the corporation has been proven over

a fair amount of time as a relatively efficient

means of organizing economic affairs in the

private sector.

I don't want to give a paean to that kind of

thing, I just want to say it is true that in

administrations of all ideological stripes, some
kind of corporate form of organization has

been found to be necessary. One has to ask

oneself, however, just how much privilege

in terms of secrecy a corporation should be

entitled to. The Liberal Party of Canada,

through the federal Parliament, has ruled that

any company-

Mr. Breithaupt: You mean the government
of Canada?
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Mr. Cassidy: —the government of Canada,
through Parliament, when it was under the

control of the Liberal Party of Canada, be-

cause it has a majority-

Mr. Cunningham: Still is.

Mr. Breithaupt: Still is.

Mr. Cassidy: —has passed legislation that

requires that any company with assets of

over $250,000 or annual sales of over half a

million dollars, I believe it is, which is feder-

ally incorporated is required to file annually
with the Corporations and Labour Unions
Returns administration a statement of its

assets and liabilities and a statement of its

profit and loss.

The screams that greeted that particular

proposal back in the 1960s echoed from
Bonavista to Vancouver Island. Yet we have
now lived under that regime for a number of

years. I haven't noticed that enterprise has

suddenly collapsed from the eflFort of having
to unveil its affairs before the public.

Mr. Breithaupt: We don't know anything
more than we did before.

Mr. Cassidy: No, as a matter of fact, we do.

What has happened is that when corpora-
tions saw that the writing was on the wall,

many companies which had previously been
ver\' covert in their activities said, "Okay, if

we've got to do it we will." Like good cor-

porate citizens they have sought to hve up
to the law. There are a number of com-

panies whose accounts were previously

private, who now not only file annually with
CALURA in Ottawa but in fact have made
a point of preparing annual reports, just as

though they were public companies, which

they make available to suppliers, to creditors

and to the interested public. Obviously they
are to be commended for doing that.

In Ontario terms the set of hmits are a

bit high because companies in this province
tend to be smaller than they do on a national

scale. Therefore the limits that have been

proposed in this amendment are $100,000 in

assets, or $250,000 in annual sales. I think

that the House will agree however, that the

limits proposed are commensurate with those

that have been successfully used under
CALURA.

I think it should also be noted, Mr. Chair-

man, that some of the companies which
currently retain the privileges of keeping
their affairs private, despite what I would
maintain is a legitimate public interest in

knowing what they do, have assets and sales

that go far, far beyond those particular limits.

One that the member for Riverdale has been

mentioning to me is the T. Eaton Company,
Limited, Canada's largest retail department
store chain for many years. I guess we don't

know right now whether they are number
one or whether they have been overtaken by
Simpsons-Sears. This company, because of its

closely held ownership, has been spared the

need to reveal to its creditors and to the

public in general exactly what its profit posi-
tion has been over many years.

I think it's important when we bear in

mind this oompany benefits from favourable

tax legislation at the federal and provincial

levels, the taxes on the individuals in the

Eaton family would be far higher if they
didn't have the benefit of the corporate form
of organization.

I think that this is a matter of public
interest and I think this is true of any other

oompany. I don't think that members of the

Liberal Party can really disagree given the

fact that the Parliament of Canada under
the Liberal government—

IMr. Breithaupt: We certainly can disagree
and we do.

Mr. Cassidy: Then you disagree with your
federal brethren. There's another split in the

Liberal Party.

Mr. Breithaupt: So what?

'Mr. Cassidy: They 'can't even agree among
themselves nor can they agree with their

federal brethren.

We think that there is an obligation to

the public to disclose, where a privilege is

granted by a fiat of this Legislature through
The Corporations Act, and we think therefore

that this information should be made avail-

able. We also believe, and I say this as a

socialist, that this kind of disclosure is liable

to have the unhappy effect of maintaining
and prolonging the enterprise system-

Mr. Roy: Radicals.

Mr. Angus: What do you think we are all

about?

Interjections.

Mr. Cassidy: Because it will lead to a

healthier corporate economy than we now
have.

Mr. Drea: Like England.

Mr. Cassidy: I think it is worthwhile

knowing that there has been a very strong
school of people who have named them-
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selves liberals, who have in the past fought
for disclosure by corporations of their affairs

as a matter of the public interest—and as a

matter, also, of the defence of the enterprise

system. So not only is it a matter of the

public's right to know, but if the Liberal

Party votes against this particular amend-

ment, they may also be voting against

genuinely free and competitive enterprise.

Mr. Cunningham: Mr. Chairman, again I

would remind the member for Ottawa East

that-

Some hon. members: Ottawa Centre-

Mr. Roy: Hey, hey, Ottawa Centre.

Mr. Cunningham: We'll make sure we get
that correct. There is a very significant dif-

ference there.

The purpose of this bill really is to revise

The Corporations Information Act, 1971, and
the principle is—again, Mr. Chairman, I

would ask you to make a ruling on this—

that annual returns are to be abolished and
a new return required only where the infor-

mation is changed. I think the fundamental
thesis with this piece of legislation, and I

think it's a good piece generally, is to reduce

the amount of government paperwork we
have right now.

It wasn't long ago that some members of

this party to the right of me and government
members, we were all together on a select

committee in Washington. It was very inter-

esting. We sat with a small business com-
mittee and the most interesting aspect of

that whole junket was—

Mr. Angus: The lady with the corncob

pipe.

Mr. Cunningham: —a great statement by
the chairman. That was that the most effec-

tive thing they did on an annual basis was

wipe out needless government forms. I think

every member, even the members of the so-

cialist party, all four of them that were

there, were very favourably impressed by
that. In fact one member isn't here right
now. I won't name him but he thought
that that was just the cat's meow. A large
meow at that.

IMr. Angus: It is only half the story.

Mr. Cunningham: Mr. Chairman, I find

this amendment contrary to pieces of the bill.

Certainly all this information basically can
be provided through our income tax laws.

We have annual returns. They are to be
audited. They are available to the province

of Ontario; they are available to the federal

government-

Mr. Cassidy: Do you want those income
tax returns to be made public?

Mr. Cunningham: And I am just wonder-

ing, Mr. Chairman, what is this preoccupa-
tion with this party to know everything
about everybody. Really, I can't get over-

Mr. Angus: The size of your shorts, Eric.

Mr. Cunningham: Well, Mr. Chairman,
that's the kind of remark I would expect
from that member really. They would like

to know what kind of deodorant is used,

what kind of toothpaste is used. It really I

think is indicative of where that party's

going. This party won't support that amend-
ment. We can't support it in any way.

Interjection.

Mr. Cunningham: It doesn't make a great

deal of sense to me. There seems to be a

preoccupation here with the public's right to

know about every company.

IMr. Cassidy: That is a very important

right.

'Mr. Cunningham: And when we are talk-

ing about a small company here you talk

assets of $100,000, sales of $250,000. In my
riding that might be a large vegetable stand

and I really question this preoccupation with

the public's right to know about these ter-

rible corporate citizens. For the most part

most of them are pretty decent people pro-

viding a great deal of employment here in

Ontario.

Interjections.

Mr. Cunningham: This preoccupation I

would say to you, Mr. Chairman, and through
you to the members to my right, will result

I think in a great cost to every taxpayer in

Ontario and thait's what this bill is about.

This bill is about reducing the cost of gov-
ernment and that is Why we are supporting
it and that's why we are not supporting the

amendment.

Mr. Cassidy: Rubbish.

Mr. Roy: I suppose some of my comments
on the earlier amendment proposed l:)y

the

NDP would be applicable here. I must say
that I really find strange the unrestrained

enthusiasm all at once, especially from the

member for Ottawa Centre, to want to know
everything, to want to include more forms. I

think it is typical—and I should say typical
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of that particular party because, like every
other party, there are shades in there—but
it's obvious that the direction of the member
for Ottawa Centre is radical socialist. That's

the label and it is obvious eveiy day in the

House when he puts forward some of these

policies and he tries very hard. I have ob-

served him now for a period of years-

Mr. Cassidy: If you say it, I feel better. I

thought I was drifting to the right.

Mr. Roy: I have observed him for a period
of years and he tries to mellow. He tries to

mellow the approach, the image.

Mr. Cassidy: But deep down you know he
is left.

Mr. Roy: The hair has been cut since his

first days in the House. He washes more
often. He puts on a tie once in a while—the
whole bit-

Interjection.

Mr. Roy: —but when we get legislation

like this his enthusiasm-

Mr. Cassidy: I don't buy a suit every week.

Mr. Roy: —is unrestrained. His enthusiasm

is unrestrained and there he is—"the right to

know." I say, Mr. Chairman, we could be
convinced of something like this if there was
an evil that was being cured. Is there some-

thing going on? If we knew that there was
an abuse somehow by the corporations in not

filing this type of thing-

Mr. Wildman: How can you know whether
there is wrongdoing unless the information is

public?

Mr. Roy: —but at no time—and this applies
to the member for Riverdale as well-

Mr. Cassidy: If you create a dark place,
the maggots will breed.

Mr. Roy: —they always talk about hig'h

principles and I really thought that that party
had got rid of the Waffle party, but I guess
not. You still see strains of it when you get

something dealing with corporations. And
the member for Ottawa Centre—it's obvious;
the minute he hears the word corporation,
it is just like showing a bull red, you know.
He goes wild. He goes wild and it is obvious

from this type of approach-

Interjection.

Mr. Roy: —especially when he considers

these types of limits here—$100,000 assets.

Why, iJF your own leader was incorporated.

he wouM have to disclose. Even he would
have to disclose! Now I ask you, even you,
is that fair?

Mr. Cassidy: Sure. Let him tell everything.

iMr. Roy: Is that fair that he should have
to disclose? So I say, Mr. Speaker, it's ridicu-

lous. I mean corporations have to put in in-

come tax returns every year. These corpora-
tions have to put in that sort of statement.

What is there about filing statement of profit

and loss and statement of assets? As my
colleague from Wentworth North has said,

this would encompass very small businesses.

Anybody who owns a building, anybody who
is involved-

Mr. Ruston: Pretty good 50-acre farm.

Mr. Givens: Chicken coop.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: You mean every teacher

is going to have to file?

Mr. Roy: And so on, so I say when you
look at the principle of this bill and, I say

again, when you consider the member who
is proposing it, it's very difficult for us to

support it. I say to the parliamentary assis-

tant, it is not as though we are in love with

you. You know that—and I say tihat fairly

to you.

[9:00]

Mr. Drea: Albert, I would never be in

love with you.

Mr. Roy: We try to take an objective

approach. We are not in love with him, and

certainly we are not going to be mesmerized

by the amendment of this particular member.
It is radical socialist doctrine and we will

have none of it.

Mr. Cassidy: Like Pierre Trudeau. Is that

right?

Mr. Angus: Mr. Chairman, I have been

pressed into replying to the hon. members of

the Liberal Party, because I think once again

they are misleading the House in trying to

indicate what is not correct.

Mr. Chairman: You can't accuse another

member of misleading the House.

Mr. Angus: Oh. I withdraw that remark,

Mr. Chairman. My apologies. It was a slip of

the tongue.

Mr. Cassidy: He was accusing them all.

They are all guilty.

Mr. Hodgson: He hasn't graduated to a tie

yet.
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Mr. Angus: Sorry, I can't hear your
mumbles.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Well, he's not lacking in

hair anyway.

Mr. Angus: Mr. Chairman, the members of

the Liberal Party have commented that our

amendment will increase the number of forms

that would have to be filled out. That is not

what would occur. The amount of paperwork
would not increase by this amendment,
should it be accepted by this House. The
information that would be received by the

government would assist the government in

understanding the nature of the corporation.

Mr. Roy: How?

Mr. Good: What would they want to know
about it?

Mr. Angus: To the comment regarding the

change in paperwork, the fact is that as this

legislation now stands you only have to file

once every five years unless there is a change.
How much of a change will occur between
the range? Not very much, I would suggest,
for the small businesses.

Mr. Shore: What are you going to do
when you run out of paper?

Mr. Cunningham: We are going to micro-
film it.

Mr. Angus: They are trying to portray an

image of protection of the small business-

person, but really what they are doing is

protecting their corporate friends at the sake

of the small businessperson, because this

amendment will give the small business-

person the ability to find out what those

major corporations are doing in terms of

gobbling up his competitors, his small busi-

ness neighbours, so that he can understand

exacdy what is happening and he can take

appropriate actions to counteract that.

Thirdly, there was a reference to the tax

forms. If they are already doing these tax

forms, then it's not much of a problem to

add photocopies or to recopy them and send

them in with this submission.

Mr. Chairman: The hon. member for

Riverdale.

Mr. Good: This is the last word.

Mr. Renwick: Oh, it's not a question of the

last word!

Interjections.

Mr. Chairman: Can we have some order,

please? The hon. member for Riverdale will

please proceed.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Chairman, the con-

ceptual problem that we are faced with to-

night is almost overwhelming in the face of

the barracking that's involved-

Mr. Roy: There is an ideological difiEerence

—you are right there.

Mr. Renwick: I would like to engage the

attention of the members of the committee

just briefly, at least in a reasonable frame-
work to talk about what we are trying to say
to the House. We tried to say it on the first

amendment, which fortunately was passed.
We tried to say it on the second amendment,
which is going to be voted on. We are also

trying to say it on the third amendment.

An hon. member: Is the member for

London North (Mr. Shore) going to be talk-

ing on this?

Mr. Renwick: We are not hung up—

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: You ought to be.

Mr. Renwick: —on the question of what

the arbitrary selection of figures may be

within the amendments which are put for-

ward, either on the previous amendment pro-

posed by my colleague, the hon. member
for Fort William, or upon the criteria as set

out by my colleague, the member for Ottawa

Centre, on this amendment. That's not the

problem. The problem is whether there is an

obligation to have public information made
available by certain companies after they

achieve a certain size and a certain economic

position in the country. That's all we are

saying. I think the dividing line is very clear.

I am quite certain that the member for

London North, were he to engage in this

debate, would be in agreement with this.

Mr. Wildman: He is trying to be incon-

spicuous.

Mr. Renwick: For example, in The Income
Tax Act of Canada and The Corporations
Tax Act of the province of Ontario we have

tried and tried and tried to provide a tax

situation which would be hospitable to some-

thing called small businesses that choose to

use the corporate form; and there are defi-

nitions which define what the small business

is, for the purpose of those deductions.

Yesterday or the day before—I guess it was

the day before—we passed in this assembly
Bill 99, which was an amendment to The

Corporations Tax Act, to provide that certain
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"small businesses" as defined in section 125,

I think it is, of The Income Tax Act of Can-

ada, would be entitled to certian preferred
tax provisions of The Income Tax Act of

Canada—so that the corporation tax here and

the corporation tax in Ottawa would be the

same.

The interesting thing is that the govern-
ment, when it's collecting revenues, is ex-

tremely sensitive and extremely interested as

to the distinctions they make. The effect of

those taxing statutes is to say that there is a

division between companies. Those that fall

on the one side are called small businesses

and are entitled to certain tax credits, bene-

fits, deductions and other things which are

designed to implement the development
of

small lousiness. They get tax relief because

they fall within those definitions. If you don't

fall within them you bear the full range of

the corporate tax in the province of Ontario.

What we are trying to say, after many
years in the House, is that there is a distinc-

tion between small business in corporate form
and other business in corporate form. The
area where the distinction has been found

and embedded in terms which are understand-

able to business, because they must file in-

come tax returns—not this minor form—is in

the detailed information under The Income
Tax Act of Canada and under The Corpora-
tions Tax Act of Ontario. We happen to be-

lie\e that if government intrudes on private
business for tax purposes, certainly the public
is entitled to have a modicum of that infor-

mation available to them.

Mr. Shore: Do you want to make your own
return public too?

Mr. Renwick: Yes, 111 make my own re-

turn public. II don't mind that.

Mr. Shore: You do that.

Mr. Roy: Why should it be public?

Mr. Renwick: All that we are saying very

clearly—you're not listening, you're talking.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please.

Mr. Renwick: Do you want to take the

floor?

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please. The
hon. member will continue.

Interieotion.

Mr. Renwick: If we recognize in the taxing
structure of corporations that there are cor-

p>orations which are entitled to the benefit of

something called small business definition, we
agree. Those corporations should not be re-

quired to disclose information for public pur-
poses which is not required of other com-

panies. If, however, regardless of the form
of the ownership or the public participation
in companies, you go over a certain line, then

you are subject to the full weight of The

Corporations Tax Act in Ontario and of The
Income Tax Act of Canada.

We're saying that the dividing line should

be the dividing line which is used for the

purpose of public information. If you are not

a small business for tax purposes, you're not

required to make the disclosure. If you are,

then you're required to make the disclosure.

Everyone knows that those are changing con-

cepts, but that's the concept that we're talk-

ing about.

Afr. Roy: Is that the figure, $100,000?

'Mr. Renwick: As long ago as 1967 and

1966, in a select committee of this assembly,
all of the arguments were put before us, and
this is now almost 10 years ago. Without

quoting at great length from the particular

chapter of the particular report, I want to say
what they said. They at least recognized the

merits of the arguments on both sides. The

assembly tonight in committee is not admit-

ting that there is any other side than the

side that the particular position of this party
takes. The others don't understand that

there's some merit in the argument which

we're putting.

At least a committee of this assembly 10

years ago, when this question was not of such

public focus and public attention, had this

to say: "A compromise between the propo-
nents and opponents of public filing of ac-

counts might be possible if an accurate and

workable statutory definition could be de-

vised to divide the class of companies which
should be required to file their financial state-

ments from those which should not be so

required."

The commitee understood that there was
merit in the arguments for and there was

merit in the arguments against. The merit

of those arugments still stands, both for and

against.

Mr. Roy: We don't like your amendment.

Mr. Renwick: It's not a simple proposition.

It's a very definite question of the socio-

economic impact of the corporate form of do-

ing business. The committee then said: "The

committee does not recommend that the

financial statements of all companies be re-

quired to be filed with the Provincial Secre-

tary or at any office of public record."
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We admit that. That's why my colleague
gave certain criteria that companies had to

reach before they would be required to

make that kind of public disclosure. But the

select committee 10 years ago, in an en-

tirely different corporate atmosphere than

the corporate atmosphere today, at least rec-

ognized merit on both sidesi.

The only area where this government ever

shows sophistication is in the area of whether
or not they should collect taxes or otherwise

from the corporations. All that the committee
said was when there's a workable definition.

That workable definition is now enshrined in

The Corporations Tax Act of Ontario and in

The Income Tax Aat of Canada, and that

workable definition for tax purposes is a very

good definition which we for public purposes
should use for the purposes of public dis-

closure of financial information for corpora-
tions. It's just that simple.

Mr. Shore: That's right. It's just that sim-

ple, I'll buy that.

Mr. Renwick: For the members of the

Conservative Party, be they a minority or

majority government, or the members of the

Liberal Party, be they forever a perennial
minority party in this assembly-

Mr. Breithaupt: Don't count on it.

Mr. Cunningham: Let's bet on it.

Mr. Renwick: —whatever those views may
be, there is a very significant need for recog-
nition that it is not the corporate structtire

of a company, it's not whether or not a par-
ticular family controls a corporation or does
not control it that is of major significance
It's the extent and degree to which the sales

of the company and the assets of the com-

pany, as the criteria of the impacts which

they make on the social and economic life of

the province, should be measured. The mea-
sure for tax purposes in our judgement, until

there is a better measure devised, which is

significantly substantially what my colleague
from Ottawa Centre (Mr. Cassidy) said,

should be the criterion which determines
whether or not a public filing of financial

statements should be made.

Let's not think for a moment that it's a

great intrusion on anyKody to have their fi-

nancial statements available for a company
which is subject to the full impact of corpo-
ration tax in Ontario and does not qualify as

a small business one because, for the great
bulk of people, auditor's statements in this

country are not understandable. So we have
still an immense amount of work to do, but
at least it would be a start if we required

the financial information to be available, be-

cause then we might have some public dis-

cussion as to whether or not financial state-

ments are designed to befuddle the public or

whether they're designed to provide infor-

mation.

Mr. Drea: Oh, come on. You design a few

yourself. Don't give me that.

Mr. Renwick: I'm simply saying to the par-

liamentary a&sistant to the Minister of Con-
sumer and Commercial Relations that there

is a legitimate distinction between those com-

panies which should file and those companies
which should not file their financial state-

ments. In this day and age, that legitimate
distinction is enshrined in The Corporations
Tax Act of the province by reference to the

federal Income Tax Act. If it's good enough
for tax purposes, it should be good enough
for the public.

[9:15]

I ask the members of the ministry to start

to open up their minds a little bit to the

needs of the economic society in which we
live, and not to retire behind sojne barricade

of secret hidden information which should

be public. I'm saying to the parliamentary

assistant, read that committee report and

hear the arguments on both sides. Under-

stand the merit of both sides, recognize that

there is a problem, and if you won't accept
it tonight, come back-

Mr. Roy: Where is there a problem?

Mr. Renwick: —at some point in time with

an acceptance of your version of the defi-

nition which is required in order to provide

adequate disclosure. It used to be said that

we had a private company distinction and a

public company distinction. That was irrele-

vant in this province. It was abolished. But

the more sophisticated test, the real sophis-

ticated test, is in your Corporations Tax Act.

That's where it is.

If you want to start cutting down paper-

work, look at the paperwork under your tax-

ing statutes and don't worry about the minor

pieces of information which are available to

the public under the companies division of

your ministry. That's piinuscule compared
with the paperwork involved in the impinge-
ment by the tax structure which you've raised

under the sales tax and under the corpora-
tions tax to impinge on small business. But

at least make the distinction. At least recog-
nize the problem. At least have the gracious-
ness to say there is a problem.
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Mr. Roy: What is the problem?

Mr. Drea: Vfn trying to figure it out.

Mr. Renwick: If the parhamentary assist-

ant doesn't understand it, I say he's taking
the position that there should be no public
disclosure by any corporation in the province
of Ontario-

Mr. Cassidy: That's right, that's right.

Mr. Renwick: —of any financial informa-

tion. That's what you're saying because there

is no public disclosure now, and this bill

says that there will never be any.

Mr. Drea: Nonsense.

Mr. Renwick: All right, deny it if you
will.

Mr. Drea: I just did.

Mr. Renwick: But that's the position of

this government: No financial disclosure of

information by any company, of any kind in

the province of Ontario to the public; no

place where the public can go and get the

information.

Mr. Drea: You discovered The Securities

Act late in life, didn't you?

Mr. Renwick: That's what you're saying, so

far as every company under the jurisdiction
of your ministry is concerned. The only dis-

tinction, the only exception you make is

timely disclosure if you're going to raise

money from the public. That's the only dis-

tinction you make.

Mr. Shore: Whoa, whoa, whoa.

Mr. Chairman: Order.

Mr. Renwick: But most people in this

province do not invest their money in cor-

porations. They buy the products and they

buy the services and they buy the goods
which are provided. They are consumers of

the service. They are not investing capital
in those companies.

Mr. Ferris: You would put a financial state-

ment on every bar of soap.

Mr. Bain: I like that.

Mr. Shore: You could wash yourself with
the statement rather than the soap.

Mr. Wildman: Point of privilege: We have

complained a number of times about the
sound system in the Legislature. It's been

repeated many times. I just want to complain
tonight that there seems to be an echo in

here. When the meml)er for London North

talked, it sounded as if the noise was coming
from over there, and I really wish we could

do something about it.

Mr. Shore: That's a pretty major contribu-

tion you just made.

Mr. Chairman: Order, please.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, there are a

few comments I want to make before this

amendjnent goes to a vote. The Conserva-

tives, of course, have been able to sit back

during the course of this particular debate

and listen to the Liberals do their fighting
for them, but we may as well establish that

if the government party chooses to oppose
this particular amendment, it means it is

opposed to the public's right to know-

Mr. Bain: You bet they are.

Mr. Cassidy: —that's right—basic financial

information which underlies the whole cor-

porate system that we have in this province.
The point has been made, by the Liberals

this time, that they think the aim of this bill

is to reduce form filling and they are in

favour of the reduction of form filling.

Mr. Roy: Bureaucracy.

Mr. Cassidy: They take a bill which re-

quires very basic information to be filed

regularly about companies and they say this

is not a bill about companies, this is a bill

about forms. What has happened is that

they ignore the substance of the bill and are

looking at the forms and nothing more. They
are throwing out the baby with the bath-

water. I would suggest that if they are really

dedicated to reducing the number of forms—

Mr. Ferris: That is an original line.

Mr. Cunningham: You jump in with the

baby and we'll throw you out.

Mr. Cassidy: —if they were really dedicated

to reducing the number of forms, Mr. Chair-

man, they would either have opposed this

bill in its entirety and said no small business

or no big business should have to file any
kind of a corporate return, or they would
have taken the sections one after another

and they would have struck them out all the

way through the bill until there was nothing
left to file at all, once the company was

originally registered.

Mr. Ferris: Surely you jest.

Mr. Cassidy: That is not ridiculous, that is

pr cisely what the Liberal Party is saying.
In fact, Mr. Chairman—
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Mr. Ferris: I don't know where you got

your expertise, Mike.

Mr. Cassidy: In case you don't know, I

was a financial journalist for the Financial

Times of Canada for a number of years. It's

a well known socialist newspaper, as I am
sure you have grasped—

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please.

Mr. Roy: The measure of your expertise
is that you are an NDP member.

Mr. Ruston: No wonder 80 per cent of the

newspapers were wrong as to who would
win the election, if you are one of them.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please. I

wonder if the member might return to debate
the clause by clause, and not be too

repetitious.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, the party on

my left is very rapidly becoming Canada's
first know-nothing party. There's a great and
honourable tradition down in the States and
they are joining in it.

Mr. Breithaupt: We certainly aren't learn-

ing anything from the party on our right.

An hon. member: We will never learn

anything from you.

Mr. Cunningham: This certainly isn't a
credit course.

Interjections.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, the aim of
the bill is obviously to reduce unnecessary
form filling. I would like to see the govern-
ment in fact engage not just on this particular
set of forms but also on the whole range of

other forms which are required of small
business people. Sometimes there are as many
as three and four a week they have to fill

in. Constantly the pressure is on and it is

all done by small businessmen without out-

side help. If Eaton's has to fill in forms, they
hire an extra accountant. If the guy who
runs a small business on Elgin Street in my
riding has to fill out extra forms, it means
he has to spend an extra hour or two on a

Friday evening rather than spend some time
with his wife and kids.

Mr. Breithaupt: It has nothing to do with
this bill.

Mr. Cassidy: These are forms which come
week after week after week. Let's look at

what is being proposed in this particular
amendment. The amendment in the first

place doesn't touch the guy who has a small

business on Elgin Street in my riding, lie-

cause if he is to be required to file, his sales

have to exceed a quarter of a million dollars

a year or the assets have to exceed $100,000.
It has to be substantial.

Second, it requires an audited statement.

Those audited statements will be automati-

cally available for any company of that size

because they will be audited annually. Their

creditors will require them to be audited.

All that is required in terms of effort by a

business aflFected by this particular bill is a

10 cent stamp, an envelope and a trip to

the post ofiice with the 5 o'clock mail in order

to mail it down to Queen's Park, and nothing

more, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Breithaupt: Why do we need it here?

Mr. Cassidy: That is all. Nothing more
than that is required. Yet this is what the

Liberal Party and the government are pre-

pared to wrap themselves around—essential
information which is central to—

Mr. Roy: Why is it essential?

Mr. Cassidy: —the privilege of having a

corporation they would deny for the price of

a 10 cent stamp.

Mr. Breithaupt: It is not worth the 10

cents.

Mr. Cassidy: I think it is, as a matter of

fact. That remark may go down in history

when the public of the member for Water-

loo-

Mr. Breithaupt: Kitchener is the riding.

Mr. Cassidy: —is told that the information

that they seek to protect them in the market-

place wasn't worth the price of a 10 cent

stamp.

I would be very interested to see what
attitude the Liberal Party of Ontario takes

when we get to the question of a freedom

of information Act, Mr. Chairman. We hap-

pen to believe that there should be some

daylight on the operations of the govern-
ment of this province and there should be

some daylight on the operations of the cor-

porate sector in this province-

Mr. Roy: Sure, you would abolish it.

Mr. Cassidy: —and that is what we are

trying to introduce in legislation. But it is

being systematically opposed by the govern-
ment and systematically opposed by the Lib-

eral Party and I think the public of Ontario

can judge whether daylight or night is what

they want for the province.
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Mr. Shore: Which one do you fit into?

Mr. Reid: You are asking him where he

fits, Marvin? You've got to 'be kidding.

'Mr. Makarchuk: Mr. Chairman, I wasn't

intending to get involved in this debate.

However, after I sat here and Hstened to

the Liberals on the one hand claim to be the

friends of the small businessman and on the

other hand be prepared to shaft him immedi-

ately and thoroughly, I can understand some

of the things that have been happening in

this House. They are neither fish nor fowl.

I can understand the problem the member
for London North had. He had an identity

crisis.

Mr. Cunningham: Is he speaking to this

amendment?

Mr. Breithaupt: The member for Ottawa

Centre was wanting it both ways.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please. Per-

haps the hon. member might speak to the

amendment and the section of the bill.

Mr. Makarchuk: The reason I'm up to

speak on this particular amendment is that

yesterday I had a very corporate-looking

gentleman drop into my constituency oflBce.

'Mr. Reid: Did he want to buy your boat,
Mac?

fMr. Breithaupt: How big a corporation did
he have?

Mr. Makarchuk: Ordinarily, my oflBce is

not the gathering place for the corporate
elite.

Mr. Reid: Wanted to buy your boat, eh?

Mr. Cunningham: He is out of order.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please.

Mr. Makarchuk: But they did arrive in

this case. This gentleman was in rather great
distress and the reason he was in distress,
and I hope my friends to the left will listen

to this, is the fact that he was employed by
a firm—a reasonably large-sized firm with as-

sets over $100,000 at least.

Mr. Roy: We don't listen to foolishness.

Mr. Breithaupt: And sales were more than

$250,000.

Mr. Makarchuk: He was persuaded by the

management of the company to invest a
sum of $20,000 in the firm. He was told the
firm was healthy. He did not have an oppor-

tunity to see the details. Of course, this is

what we're trying to do here—ensure that the

financial statements are available. Of course,

they weren't available.

Mr. Reid: He must be NDP. Nobody else

would invest without making sure what was

going on.

'Mr. Makarchuk: I may say this gentleman
used to be a Liberal, anyway.

Interjections.

Mr. Makarchuk: The gentleman in this

particular case put up his house as collateral

and borrowed $20,000, which he gave to the

company to receive 10,000 preferred shares

in the company.

Mr. Ferris: Send him down for the next

campaign.

Mr. Makarchuk: Shortly thereafter the

company went into bankruptcy and the

Clarkson company was appointed as the

liquidator of the assets. The result, of course,
was that the Royal Bank of Canada managed
to get its money, RoyNat certainly also got
its money, and the development corporation

got most of its money. However, this gentle-
man did not get his money. In fact, he's

totally out of tihe picture. He has written to

Clarkson Gordon asking them what happened
to this company. How were the shares distri-

buted? Who collected the shares?

This is the kind of information that should

be made available to the public. This is the

kind of information that we're arguing about

right now. This is the kind of information

that, if it was public, would have let the

gentleman know what was going on inside

that corporation. Obviously you are not pre-

pared to give them that kind of information.

That's the crux right here, that's what the

argument is all about.

An hon. member: Shame on the Liberals.

Mr. Makarchuk: The net result of this, of

course, is he did write to Clarkson Gordon.

I'll just read part of the letter. I'll leave out

the name of the company.

"With reference to business loan to [it

names the company] to the amount of

$20,000 issued by me on April 1, 1975, depo-
sited to the Royal Bank of Canada, main

branch, Brantford:

"With your knowledge of the financial situ-

ation company, please send me a copy of the

financial statement of [name of company], at

the time of deposit of the above-mentioned

money and the statement at the time of fore-
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closure. Since I did not hear from you, I was
not notified as to my status and the where-
abouts of the money. As you know, I have
not received company shares. Therefore the

invested money is legally treated as a loan to

the company. Please let me have your formal

statement by return mail."

Of course, he did receive a letter from
Clarkson Gordon:

"Re [the company again] the Clarkson

Company Limited was appointed receiver

and manager and agent by the Royal Bank,

RoyNat and the Ontario Development Cor-

poration. All the assets of [name of company]
have been pledged to these parties and on
their behalf we are reahzing on the assets.

"The amount recovered is not sufficient to

pay off secured creditors and each will there-

fore suffer a significant shortfall. Unfortun-

ately, this also means there are no funds
available for the unsecured creditor like your-
self. We have now completed our assignment
with [company again] and therefore we
suggest you look to the company for copies
of financial statements."

Of course, he's looked all over for copies
of financial statements. He's looked all over
to find out where the shares went and he's in

a very desperate situation. Now the bank has
called the loan on his house. He is out of a

jol^ and has no way to pay for his home. He
has a family to support. Here is a reliable

citizen who believes in the private enterprise

system, I presume. (I never asked him that

question or how strongly he believes in it or

whatever it is.

[9:30]

Mr. Angus: He may not beheve it any
more.

Mr. Makarchuk: He was prepared to work.
He took the chances. He was prepared to
contribute and he invested his money. Be-
cause the information was lacking, he is out
and also, because there is nothing to persuade
either Clarkson or the company or anybody
else to tell him, he just doesn't know where
to go. They said he could go and get a

lawyer. He discussed it with a few laviyers
and they said if he put up $1,000 immedi-

ately. They look after things very well for

themselves, I must admit.

Mr. Shore: Tell him to call me. I'll help
him out.

Mr. Makarchuk: Yes, I am sure you will. I

am sure you will.

Mr. Cassidy: Then vote for tlie amend-
ment.

Mr. Makarchuk: But, anyway, he can't

afford that so he's out. This is a good
example of the kind of service that can be
done by legislation to people like this man.
And you sit there and laugh and chortle

about the whole thiag. I think it's disgusting.

Mr. Roy: Don't be crazy.

Mr. Makarchuk: You are totally irrelevant

to the functioning of this house.

Mr. Chairman: Order, please.

Mr. Makarchuk: You have people who are

prepared to do something and all the}- ask

is a fair chance, and you are not even pre-

pared to give that to them.

Mr. Roy: God, you are foolish.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Breithaupt: The member for Brant-

ford (Mr. Makarchuk) has given us a situa-

tion which is indeed an unfortunate one and
I don't quarrel with that in the slightest.

Mr. Bain: But you are not going to do any-

thing to see it doesn't happen in the future.

Mr. Breithaupt: But I say that the form of

this amendment would have done nothing
and would do nothing to resolve that prob-
lem any time in the future. The member for

Bramtford has said that this person to Whom
he referred apparently was working and in-

volved in a certain company and apparently
this person was not aware of loans to the

Ontario Development Corporation, to heavy
indebtedness to the bank and to the whole
diiBcuk situation in which this company hap-

pened to find itself.

I suggest to the member for Brantford that

if this company had filed financial informa-

tion that might now be almost a year old,

shall we say, or perhaps even a year and a

half old, it would give the investor, the

person that had come to him, no more infor-

mation than he should have found out on

his own if he was going to invest money in

the company. While I regret that this person
has lost funds, I see no advantage to be given

by having every corporation file information

that will not be used either in the ordinary
case or even rarely in exceptions.

The problem and the serious problem that

you have presented to the House is one
which will not be resolved in my view by this

particular amendment. I simply do not see

how a lot of out-of-date information filed

annually will prevent a difficult situation from

happening to a certain individual. I just don't

see the benefit that would flow from this
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amendment to a person who is choosing, as

you say, to take a chance and involve himself

in a certain financial situation. Of course, he

should have received that information. He
should have had it in great depth and indeed

in greater depth than even tliis amendment
would' call for, but I don't see how this

amendment would have resolved that very
unfortunate problem.

Mr. Renwick: Just a brief note, I think the

member for Kitchener would clearly imder-

stand that the public and timely disclosure of

financial information for public consumption
is a great inducement to honesty, and that's

what happens when you make public dis-

closure. People are careful. People are honest

if people are required to disclose. The infor-

mation may be old but at least it's honest and

at least it is available.

Mr. Reid: How do you know? Who is go-

ing to check it?

Mr. Renwick: Who is going to check it?

Most of the statements would be audited b\

financial auditing firms of chartered accoun-

tants w'ho have professional reputations in-

voKcd in it. It is just that simple.

Mr. Reid: It is a year old. It is like cold

potatoes.

Mr. Renwick: That's why we have gone
the route of public timely disclosure under

The Securities Act. It is a tremendous in-

ducement to honesty. I say that as an endeav-

our to answer the comment made by the

member for Kitchener alx)ut the pitiful situa-

tion which my colleague, the member for

Brantford, detailed to the House.

Mr. Makarchuk: On that same point, 1

think that if the member for Kitchener is so

convinced that this information wouldn't

help, I'd like to see him talk to the gentle-

man about this. I'm sure he would tell you
that you really don't know what \'Ou're talk-

ing about.

The information may have been, at the

most, a year old. But even with information

that's a year old, if youVe involved in a

company, as my colleague from Riverdalc

pointed out, there's a desire, shall we say a

legislative force, to stick to honesty. But even
with information a year old, if you're going
to in\'e.st money in something it's helpful in-

formation, it's useful information. Although
it may not help to resolve all problems or

prevent similar incidents from happening in

all cases, I'll guarantee you that it will help
in very many cases. And if we're going to err,

\\'hether we introduce legislation of this na-

tiure or not we have to err on the side where
we can help this kind of an individual.

Mr. Chairman: If there's no other member
who wishes to participate in the debate,

perhaps the member for Scarborough Centre?

Mr. Drea: Mr. Chairman, the arguments
have been made for more than an hour on

this. I don't think I could' add anything to

it. We won't accept that proposed amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman: All those in favour of Mr.

Cassidy's amendment will please say "aye."

All those opposed will please say "nay."

In my opinion, the motion is lost.

It is stacked.

Anv other comments or amendments to any
other section of the bill? If so, which one?

No others?

Mr. Breithaupt: I was wondering if we
could at l(\ast put the other two bills before

the committee, so that if there happened to

be amendments they could be dealt with

and, hopefully, we would be able to resolve

everything with one voting practice this

evening.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Chairman, I don't think

there'll be any amendments to Bill 137 or

Bill 138.

Mr. Lewis: Just on principle we will invent

one.

Mr. Drea: If you have one they're both

ancillary to this. One deals with share capital

and one without.

BUSINESS CORPORATIONS
AMENDMENT ACT

House in committee on Bill 137, An Act

to amend The Business Corporations Act.

Sections 1 to 3, inclusive, agreed to.

Bill 137 reported.

CORPORATIONS AMENDMENT ACT

House in committee on Bill 138, An Act to

amend The Corporations Act.

Sections 1 to 3, inclusive, agreed to.

Bill 138 reported.
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CORPORATIONS INFORMATION ACT
(concluded)

The committee divided on Mr. Angus's
cimendment to add a clause (g) to section

3(1), which was negatived on the following
vote:

Ayes 24; nays 47.

The committee divided on Mr. Cassidy's

amendment to section 3(4), which was nega-
tived on the same vote.

Section 3, as amended, agreed to.

Bill 136, as amended, reported.

On motion by Hon. Mr. Auld, the com-
mittee of the whole House reported two l)il]s

with amendments and two Ijills without

amendment.

MUNICIPAL AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Norton, on behalf of Hon. Mr.

McKeough, moved second reading of Bill

149, An Act to amend The Municipal Act.

Mr. Swart: Mr. Speaker, I want to make
some comments on this l)ill and to say im-

mediately that we intend to support the l)ill

for the purpose of getting it to a committee
of the House, where we hope to make some
amendments. I think it's fair to say that

there are some desirable trends in this bill:

first of all, to giving more authority to local

councils-

Mr. Kennedy: Are you opposed to this

l)ill?

Mr. Swart: —and, second, to making local

government a bit more democratic by re-

moving the two-thirds and, in some cases, the

three-fourths \'ote that it takes to pass or

change municipal legislation.

This bill also has some merit in that it

corrects some things that were wrong in

legislation. In fact, it corrects one mistake
that was made by the government last >'car.

I want to make the point very clearly, with

regard to this bill and the other municipal
bills that we'll be dealing with and with

regard to the planning bill we dealt with

today. Bill 130, that there has not been ade-

tiuate consultation with the municipalities
and with their organizations.

Mr. Bain: That's their usual method.

Mr. Swart: They have asked for this year
after year. At the PMLC meeting which was
held two weeks ago tomorrow, I believe it

was, there was criticism made there by the

chairman of the regional municipahty of

Ottawa-Carleton about inadequate consulta-

tion and inadequate notification. There was

some sort of assurance given him that there

would be more time given for consideration

by the municipal organizations. Then I

found out today that at least one of the

major organizations received a copy of Bill

130 just yesterday at the same time as they
received copies of the municipal bills with

which we are dealing tonight.

I suggest this is not good enough if we
want to deal fairly with local government.
I ask the parliamentary assistant, because

he seems to be handling these bills, if he will

assure there is adequate time between the

second reading and the clause-by-clause dis-

cussion of these bills, so the municipalities
and their organizations have an adequate

opportunity' to make input to these bills.

Mr. Lewis: Withdraw your juggernaut
tactics.

Mr. Swart: I also want to say that I have

come to the conclusion during the ISH
months I've been in this House that the

Tre -surer (Mr. McKeough) gives very low

priorit}' to municipal matters. He, of course,

is the minister of almost everything, but to

the best of my knowledge, and I think I am
right, he has not been in this House on one

occasion in those 13^'2 months when a munic-

ipal bill has been discussed.

Mr. Lewis: It is beneath his dignity.

Mr. Swart: This is no reflection on the

member for Kingston and the Islands (Mr.

Norton), but I suggest that—

Mr. Bain: Not meaning to criticize the

member for Kingston and the Islands.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The member
for Welland-Thorold only. Thank you.

Mr. Swart: I suggest the Premier {\h\

Da\ is) perhaps should give some considera-

tion to making him Minister of Municipal
Affairs-

Mr. Bain: He is already. That's the next

announcement.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Swart: —rather than just having the

man who's supposed to be the minister con-

stantly opting out.

Mr. Lewis: What does it feel like to be

the lackey to the Duke of Chatham-Kent?
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iMr. Norton: It's a gieat experience.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Wel-

land-Thorold.

Mr. Swart: I have to say that I strongly

support the section of this bill which pro-

vides for a municipal code rather than hav-

ing individual bylaws on every issue in a

municipality. This is done in a number of

states in the United States very successfully.

It was instituted in this country, I believe, in

Kitimat-I think I'm correct in saying that—

and now it has been asked for by the

regional municipality of Peel. I think it's a

move in the right direction. It eliminates a

lot of repetition of definitions in 40 or 50 or

100 different bills and it consolidates those

bills into one code. I suggest it is very

valuable.

I think, perhaps too, I support and om*

party supports the proposal to extend the

terms of debentures on disposal systems and

on road equipment, doubling the time in

which they can pay for these. I would like

to point out, though, I am very suspicious

of the pnotives for it. The government more
and more is going deeper and deeper in

debt, and seems to be encouraging the

municipalities to do the same sort of thing.

There is at least one other section of this

bill which does the same thing—makes it

possible, in fact almost compels municipali-
ties to go deeper in debt.

There is a section of Bill 149 which per-

mits municipalities with a population of over

20,000 to change the interest rate and cer-

tain other things on unsold debentiures—at

least to vary it from the approval that was

given by the Ontario Municipal Board to

one-half of one per cent, without having to

go back to the Ontario Municipal Board for

the second time to make that change.

I want to say that we in our party can't

su]>port the apparent philosophy behind this.

Somehow or other the council of a munici-

pality of under 20,000 is not capable of

making a decision on its own as to whether it

wants to vary interest rates by one-half of

one per cent. Surely if you have that protec-
tion in the bill where they cannot vary it

more than one-half of one per cent without

getting approval of the Ontario Municipal
Board, you should not require all municipal-
ities under a population of 20,000—1 would

point out that that is about 740 of tlie 800

municipalities in this province—that they
must go back to the Ontario Municipal Board,
have the lengthy delay which sometimes runs

—and I am sure the member for Kingston
and the Islands knows—into six or eight

months, to make a variation perhaps of only

one-quarter of one per cent in the interest

rate for debentures.

Surely you cim reconsider that and perhaps
l)ring in an amendment on your own to give
all municipalities permission to make that

slight variation without having to go to the

Ontario Municipal Board. I suggest that

somehow or other that seems to be an indi-

cation on the part of the government that

bigness is good. If you are big and powerful
we will let you do these things on your own,
but if )'Ou are a small municipality, those

members of the council don't have the

wisdom and the good common sense that

councils have in municipalities with popula-
tions over 20,000. It's the same sort of belief

that I think has caused the government of

this province to get into regional government
on a massive scale and of a massive size.

I notice too that they are going to rescind

the requirement for municipahties to give

security of loans from the development cor-

porations. I believe that was just passed last

spring. Now that is going to be rescinded

and I commend the government for doing
that.

Mr. Speaker: Does the hon. member have
much more to contribute to this debate?

Mr. Swart: Yes, I have about 10 more

minutes, Mr. Speaker.

On motion by Mr. Swart, the debate was

adjourned.

Hon. Mr. Auld: Mr. Speaker, before

moving the adjournment of the House 1

would just inform the House that tomorrow

morning we will have budget debate.

On motion by Hon. Mr. Auld, the House

adjourned at 10:30 p.m.
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The House met at 10 a.m.

Prayers.

Mr. Speaker: Statements by the ministry.

CONDOMINIUM HOME OWNERSHIP

Hon. Mr. Handleman: I would like to in-

form the members that the government is

establishing a new interministerial committee
to examine and make recommendations into

the problems of condominium home owner-

ship in the province of Ontario. The Ministry
of Consumer and Commercial Relations plans
to draw on resource personnel from the minis-

tries of Housing, Revenue and TEIGA. An
independent consultant from outside govern-
ment will be engaged to act as co-ordinator.

It is hoped that the individual condominium
associations across this province can be

brought together and that the resulting input
will help us to analyse the situation in order

to arrive at workable solutions.

The concept of condominium living is a

desirable one which ofiFers advantages con-

sistent with the lifestyles and financial cap-
abilities of a significant percentage of the

residents of Ontario. But we must also accept
that there are a number of problems which
must be overcome if the full potential oflFered

by this type of accommodation is to be
realized. It is to overcome some of the

obstacles which have surfaced in the past
several months that we feel this study is

needed and is needed immediately. No doubt
most of the members are aware of some of

the difiBculties with respect to condominium

ownership, but I would like to outline briefly

the more important aspects of the study.

First, there are delays in registration. Oc-

cupancy charges are often considerably higher
than rent for equivalent accommodation.
There are delays by all levels of government
in granting approval for construction and

registration. There has been indicated a lack

of managerial experience on the part of

boards of directors of condominiums. There
have been a number of municipal servicing
deficiencies. There have been problems aris-

ing from excess volumes of rental units in

condominiums. The market has indicated that
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there are sales practices being used which

ignore condominium legislation and which
could tend to mislead purchasers.

There have been steep increases in mainte-

nance costs after the guaranteed first-year

period. We have evidence that some devel-

opers are entering into contracts which are

not in the best interests of future owners.

These are just some of the areas the com-
mittee will examine to make this growing and

important form of residential development
work for the people of the province.

Mr. Cassidy: Where have you been for the

last five years?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: We've considered

the possibility of convening an Ontario con-

ference on condominium problems, where
condominium associations, developers, munic-

ipalities, representatives from the ministries,

the legal profession and other interested

groups or individuals would meet for the first

time for full disclosure of the issues. The con-

dominium concept will alter significantly the

lifestyle of future generations and we owe it

to the present and future condominium
owners to ensiure that their quality of life and
their financial investment will be protected.

The committee we are announcing today is

vitally important to ensure that the transition

is conducted in an orderly and logical fashion.

Mr. Cassidy: Like Paul on the way to

Tarsus.

Mr. Speaker: Oral questions.

TRAINING SCHOOL DEATH

Mr. Lewis: I have an opening question for

the Provincial Secretary for Social Develop-
ment. Maybe I could recount something

briefly and ask her a question about it. Be-

cause I was confused about her information

yesterday, given to the Legislature about the

Norma Dean case, I phoned the judge this,

morning.

Mr. Reid: You are talking to judges?

Mr. Yakabuski: Dangerous.
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Mr. Lewis: Without compromising him and
after the event. I believe the judgement was
out. Alas, I once knew him. I asked about
the disposition which perplexed me yesterday.
I'd like the minister to explain something. In

the last part of the transcript of the July 7—
I do not have the transcript and I couldn't

have got it; only the Attorney General (Mr.

McMurtry) can I gather—disposing of this

case, the following words appear from Judge
Fisher: "I would think probably in my view
that Norma should not go to a training
school. I think that would be a bad mistake.
I am not an expert in this area, but my feel-

ing is that it would not be my recommenda-
tion that she should go to a training school

at all."

That is then confirmed by the mother, ac-

ceded to by the experts, and Oakville Recep-
tion and Assessment Centre is chosen. Can the
minister explain to me why that terribly per-
tinent fact, involved in all of the events

preceding Norma, was not shared with the
House yesterday?

Hon. Mrs. Birch: I think there are many
events that have not been explicitly explained.
That will all be dealt with at a public in-

quest, where people will be subpoenaed and
under oath will be asked to testify. I feel

very strongly about it and I am most disap-
pointed in the Leader of the Opposition. I

gave him information which he agreed to

keep confidential. He discussed some of that
information with the press yesterday.

Mr. Lewis: Yes.

Hon. Mrs. Birch: At this point, I'm going
to advise the opposition and everyone else

that I am not going to answer any more
questions that specifically deal with this case
until after the inquest has been held. I'm

perfectly willing to discuss the broad impli-
cations of the system. But I refuse to answer
any more questions about this young girl and
this unfortunate incident.

POINT OF PRIVILEGE

Mr. Lewis: On a point of personal priv-

ilege, Mr. Speaker, the minister will recall

that yesterday the leader of the Liberal Party
asked her a question about the waiting period
for Youthdale, which was not in her state-

ment but in what she had given to us, and
which obviously didn't compromise anything
to do with the young girl. Outside I simply

expanded on the Youthdale point, to talk

about the four-phase rural system, revealing

nothing in effect that hadn't been discussed
in the House and to which she had re-

sponded. With great respect, the details were
not shared—I want the minister to know that

—except on that one point, and I asked the

question this morning only because it seemed
to me an important matter was omitted from
the record yesterday. I will leave it at that,

Mr. Speaker.

Hon. Mrs. Birch: I hope so.

KRAUSS-MAFFEI

Mr. Lewis: Perhaps I can ask the Treasurer

whether he is aware that in the 1975 cor-

porate report of the Urban Transportation

Development Corporation Limited there is an
effective write-off of the Krauss-MafiFei licence

of over $5 million paid from the UTDC and,
since we were supposed to emerge from the

whole Krauss-Maffei relationship without a

loss, how do we account for the loss of in

excess of $5 million?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I think that is a

question that should be directed to the Min-
ister of Transportation and Communications

(Mr. Snow).

Mr. Lewis: I will certainly redirect it on

Monday, if I may.

OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH

Mr. Lewis: I have a question for the

Minister of Labour. Some time in September
—around September 20, if memory serves me
—the minister indicated that Ontario was

turning its guidelines into standards for the

threshold limit values set up in hazardous

work places. Can she explain to the Legis-
lature the difference between a standard and
a guideline as it affects the workers in those

work places now? What has the qualitative
difference been?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, as the

hon. member knows, there isn't any difference

in the levels which are established, because

indeed we have accepted the American Con-
ference of Industrial Hygienists' levels or

TLVs as guidelines in the past. However, it

is not possible to enforce a guideline as

vigorously as one can enforce a standard.

While I recognize there is debate amongst
the experts throughout many of the states

and the provinces regarding the use of TLVs
as standards, the ministry beheves that in-

deed it would be more effective in its role in
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the enforcement of the threshold limit values

if they were established as standards rather

than as guidelines at the fnoment. It does not

mean that those guidelines are rigid or that

they Ccmnot be changed because indeed, as

knowledge increases, they must be changed.

They will be standards which we can use to

enforce legislation in a rather more effective

manner than we can if they are simply left

as guidehnes,

Mr. Lewis: By way of supplementary and

by way of example, since in the area of the

coke ovens—by virtue of her ministry's own

reports—the exposure levels to which the

workers are subject now in Algoma, in Stelco

and in Dofasco are several tiines greater

than the ministry's standards—not its guide-
lines, but its standards—what is the difference

in the enforcement procedures?

Hon. B. Stephenson: The difference in the

enforcement procedure will be the issuance

of orders and the rate of compliance by the

employers to those orders. This we will be

ai)le to enforce more vigorously.

Mr. Lewis: Let me ask the logical sup-

plementary: Now that the standards have

been in place for more than a month, for

six weeks or so, have there been any orders

issued for compliance with any penalties

attached, let us say in the coke oven area?

Hon. B. Stephenson: To my knowledge,
not in the coke oven area at this time. What
we are attempting to do is to provide all of

the relevant employers and the companies'
establishments with a list of standards relat-

ing to their specific establishments so that

they will be aware of them and of the fact

that they are to be enforceable standards.

Mr. Lewis: I really hadn't intended to

pursue it, but surely the minister is not sug-

gesting that since the standard is the same
as the guideline, and they knew the guideHne
before, there will be any revelation in the

list which is revealed to them. I ask again,
since the minister has made what she called

at the time a major pronouncement in the

field of occupational health, is she in fact

going to issue specific orders with require-
ments attached since the ministry's standards
are now being violated?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, orders

most certainly will be directed to those com-
panies.

Mr. Lewis: Thank you.

Mr. Speaker: Any further questions?

[10:15]

GRAVEL PITS APPEAL

Mr. Lewis: I must admit that I guess I

have just one further question. I don't know
whether it should be to the Chairman of the

Manage^nent Board or the Chairman of

Cabinet. I think to the Chairman of Cabinet,
if I may. That is not a matter of personal

preference, just a matter of logic.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Since when did logic in-

fluence you?

Mr. Lewis: Has he yet decided on the

appeal around the gravel pit licences in the

Erin area?

Hon. Mr. Davis: No.

Mr. Lewis: I didn't ask the Premier; I

asked the Chairman of Cabinet, Mr. Speaker.
I don't have to be heckled.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am just telling you.

Mr. Lewis: Is the Chairman of Cabinet

deferring to the Prepiier?

Hon. Mr. Brunelle: You heard the Premier's

Mr. Lewis: May I ask someone by way of

supplementary: Is the minister going to sub-

mit to the arguments being made even by
the back-bench Tory member who represents

Wellington-Dufferin-Peel (Mr. Johnson) that

the Minister of Natural Resources (xVIr.

Bernier) was wrong in authorizing both

licences, and at the very most only one should

be issued, preferably none at all? Is he

taking that recommendation into consider-

ation?

Hon. Mr. Brunelle: I think the matter is

still being considered.

Mr. Lewis: But the minister wouldn't leave

his member hanging on a limb as he left him
for the last several months?

No further questions, Mr. Speaker.

APPOINTMENT OF STATUS OF
WOMEN COUNCIL CHAIRMAN

Mr. Breithaupt: First of all, Mr. Speaker,
a question to the Premier.

Mr. Breaugh: Here is another one.

Mr. Breithaupt: Can the Premier advise us

when we might expect his announcement

concerning the chairpersonship of the Onta-

rio Status of Women Council, and whether
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the Premier intends to appoint the acting

chairman as permanent chairman?

Hon. Mr. Davis: That matter, Mr. Speak-

er, is currently being considered by the gov-
ernment and I anticipate there will be an

announcement in the rel'attively near future.

Mr. Raid: Bring back Laura.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You want Laura back I

think.

Mr. Nixon: Maybe you should promote
Margaret to that.

Mr. Cassidy: There are nine vacancies

on that council.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I have news for you,

Michael; you don't quahfy for that.

Mr. Cassidy: Neither do you.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Nothing would surprise

COST OF VIKING HOME REFERRALS

Mr. Breithaupt: A question to the Minis-

ter of Community and Social Services, Mr.

Speaker.

Considering the large bill that the region
of Peel is faced' with, nearly $1 million this

year alone, due to the referrals to the Viking

Homes, is he considering any changes in

the financial structure which would relieve

some of this financial pressure on the region?

Hon. Mr. Taylor: Yes.

Mr. Breithaupt: Can the minister advise

when he might report to us on those

changes?

Hon. Mr. Taylor: When any change is

worked out it will be announced at that time.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We might even announce
it to the region of Peel.

Mr. Breithaupt: I am sure that would be
well received in the region of Peel, Mr.

Speaker.

BROWNDALE OPERATIONS

Mr. Breithaupt: A question of the Attorney

General, Mr. Speaker.

Can the Attorney General advise us what

steps he has taken to investigate the situa-

tion brought forward by the member for

St, George regarding the possible assessments

of the Peel family court of Browndale, and
the resulting placement in Viking Homes
which has financial and other ties to Brown-
dale?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: As the member
knows, Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Mancini: Steve is one of the share-

holders.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: —there is an ongoing

investigation into the financial affairs- of

Browndale. Dealing specifically with the hon.

member's question, as I explained to the

member for St. George (Mrs. Campbell) the

matter of referrals by a family court judge
is a matter solely within the jurisdiction of a

family court judge. The Ministry of the

Attorney General has absoltitely no authority
either to advise, direct or otherwise inter-

fere with the judge's discretion in that re-

gard. Obviously this is well understood or

should be by iJie member for St. George in

view of her own experience.

BIG DADDY TV

Mr. Breithaupt: A question of the Minister

of Consumer and Commercial Relations with

respect to the Big Daddy TV situation we
have read about.

Mr. Held: Do you own that?

Mr. Breithaupt: Why has he chosen to

issue a cease and desist order against the

owner rather than actually fining the com-

pany with respect to the unfair practices
toward consumers which have apparently
taken place?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, it has

always been our policy to get voluntary com-

pliance if possible from companies rather

than hit them over the head with a big stick.

If we can get the marketplace cleaned up I

think it is far more constructive than getting
a $2,000 fine out of a company, which does

nothing for the consumer.

Mr. Breithaupt: Is it correct that the cease

and desist orders are being issued rather than

charges being laid because the wording of

the business practices legislation makes it

very difficult to show that the company has

knowingly performed an unfair business prac-
tice?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: I think it would
be obvious to the hon. member that those

kind of things are difficult to prove in court.
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However, we have not hesitated to proceed
with prosecutions where cease and desist

orders are defied or voluntary compliance is

not obtained.

CLOSURE OF ARENAS

Mr. Breithaupt: I have a question of the

Minister of Labour with respect to the com-

munity arena situation. Is the minister aware

of a report by an engineering firm in Burling-

ton that various structural changes can be

made to redesign some of these structurally

deficient community arenas at five to 10 per
cent of the replacement cost which is now
going to be undertaken? Has the minister

any information that can confirm or deny
that, so as to benefit the various communities

that are hit with these problems?

Hon. B. Stephenson: We have had reports

from at least one or two consulting engineer-

ing firms recommending certain types of

structural change which they believe would
ensure that the structures would meet the

National Building Code. I believe this infor-

mation has also been distributed to the

various communities by the consulting firms

and some of the communities are looking at

this quite carefully at the moment.

Mr. Reid: Supplementary: Will the minis-

ter consider reimbursing, perhaps through

Wintario, the small towns in the province
under perhaps 10,000 people for the cost of

the engineering studies that have been done?
Is the minister aware that for some of the

small communities and the privately owned

non-profit arenas the very cost of the

engineering costs has added an economic

hardship on these places?

Hon. B. Stephenson: As I'm sure the hon.

member for Rainy River is aware, the require-
ment to obtain the engineering studies has

been known to each of these arena owners
for the last six years.

Mr. Reid: They don't have the money.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I think it's entirely

possible that they might have budgeted over

those six years for the cost of providing the

service. It is indeed the responsibility of the

community under the Act to engage the en-

gineer and to reimburse the engineer. If the

member is looking for extra funds to do this,

I will most certainly inquire of the Minister

of Culture and Recreation (Mr. Welch)
whether he might ask Wintario to consider

this activity.

Mr. Deans: I perhaps don't understand

this, but have the recommendations made by
the three or four engineering firms that the

minister is speaking of, received the approval
of the Ministry of Labour in terms of the

appropriateness and safety of the arenas that

are in question?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I did not say that.

Mr. Deans: I did not say she did.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I said that the sugges-
tion had been made to the ministry and it's

being reviewed at this time by the construc-

tion safety branch. At the same time, I be-

lieve that at least one of these engineering

consulting firms has informed many of the

arena owners of the idea as well, and I think

they are considering it.

TUITION FEES

Mr. Warner: I have a question for the Min-
ister of Colleges and Universities. Will the

governement continue to reveal policy and

political decisions via the Toronto Sun,
or will the House be formally advised about
tuition fee increases before National Students

Day, which is next Tuesday?

Hon. Mr. Parrott: I would have thought
that question would have been more appro-

priately addressed to the editor of the To-
ronto Sun.

Mr. Lewis: His hands are full of the

Scientologists. Let the minister answer the

question.

Mr. Ruston: Ask Claire Hoy.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Is there a sup-

plementary?

Mr. Warner: Yes. I would like to know if

the minister is going to continue to hide until

after National Students Day, or will he make
a statement today as to what the fee in-

creases will be?

Hon. Mr. Parrott: I would think that the

member for Scarborough-Ellesmere would

agree with me that perhaps I've been as

visible on campus as he has been, and I

know that's been considerable. It if comes to

the hours in the bear pit, I think I've set a

record, and I'm pleased to do so.

Mr. Lewis: No, you're v^ong.

Mr. Reid: The score is Christians 100;

bears 0.
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Hon. Mr. Parrott: It's a part of being the

Minister of Colleges and Universities and I'll

continue to address myself to the problems
of the students. Let me assure the member
that we are hiding behind no one. When the

final decision is possible, and I'm working at

that as actively as I possibly can at this time,

I will make an announcement in this House,
which seems to me the appropriate place to

announce government policy.

Mr. Cassidy: You will delay it until after

Students Day.

WASTE RECOVERY

Mr. Reed: Mr. Speaker, I have a question
for the Minister of the Environment. Upon
confirmation of reports that traces of the

potentially dangerous chemical Mirex are

seeping into the Credit River from landfill

sites beside the river, would the minister now
be prepared to raise substantially his min-

istry's priorities on the development of 100

per cent solid waste recovery systems and
would he be prepared to facilitate a commit-
ment by Halton region towards solid waste

recovery through an increase in assistance for

such a project?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, as I've in-

dicated before in the House, the region of

Halton has made an application for a re-

source recovery plant as one of three pro-
posals. We have replied to that and indicated

the various costs involved in the diflFerent

types of plant. We have indicated that if they
want to go ahead with either one of the

three, we would be prepared to do the neces-

sary design and finance the plant under our

present arrangements.

Present arrangements are that we will pay
the full capital cost of that plant and charge
back 50 per cent over a 40-year amortization

period. The region would be required to

provide the site for the plant. We think that

is an attractive enough proposition for mu-
nicipalities to get into the resource reclama-
tion field rather than relying entirely on land-

fill sites. The cost of land in establishing
landfill sites and the objections from various

groups make the proposal of reclamation

plants even more attractive now.

Mr. Reed: Supplementary: Regarding the
chemical Mirex and its reported possibility of

seepage into the Credit River, can the min-
ister give the House a status report on his

investigations at the present time?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: It's rather ironical that the
hon. member would tie in the news report

regarding the plant in Georgetown and the

necessity for a sanitary landfill site. As far

as we're concerned, there isn't a problem
from the disposal of Mirex in the George-
town area. The concern mentioned by a Mr.

Johnston really isn't a legitimate concern.

First of all, it isn't Mirex; it's Dechlorane,
which is a plasticizer rather than a pesticide.
We're not aware that the company has been

dumping the residue of that particular chem-
ical at a sanitary landfil site. However, be-

cause of the concern expressed by Mr. John-
ston, we are, in fact, monitoring that landfill

site to make sure that there isn't any leaching
of any kind into the Credit River. We're quite
sure there isn't.

If there's any problem, it would be from
the efiluent that might come from the plant
in its sewage disposal. But certainly we're

monitoring any waste that may have been

disposed of by the company to see if. in fact,

Dechlorane may be in some way aff^ecting

fish life.

Mr. Lewis: A brief supplementar\', if I

may: Since we know, from the scientific com-

munity, the possible consequences of De-
chlorane and its relationship with potential

cancer, why is Dechlorane Plus being used

now in Ontario on the same chemical base,

I understand, without a careful investigation

by the ministry of the composition of the

toxic compound?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: My understanding is that

where Dechlorane Plus is used—and it is

used in very small quantities, probably by
about three different companies-

Mr. Lewis: It doesn't take much.

Hon. Mr. K^rr: —it does not, in fact, have
the same deleterious effects on fish. It does
not have the same chemical compounds that

have caused the problem in fish life. That's

the information that I'm getting.

Mr. Lewis: Has the ministry investigated?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Yes, Our people are investi-

gating and that is the information I'm getting.

TORONTO REFINERS AND
SMELTERS LIMITED

Mr. McClellan: Mr. Speaker, I have a ques-
tion for the Minister of the Environment with

respect to the clean-up programme at Toronto
Refiners and Smelters. Could the minister

explain what is the sense or purpose of the

current soil replacement programme in the

Niagara area undertaken by Ontario Hy-
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dro, when. No. 1, successive delays in pol-
lution abatement enforcement means that the

companies are s'till polluting unchecked in

the area; No. 2, backup emission control de-

vices are still not required of the company;
and No. 3, and perhaps most inexplicable,
the soil replacement involves only residual

properties and leaves untouched a number of

non-residential lots which are highly con-

taminated and are themselves a source of

further lead contamination?

[10:30]

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, the lead com-

panies are all under control orders.

Mr. McClellan: Buildings are not.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Since the discovery of lead

emissions in that area, I believe about three

years ago, the companies have been required
to install certain types of abatement equip-
ment, emission control equipment. They are

onslreiim as far as their timetable is con-

cerned.

Only Toronto Lead—and the member read

alx)ut a stack in an article this week— is hav-

ing problems meeting a deadline for a stack

because of the 45-£eet by-law a^ well as

getting the necessary material. These com-

panies are on a timetable.

There are two factors here we're dealing
with. One is treating the emissions, cleaning

up the emissions, reducing the contamination
from emissions and at the same time there is

the (juestion of replacing the contaminated
soil.

There's a committee, as the member knows;
I ]:)elie\e it had a meeting last night. There's

another one on November 25 at which time
there'll be a public meeting, indicating the

number of properties which are affected,
which will be cleaned up and when it will

be done. It has to be done at a time when
the property and the shrubbery won't be dis-

turbed or gardens won't be disturbed; some-
time in the early spring. That will be done.

The list of homes would be, I would think,
a first step. The concern is residential proper-
ties. I'm not sure if we should clean up indus-

trial or commercial properties and pubhc
thoroughfares—that may be a very expensive
proposition. At least we're dealing with tihe

residential properties in light of the recom-
mendation of the task force on the lead

hearings.

Mr. McClellan: By way of a supplementary:
Can the minister guarantee that there will be
no more delays granted to the company in

installing pollution abatement equipment?
No. 2. surely, if we're going to replace soil,

we should replace aU contaminated soil be-
cause contaminated soil is itself a source of

further contamination.

Mr. Speaker: Is that a question or a debate?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: There will be no further

delays as far as the Toronto Refiners and
Smelters Limited is concerned. The end of

January next year is the final change in the

compliance date.

The concern expressed by the task force as

a result of these lead hearings was that in

some way people could be contaminated by
putting their hands in the soil and getting it

close to their mouths in some way. That's

why the concern was directed strictly to resi-

dential property, particularly as it affects

children, for example.

There wasn't any recommendation regard-

ing commercial or industrial property. The
f;oil has to contaminate an individual directly

in some way and it has to be a rather sub-

stantial amount. However, I'm not precluding
that that won't be considered. That's the

reason we have this committee, lit may very
well go l)eyond the recommendations of the

report.

TELEPHONE RATES

Mr. Sargent: Mr. Speaker, I have a ques-
tion of the Minister of Transportation and

Communications; probably this should have

gone to the Minister of Consumer and Com-
mercial Relations.

Regarding the Ontario Telephone Service

Commission, in view of the fact that the

pending application for rate increases could

cost Ontario phone users about a half a bil-

lion dollars in this current increase, why are

the 40 independent telephone systems in On-
tario under the ministry forced to go through
public hearings for rate increases? There are

4 8 million or five million phone users in On-
tario with Bell, which has an exclusive fran-

chise but doesn't have to go through hearings
under the ministry. Why is that? And does

the minister plan to operate it properly and

hold a public hearing for these increases?

Hon. Mr. Snow: First of all, Mr. Speaker,
there are two methods of regulating the tele-

phone industry in Canada; one is under

provincial regulation and one is under federal

regulation. In Ontario there are 39 independ-
ent telephone companies, three or four of

which are Bell subsidiaries, but they are

totally operated within the confines of the

province of Ontario and come under regula-
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tion of the Ontario Telephone Services Com-
mission.

Bell operates in both Ontario and Quebec
and comes under the regulation of the

federal body. They have to make their appli-

cation for rate increases and prove the neces-

sity of those rate increases to the federal

regulating authority, the same as the inde-

pendent telephone companies within Ontario

make their representations to the Ontario

Telephone Services Commission.

The Ontario Telephone Services Copimis-
sion has no jurisdiction over Bell as it is

regulated federally. The only input we have
is by making representations on behalf of

the people of Ontario before the federal

regulating body, which we will be doing.

Mr. Sargent: Supplementary: The report

says that Bell has an exclusive franchise from
the government, and it isn't very meaningful
if the exclusive franchise means we cannot

rule on the increases.

Mr. Speaker: Is there a question?

Mr. Sargent: Yes, sir. The question is then,
what does the exclusive franchise mean? It

is not meaningful, is it, if we can't rule on
their increases or control their prices?

Hon. Mr. Snow: I think I have explained
as fully as possible, Mr. Speaker. The regu-
lation of Bell copies under the federal minister

and the commission, and the federal minister,

Madame Sauve, has made it very plain that

she has no intention of giving up the regula-

tory powers over Bell Canada.

DRUGS MAGAZINE

Mr. Swart: My question is to the Attorney
General. Has he given any consideration to

any action against a magazine which is wholly
devoted to the promotion of drug use, includ-

ing hard drugs, which is openly displayed
and freely available in this province to any-

body who wants to buy it? It's an Ameri-

can magazine that now proudly says that it

is a monthly publication, and it's appropri-

ately called "High Times."

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, I am
aware of the publication and it offends, to

my knowledge, no provision of the Criminal

Code of Canada.

Mr. Lewis: It should.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Would you let me
finish please? Thank you. But in view of the

fact that the narcotic control legislation is a

matter of federal jurisdiction and as the

federal Minister of Justice looks after most

of these prosecutions, I have written to the

federal Minister of .Justice drawing this

publication to his attention. I have yet to

hear back fropi him. As a matter of fact, my
colleague, the member for York West (Mr.

Leluk), brought it to my attention some

weeks ago, expressing similar concern. I share

the concern of the member for Welland-

Thorold and, as I say, we will continue to

press the federal government, which does

have responsibilities in this area, to see what

can be done.

Mr. Swart: May I have a supplementary,
Mr. Speaker? Would the Attorney General

be willing to give the House his opinion on

the legality of the advertising in that mag-
azine where they advertise a formula for

home-made highs, as they call it, and which

also said that they have practical methods

to make your own LSD, your own cocaine

and 99.7 per cent pure methamphetamines?
Could he tell us whether this advertising is

legal or whether in fact it may contravene

the regulations, if not of his ministry, then

those of the Ministry of Consumer and Com-
mercial Relations?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I can't give the hon.

member a specific legal opinion now. We
know of no legislation that it offends,

although I agree it is most offensive. I will

try to report to the House much more fully

on Monday. I've had some people in the

ministry looking at it and, as I say, perhaps
I'll be able to respond to the member more

fully at the beginning of the week.

Mr. Deans: Supplementary: Is there no

legislation in the province of Ontario and

doesn't the province of Ontario have the juris-

diction to impose legislation to require that

books such as this not be sold in the province

of Ontario?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: It is a very difficult

constitutional problem. You can attempt to

control the distribution of magazines such as

this through licensing legislation. But from

experience in the courts in the past, if the

effect of the legislation is really to legislate

matters that are of a criminal law nature,

then of course the legislation will simply be

struck down as unconstitutional. When you

get into legislation in relation to morality,

you really are dealing with the criminal law.

As I say, this is why I believe that there is a

very real responsibility on the federal govern-
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ment because in my view this comes within

their constitutional jurisdiction.

POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION COSTS

Mr. Sweeney: I have a question of the

Premier; I'd Hke to come back to the issue of

post-secondary tuition fees. A week ago I

asked the Minister of Colleges and Univer-

sities the rationale for these. I didn't ask for

the figures, but just the rationale. It would

appear that in the interval the Premier inter-

vened for what would appear to be political

expediency reasons. If that is not the case,

then I would come back again and ask what
is the rationale to be upon which such de-

cisions are to be made? If it isn't political

expediency, what is it?

Mr. Eakins: Deny it.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I'm very intrigued just

how this came about, and I don't want to be
misunderstood by reporters from Toronto's

other important morning newspaper. I read
certain reports as to what might be a pro-

posed fee increase if in fact it were to happen.
I read another report where the Premier is

reported to have intervened and said to his

cabinet colleagues, "No, the fees will be sopie-

thing other than that which was initially re-

ported." I understand that the member for

Kitchener-Wilmot is still not totally experi-
enced—I guess none of us are—but I have one
word of advice for him—

Mr. Huston: Claire Hoy must have bugged
you.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I read very carefully all

the publications in this province, including
the newspapers, and I'm guided by them
from time to time, but I can understand why
it's impossible for all of us to always be right.
I have to say to the hon. member that the

report in the paper that the Premier had
intervened is just not factually correct.

Mr. Lewis: What, in the Sun?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Now does that help the

member?

Mr. Sweeney: Mr. Speaker, I don't believe
the question has been answered.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Can I help the member a

little more? The budgetary decisions have
not been finalized. There has been no final

decision with respect to a number of matters.

The question of a possible increase in tuition

fees has not been finally determined. Does
that help him?

Mr. Warner: Including political decisions.

Mr. Sweeney: Supplementary, just one:

Can we be assured that if there is an increase

in fees, there would also be a corresponding
increase in the grants and loans for those

students who need it?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Can I say to the hon.

member, because I know he is genuinely
interested in this subject, and since I have

had some slight involvement with this over a

period of years, there was a fee increase, I

guess, about four years ago, if memory serves

me correctly.

Mr. Nixon: Right after the election, it was
1972.

[10:45]

Hon. Mr. Davis: There were fee increases

prior to that, spread over a period of time.

The present average fee in this province is

in the neighbourhood, I guess, of $650. The

probable average cost is in the neighbour-
hood of $4,600. The percentage of tuition

fee related to cost four years ago was prob-

ably in the neighbourhood of 26 per cent or

27 per cent. Today it is down to around 16

per cent or 17 per cent.

Any rationale, of course, is obvious. If

there were to be a fee increase, it reflects

the cost increases in education generally. I

would point to the hon. member that the stu-

dent award programme in this province is the

most comprehensive, the fairest, the most

generous—

Mr. Reid: Poorly administered.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —anywhere in Canada
and that includes the great provinces of

Manitoba and Saskatchewan and any other

one the member wishes to compare it with.

It is superior to any student award pro-

gramme in the United States of America-

Mr. Ruston: We have heard that before.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —or in western Europe.
I can be very expansive today because I

know a little bit about it.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: That doesn't mean I know
all about it-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —but I know a little bit

about it. I can assure the hon. member—
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Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —that this government-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Mr. Lewis: May I assure the Premier that

he is expansive even when he knows nothing
about it.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Listen, hke the Leader

of the Opposition, there are some subjects

about whidh I know nothing-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Can we have

fewer interjections?

Hon. Mr. Davis: —subjects about which I

have to reserve comment. I learned that from
him.

Mr. Huston: Order.

Hon. Mr. Davis: He really doesn't know a

balsam from a jack pine. There is no ques-
tion about that.

Mr. Swart: He knows a barren forest,

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would challenge a lot

of the members to tell me the difference.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We are wast-

ing time.

Hon. Mr. Davis: If there were to be an

increase, certainly consideration would be

given because it has been a very basic policy
of this government to assist those students

who genuinely need assistance in the post-

secondary institutions.

ITALIAN COURSES IN SCHOOL

Mr. Grande: Mr. Speaker, my question is

to the Minister of Education. Would he
asisure the families and the separate school

board that adequate funds will be forth-

coming from his ministry for Italian lan-

guage courses rather than relying upon the

Italian government to subsidize them?

Hon. Mr. Wells: Mr. Speaker, I would be

happy to assure the hon. member that I will

be carrying on discussions with the Metro-

politan Separate Sdhool Board with the aim
of assuring that no Italian family in this

city, in Metropolitan Toronto, is jeopardized
and that the kind of programmes they want
and which can be proved to be educationally
beneficial will come about.

LIE DETECTOR TESTS

Mr. B. Newman: Mr. Speaker, I have a

question of the Attorney General: Has the

Attorney General arrived at some policy con-

cerning the use of lie detectors? The ques-
tion is a follow-up of the one I asked him
earlier this year.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, a pro-

posal in this area is being developed within

my ministry and I expect to be able to report
to the House in relation to this proposal in

the relatively near future.

Mr. Ferris: This would be a good place
to test it.

CONDOMINIUM HOME
OWNERSHIP

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, a question of the

Minister of Consumer and Commercial Rela-

tions: Given that the government could have

appointed a committee of condominium

owners, of people from the industry and of

people from municipal as well as provincial

governments to advise on condominium prob-

lems; or given that the minister could have

taken the proposal of the member for York

West (Mr. Leluk) for a select committee on

condominium problems; can he explain why
the government has chosen a narrowly-based
and secretive in-house inquiry into con-

dominium problems in which condominium

corporations will only be able to provide in-

put and not to participate?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, I think

the statement indicates quite clearly that the

process will be open. There will be a provin-

cial conference at which all aspects of con-

dominium ownership will be discussed; the

condominium owners will be able to provide

input, as well as other sectors in society who
have an interest in this.

There is no suggestion whatsoever in the

statement that it will be a secret in-house

type of review. Obviously there must be some

expertise from those people who are dealing

with the problem on a daily basis and that

will be the core group of the people who will

receive input from everyone in the whole

sphere of condominium ownership.

Mr. Cassidy: Is the minister prepared to

allow condominium owners to participate in

the inquiry rather than simply submit briefs

to it?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, I made
it quite clear that they will be participating
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on an almost daily basis. At the present time

there are—I don't know how many condo-

minium corporations there are in Ontario and
there is not a single association to speak for

them. One of the things we hope will evolve

will be a single voice to speak for condo-
minium owners in this province.

Mr. Reid: Mr. Speaker, I have a question
for the—

Mr. Philip: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Speaker: I am sorry. I thought it was a

new question. The member for Etobicoke.

Mr. Philip: The minister's statement men-
tions a number of areas which the committee
will be instructed to look at but it doesn't

mention the problem of double taxation

which condominium owners face in the sense

that they pay doubly to have their snow

removed, to have their access roads main-
tained and so forth. Will the minister instruct

the committee to bring back recommendations
on this problem?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, I don't

think the hon. member read the statement at

all. One of the points that is mentioned quite

clearly is the deficiencies in municipal serv-

ices. I don't know how much clearer we could
be. We are not instructing the committee on
what to look into. These are a number of

points which we are suggesting. They are

certainly not limited to those points. Cer-

tainly with the Ministry of Revenue being in-

volved in the study, I don't know how the

hon. member could come to any other con-

clusion than we are looking at taxation as

well as the other problems involved.

Mr. Ruston: Really botched it up.

KRAUSS-MAFFEI

Mr. Reid: Mr. Speaker, I have a question
for the Minister of Transportation and Com-
munications in regard to the 1975 corporate

report of the Urban Transportation Develop-
ment Corporation Limited, part of which has
been asked—

Mr. Renwick: This was the Leader of the

Opposition's question.

Mr. Reid: Well, he is not the only fount
of all wisdom and knowledge in this place,

although he may believe so.

Mr. MacDonald: Don't be self-conscious.

Mr. Reid: On page 16 of this report, under
the total expenses, there is a provision called

"operating loss before write-off of Krauss-
MaflFei licence" of $850,434 for 1975 and
$497,346 in 1974, as well as a "write-off of

Krauss-Maffei licence" of $5,122,023. Can
the minister explain, first of all, what is in-

volved in the operating loss before the write-

off? Is that, in fact, dollars that have been
lost to the province of Ontario and therefore

a contradiction of the answer we have had
from the Premier that the loss was in the

neighbourhood of a few thousand? And can
the minister explain what the write-off loss

of $5 million is for the licence?

Hon. Mr. Snow: First, Mr, Speaker, the

operating loss of $850,000 for the year is

for the total operation of the Urban Trans-

portation Development Corporation. It has

nothing to do with figures that have been

previously supplied to this House relating to

the cost involved and the recoveries made
from Krauss-Maffei.

Mr. Reid: No. It says, "operating loss be-

fore write-oflF of Krauss-MaflFei licence."

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I think the

question has been asked. We are just about

out of time.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, that is ex-

actiy what I am saying. It is the operating
loss of the corporation and has nothing to do
with the Krauss-Maffei licence.

Mr. Lewis: But what about the $5 million?

Mr. Reid: Why doesn't it say that in the

report?

Hon. Mr. Snow: It does. If the hon. mem-
ber looks at the report, he will see that the

total operating loss for the year is quoted at

$5,972,457.

Mr. Ruston: Fix up the books for him,
Marvin.

Hon. Mr. Snow: The $5.1 million is the

write-oflE of the Krauss-MafiFei licence.

Mr. Sargent: You'd better show the Trea-

surer how you do that.

Mr. Ruston: He doesn't have to show him

anything. He already knows. That's cash flow.

Hon. Mr. Snow: If we go back a few years,

the first arrangements with Krauss-MafiFei

were entered into by the ministry prior to

the establishment of the Ontario Transporta-
tion Development Corporation, or the later

replacement corporation, the Urban Trans-

portation Development Corporation. The
licence was granted to the government of
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Ontario. The licence was then transferred to

the Ontario Transportation Development Cor-

poration when that corporation was set up.
The government purchased shares in UTDC—
two million shares at $3 per share, for $6
million—and transferred the licence, which
had no cost to the government, to the corpo-
ration for 1.7 million shares, which meant an
established value of roughly $5.1 million for

that licence. When the Krauss-Maffei arrange-
ment was cancelled and terminated, and the

government received some $9 million from
Krauss-Maffei for the cancellation of that

arrangement, then of course there was no
licence in existence at that time and UTDC
could not carry that licence on their books
for the $5.1 million.

Mr. Lewis: That is a direct loss of $5
million.

Hon. Mr. Snow: No.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Mr. Lewis: You have just written it down,
and it contradicts the statement of November
13, 1974.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Believe me, you are

wrong.

Mr. Speaker: Order. Is there a further
answer from the hon. minister?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Would you please let me
explain?

Mr. Reid: You're just shifting figures back
and forth.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. If you wish
the hon. minister to complete his answer,
fine; let's have fewer interjections.

Mr. Sargent: Tell hipa to sit down.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, the agree-
ment or the possession of the licence by
UTDC, for which they had issued 1.7 million

shares, was cancelled; the 1.7 million shares
which they had issued to the government
of Ontario for the hcence were returned to

the corporation.

Mr. Renwick: Was $5 million returned to

the corporation?

Mr. Lewis: It was $5 million worth.

Hon. Mr. Snow: But $5 million had never
been paid for the shares-

Mr. Renwick: You valued them at $5
million.

Mr. Lewis: You valued it at $5 million in

your books. Now you refuse to look at it.

Hon. Mr. Snow: I can understand the

Leader of the Opposition-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We're well

over the time of the expiry of the question

period—

Hon. Mr. Snow: Do they want the answer
or not, Mr. Speaker?

Mr. Speaker: That's what we're trying to

find out. We always allow the hon. minister

to complete the answer but with fewer inter-

jections we can wind this up. Is there any-

thing further to add? Please ignore the inter-

jections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You know why you can't

read a balance sheet? You don't believe in

balance sheets. I understand. I sympathize.

Mr. Warner: What is $5 miUion?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, I can under-

stand the hon. Leader of the Opposition-

Mr. Lewis: That is $9 million in the hole.

Mr. Speaker: Order. Obviously the answer
is not desirable.

Mr. Nixon Neither is the minister.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, on a point
of order.

Mr. Speaker: May I correct one word first?

That was desired, not desirable. Is there a

quick finale to this?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Yes, Mr. Speaker. I

would have had it finished long ago because

the Leader of the Opposition can't under-

stand a balance sheet.

Mr. Ruston: That is not his question.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Snow: But the jmember to his

left should be able to understand a balance
sheet.

Mr. Speaker: You are not answering the

hon. member's question.

Hon. Mr. Snow: The member, whom I

have some regard for, should be able to

understand.

Mr. Breithaupt: Which one is that?
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Hon. Mr. Snow: When the corporation was
set up a value was estabhshed on an asset

called a licence; it's similar to setting up a

corporation. I'm sure the pnember has set

up-

Mr. Renwick: You put a $5 million tab on

Hon. Mr. Snow: —hundreds of corporations
in his day when he established a value for

goodwill.

Mr. Lewis: Oh—$5 million for goodwill.

Hon. Mr. Snow: For which nothing was

paid.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Reid: Was the money transferred?

Mr. Lewis: No.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I think that if

you study Hansard you might get the answer.

The oral question period has expired.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order.

Mr. Speaker: Do you have a legitimate

point of order?

Mr. Lewis: Yes, I think I do. I wouldn't
raise it if I didn't think it were legitimate.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You most certainly would.

Mr. Ruston: That is a jnatter of opinion.

Mr. Lewis: On a point of order, I fear,

and I'll just take a second, that the minister

is inadvertently misleading the House by
suggesting that—

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Nonsense.

Mr. Lewis: I said, inadvertently, the price

tag of over $5 miUion which was written into

the books is applicable to goodwill. The ex-

planation which accompanies the report says,
and I quote: "The existing technological in-

formation in the possession of the company
was returned to Krauss-Maffei. In view of the

foregoing, related licence costs of $5,122,000
have been written off in the current year."
He lost the value of over $5 million and
contradicted his undertaking to the assembly
on Novepiber 13, 1974, that this valuable
asset is available to Ontario without cost.

Hon. Mr. Snow: That is not correct, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Reid: It is. You said we would keep
the technology besides.

Mr. Speaker: That, really, I think, was
more a debating point than a difference of

opinion as to interpretation.

Mr. Lewis: I think you may be right and
I wouldn't try it again.

Mr. Speaker: That's a promise I'll hold

you to.

Petitions.

Presenting reports.

REPORTS

iHon. Mr. Auld presented the annual report
of the Civil Service Commission for 1975-76.

Mr. Speaker: Motions.

Introduction of bills.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, before call-

ing the orders for today, it's usual that the

work for next week is announced at the end
of the day but we don't usually have as many
in the House at that time as we have now so

perhaps we might indicate that next week,
on Monday, we'll take into consideration

second readings of Bills 134, 155 and 156. If

there is time before 5 o'clock, after that work,
we'll then go back to the municipal bill which
we started last night. There is no session

Monday evening.

[11:00]

On Tuesday, we will take order No. 28
into consideration, that is carrying on tlie de-

bate on the final report of the select com-
mittee inquiring into Hydro's proposed bulk

power rates.

I should interrupt myself by saying 5 p.m.
to 6 p.m. on Monday, of course, is private
members' hour and there has been some

agreement to do three things together during
that hour on Monday: I think it's Bills 57
and 58, and some resolution dealing with a

like subject, the whole area of condominiums;
that's on Monday during the private mem-
bers' hour.

On Tuesday, after we've completed order

28, the select committee report, then we'll

go back to legislation; and on Wednesday it

will be budget debate.

For today we'll call order No. 5.

BUDGET DEBATE
(continued)

Resumption of the adjourned debate on the

amendment to the motion that this House
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approves in general the budgetary policy of

the government.

Mr. Ziemba: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. On
October 29 the Globe reported: "Carleton

MDs Decry Student Beer Intake." I'm going
to quote it:

"Carleton University students last year col-

lectively imbibed 1.3 million pints of beer in

the eight campus pubs, a situation the uni-

versity's doctors find alarming. Ron Mertons,

manager of a campus watering hole known as

The Pub, says his patrons annually hoist

about 38 gallons of beer each, compared to

a national average of 18 gallons a person.
Total sales this year are expected to reach

$690,000, more than double the $316,000
Carleton students spent on beer in 1974, he
added."

That news item, Mr. Speaker, brings me to

my point. Ontario's venture into "civilized

drinking" has failed and this government
must recognize that fact. It has been a poorly

planned slide into increasing drunkenness, a

policy that costs taxpayers $3 to repair the

damage for every $1 of liquor revenue the

government of Ontario receives.

I'm sure many of you know that I have

personal reasons for being a salesman for

liquor control, but don't dismiss my argu-
ments on that account. 1 have the facts to

back up my emotional and political commit-
ment.

Coming from west Toronto, the only dry
area in Metropolitan Toronto, with a proud
history of involvement in the temperance
movement, I'd like to ask what's wrong with

prohibition? 1 know it's bad bad press, mainly
as a result of American TV shows, but the

fact remains that under prohibition, Canadian

prohibition, deaths from cirrhosis of the liver

dropped 30 per cent.

Today, under "civilized drinking," our hos-

pital costs in 1974-75 for alcoholism were

$137.3 million and that doesn't include doc-

tors' fees. Our mental health costs were

$151,055,329. It should be noted that these

figures do not include police budgets or costs

of traffic accidents, loss of productivity in

industry and the costs involved in the social

and economic disintegration of an alcoholic

and his family.

Alcohol was implicated in 33 per cent of

the murders in this province, 38 per cent of

the attempted murders, 54 per cent of the

manslaughters. 39 per cent of the rapes, 42

per cent of other sexual offences and 61 per
cent of the assaults.

The dollar cost of alcohol-related collisions

in Ontario in 1974 was approximately $130
million. An estimated annual dollar loss in

Canadian industry due to alcoholism is one

quarter of a billion dollars.

Altogether, the total estimated annual cost

of alcoholism in Canada would be $982,-

700,000.

As for the tragic connection between teen-

age drinkers and driving fatalities, I have
detailed that already in this House.

This is an impressive record, Mr. Speaker,
and we can expect it to become even more

impressive. The figures from France, a coun-

try which represents the ultimate in "civilized

drinking" are well known. Forty per cent of

their medical costs are the result of alcohol

related diseases and 50 per cent of their

hospital beds are taken up by drinkers. That
is one out of every two beds.

Child alcoholics are no rarity, and we're

beginning to see that here. Speak to workers

in the child welfare field and ask them how
many 13-year-olds they know of who drink

to access.

What do the people of Ontario get in

return for this encouragement of the liquor

industry? We have our sports heavily sub-

sidized by liquor. It's no secret that Carling
has a large financial interest in the Argonauts;
that the Blue Jays, Toronto's new baseball

team, are owned by Labatt; that Molson are

into hockey and that 35 per cent of sports

broadcasting is sponsored by the breweries.

The advertising from the liquor industry is

supposed to be keeping many advertising

agencies and publications afloat financially.

The government of Ontario also receives

revenues from the sales of liquor, and that's

why this is a speech to the budget. In 1970,

total sales of spirits, beer and wine in On-

tario were $647,450,000 and the provincial

government received $93,233,000 in revenue.

In 1973-74, our consumption was up 11.2 per

cent, to a dollar value of $965 million; and

Ontario's profit was up to $280 million. Fig-

ures from the Addiction Research Foundation

demonstrate that 40 per cent of liquor sales

come from that segment of drinkers who are

defined as hazardous drinkers, those who are

drinking enough to damage themselves physi-

cally.

I would like to ask what are the moral and
the ethical questions involved in revenue from

alcohol addicts? How can it be justified? It

can't even be justified on financial grounds.
The cost of heavy drinking to Ontario tax-

payers far outweighs this blood money we get

from people who are killing themselves and
others with heavy drinking.

Does the government have any answer to

the problem of alcohol use in Ontario today?
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A feeble advertising campaign; more liquor

outlets; fewer restrictions.

I would like to remind the members of this

Legislature that the freedom from taverns we
have enjoyed in west Toronto for the last

73 years is available to any district under the

local option section of The Liquor Licence
Act. Any district now wet is at liberty to

reduce its alcohol problems with a 60 per
cent vote in favour of temperance. I under-
stand the Inuit community of Frobisher Bay
is the first in Canada to turn its back on
"civilized" drinking. They voted in increased

restrictions and are very pleased with the

results.

I know how unfashionable it has become
to oppose our new liberalized drinking laws.

The majority of drinkers are moderate

drinkers, and unaware or unwilling to face

the results of their demand for easy access

to liquor. Right now, one out of 10 drinkers

becomes an alcoholic. Do we have to wait
until every family has an alcoholic member
before temperance sentiment becomes accept-
able again? We drink more in Ontario than

in most of the rest of Canada, and Canadians
drink more than Americans or Britons. As per

capita consumption increases, so does the

number of alcoholics and heavy drinkers.

I would like to see another temperance
movement in this province bringing the un-

savoury facts about our drinking habits today
home to every person in Ontario. I would like

to see liquor outlets reduced, to see liquor
cost more, to see the drinking age moved up,
and to see drinkers pay more for their in-

surance and more for their drinks—to the

point where non-drinkers are not subsidizing
the true costs of drinking.

I plead with this government to reverse
our liquor policy before the economic role of

the liquor industry in this province becomes
irreversibly entrenched as it has in France;
before our toll of alcoholic death and destruc-

tion, already horrifying enough, reaches the

epidemic levels it has in France. To any
member of this House who remains uncon-
vinced by my figures and puts me down as a

killjoy, I recommend a pamphlet recendy
released by the Addiction Research Founda-
tion here in Toronto, entitled Toward Satura-
tion—In Search of Control; Alcohol Use in

Ontario in the Mid-1970s.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Sweeney: The response to the budget
is slowly drawing to a close, Mr. Speaker,
and I am reasonably sure that most of the

very important issues have been raised at one
time or another. I want to touch on a few

which are of concern to me and which per-
haps haven't been gone into in the depth that

I would like to see. I propose not to be too

long.

I would first of all like to refer to the

budget statement itself and to a section

which, surprisingly, is headed Restraining
Expenditures. I think it draws to our atten-

tion one of the fundamental economic prob-
lems facing this province right now and that

is our deficit and our debt.

I look first of all on page 29 under the

heading. Restraining Expenditures, to a circle

diagram headed: How is the Money Spent?
The thing that surprises me—and, I must say,
infuriates me—is that I note that the debt

charges of this province will take up seven

per cent of the total budget. Immediately
above it, that section of the budget entitled

Social Services will also get seven per cent.

In other words, what we are saying is that

we are spending as much money right now
on retiring the debt of this province as we are

in providing the very needed social services.

Is it any wonder that the Minister of Com-
munity and Social Services (Mr. Taylor) has

to go around this province restraining ex-

penditures, according to this title; telling

mothers on welfare that they can't get any
more help; telling municipalities that they
can't get additional help for daycare centres;

and all the way down the line when we see

that the same number of dollars is spent to

retire the debt.

A new look at priorities in this province is

certainly needed. I also want to draw your
attention, Mr. Speaker, to page 28 of the

same section and to the fact that the per

capita debt from 1974-75 to 1975-76 in-

creased by almost 50 per cent. In other

words, as the result of the economic prac-
tices of this government, every man, woman
and child in this province is now obligated
to a 50 per cent increase in the per capita

debt, from $420 to $602. The projection for

the next coming year, 1976-77, is to increase

it by another $100 to $708.

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order, I don't see a quorum.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: That takes everybody
out of committee.

Mr. Speaker called for the quorum bell.

On resumption:

[11:15]

Mr. Sweeney: I was drawing to the atten-

tion of the House my concern with the debt

position of this province and the eflFect that



4474 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

debt position has upon our ability to allocate

our funds in a better way. The fact is our

debt position makes it impossible for us to

provide more funds for social services, since

at the present time we have to allocate an

equal number of dollars for debt service.

I was pointing out that of great concern—
or what should be of great concern—to the

people of this province is the fact that the

per capita debt—the debt that sits on the

head of every man, woman and child of this

province—increased by 50 per cent from the

1974-75 fiscal year to the 1975-76 fiscal year.
It was an increase from $402 per capita to

$602 per capita.

We note that the projected increase in

that same area is going to make it $708 per
capita for the 1976-77 fiscal year; that's an-

other very substantial increase. I would also

point out that it has only been during the

period of this particular government, this

particular ministry, this particular Premier

(Mr. Davis) that we have had these very
significant increases in our capital debt.

This particular government took over in

the 1970-71 fiscal year and we would note
that at that time the total net debt of the

province was $1.5 billion. It has increased

substantially every single year afterward until

now it is up to, or is projected for this com-
ing year to be, $6 billion, a four-fold increase.

Mr. Nixon: That last year was the last year
of John Robarts' premiership. That was the

last year we had a surplus.

Mr. Sweeney: The point we're making is

that if we have a serious debt problem, a
deficit problem, in this province it can be
traced directly and only to the present gov-
ernment in power. It cannot be blamed on
the previous government.

I notice at the very beginning of the state-

ment on the 1976 budget that the Treasurer

(Mr. McKeough) spoke with some manner of

pride about some programmes which he in-

troduced in the 1975 fiscal year and which,
he said, had so much to do with helping the

economy of this province to recover.

He speaks, for example, of the programme
by which he reduced the sales tax by two

per cent. What he does not say is that that

reduced the income of this province by
approximately $340 million and had a great
deal to do with the almost $2 billion deficit

we faced that year.

He points with pride to the $1,500 grant
to first-time homeowners but he does not
mention that the original projected cost of

that grant was in the neighbourhood of $45

million; that it was quickly revised to $65

million, and that in the last budget statement

we got, it was increased to $88 million. A
couple of days ago in this House, it was

pointed out—and the minister did not deny
it—that it very likely will cost $102 million.

We add that to the $340 million.

I think enough has been said in this House
over the last couple of days on the rather

devastating effect of that programme but I

would like to read one sentence from an
editorial in the paper in my own area. It

points out:

"We are not suggesting that all of the

9,000 or more offenders deliberately set out

to take advantage of the scheme." Here's the

important one. "Some of them no doubt are

as innocent as Mr. Meen has suggested they
are and were simply misled by the am-

biguities of The Ontario Home Buyers Grant
Act under the terms of which the money was
distributed."

That has to be the understatement of the

year—that they misunderstood and were mis-

led by the ambiguities of the Act. We are

still being misled. People are still misunder-

standing the ambiguities of that Act.

For example, I had a constituent in my
riding who wrote me a letter saying that he
was denied the grant because his application
arrived here on July 13, 13 days after the

so-called cut-off. I phoned the ministry and

said, "How would that constituent have
known that June 30 was the cut-off date?" It

was pointed out to me that the date is not on
the application form which the constituent

filled out so he couldn't have known from
that.

I asked the ministry officials to send me,
if they could, a copy of any single advertise-

ment which appeared in any newspaper in

this province and which specified that June
30 cut-off date. They said they couldn't do it.

In the public advertisements to the people of

this province that date wasn't listed.

Where is the date listed? They finally

found it. It was in one of their manuals, one
of their books, and it was buried in the

middle somewhere but that book was not

necessarily available to the people who
applied. What I am trying to say is in terms

of people being misled and misunderstand-

ing yet having to pay the penalty.

In another situation with this grant, two
constituents of mine jointly bought a semi-

detached home which, at the time they pur-
chased it, was under one ownership. They
immediately applied to have it separated.

Through no fault of their own—and the

ministry was aware of this—it went to, I



NOVEMBER 5, 1976 4475

think, January 13, 14 or 15 before it was
finished and they were denied the grant.

Yet we go on and we see the kinds of

people who did get the grant; the kinds of

people who deliberately deceived in getting
this grant. Yet people who made honest mis-

takes were denied the grant because of the

ambiguities.

This editorial goes on to point out that the

whole misguided programme did nothing, of

course and this is the key:

"It did nothing to discourage growth of

the overblown home cost tree in this prov-
ince. What it did do, no matter who got the

money, was to fertilize the roots by making
it easier for home buyers to pay the exces-

sively high prices. It was fertilization that

was not needed—$102 milhon down the

drain."

We go to the third programme of which
we heard so much and this was the rebate
on new car purchases. It is pointed out in

the budget statement that 200,000 rebates

were paid but the whole purpose of this

programme was to stimulate the auto econo-

my in the province of Ontario and the rebate

was paid to Ontario auto purchasers. What
the Treasurer (Mr. McKeough) did not point
out was that one of the reasons we had a

lag in auto sales in the first quarter of that

year was because in the United States there

was a tremendous drop in sales. It is well

knoAvn that the majority of the units we pro-
duce are sold there and therefore a rebate in

Ontario would have nothing to do with that

programme whatsoever.

What he also fails to point out is that

although they started out by saying it would

apply only to cars built in Ontario, very
quickly it was brought to his attention that

the General Agreement on TariflFs and Trade
made it mandatory that it would have to

apply to any car sold in this province, and so

therefore some calculations have been done.
It has been estimated that if we look—first of

all, let me go back—at 200,000 rebates, and
take the average price of a car at about

$5,000 and take $350 as the tax you would

normally pay, by multiplying $350 by 200,000
you get $70 million as the cost of this pro-

gramme, or very close to that.

Let me go back to the other point. If we
take all of those car sales and try to extrapo-
late—and that is all we can do because 1 defy
anyone to prove it, even the Treasurer—how
many new cars were actually built and sold

in this province because of this incentive pro-
gramme, than otherwise would not be, the

figure I have heard two or three authorities

come up with in the automotive industry it-

self, in the manufacturing segment of the

industry and in the sales segment of the in-

dustry, was 14,000 units that probably would
not have been built and not sold in Ontario

othei-wise.

If we then take 14,000 units and divide it

into $70 million, which is what the pro-

gramme cost, we come out at a cost of $5,000

per unit. In other words, this programme cost

us per unit the price of the ear. It must have
been a pretty expensive programme for this

province. I mention that because in the past
fiscal year we had a total deficit of $1.9 bil-

lion and almost $600 million of that was be-

cause of these give-away programmes.

Mr. Ruston: It happened to be an election

year.

Mr. Sweeney: I would like to make another

little observation.

Mr. Nixon: You could have given every-

body a new car.

Mr. Sweeney: This is the kind of thing that

has gone on before and probably will con-

tinue. There is a little observation from a

British historian, Alexander Tyler, quite a

while back too. He said: "A democracy can-

not exist as a permanent form of government.
It can only exist until the voters discover that

they can vote themselves largesse or gifts
from the public treasury. From that moment
on, the majority always votes for the candi-

dates promising the most benefits from the

public treasury with the result that democ-

racy always collapses over loose fiscal policy."

Mr. Eakins: Did you hear that?

Mr. Sweeney: Democracy can collapse over

loose fiscal policy. 1 would suggest to you,
Mr. Speaker, that is precisely what has been

hapj>ening in this province since this particu-
lar ministry took over, and the people of the

province are now paying the price. I would

strongly suggest it is simply too high a price
to pay.

Let me move on to another area. We have
had a lot of discussion in this Legislature and
a lot of discussion outside the Legislature
about health costs in this province. One of

the things that I seem to see some agreement
on on all sides of this House is that we have
to come up witli some alternatives, some less

costly alternatives. In March of this year I

received, as I understand every other member
of this House received from the Minister of

Health (Mr. F. S. Miller) a statement and a

booklet which read: "Attached for your infor-

mation is a booklet which pulls together all

of the prepared public statements and an-
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nouncements issued over the last couple of

months on constraints in the health field."

There are a couple of rather strange com-

ments in this book. For example, if I can

just digress for a second, I am going to

quote Mr. Gary Chatfield. But before I do so

I want to quote a comment made by the

minister himself in this book. He says here:

"In a couple of minutes, I am going to ask

Gary Chatfield to expand on that general
outline. At this point, I am going to inter-

rupt myself to tell you why Gary is particu-

larly well qualified to fill that part of the

programme." He goes on to explain why, and

I am sure every member has read it. Just

let's get the efi^ectiveness of the resource

person here. Mr. Ghatfield makes this obser-

vation: "We must recognize that while an

active treatment bed in the hospital today
costs an average of $102.60, the provincial

per diem cost for nursing home accommoda-
tion is $12.85, about one-tenth, and the

average per visit cost of home care is $9.50,

even less." Mr. Chatfield makes those obser-

vations, then he goes on and says: "Despite

this, there are few nursing home beds

available. We recognize that."

[11:30]

Let's go back to a point that was made by
the minister himself in referring to those two
much less costly alternatives. It's a rather

surprising statement by the piinister: "Even
in some areas of more economical alternative

care services, such as home care, there can

be no expansion." That doesn't make any
sense. How can we have Mr. Chatfield, whom
the minister says is well qualified to copi-

ment, point out to us that an alternative like

home care costs $9.50 a day compared to

$102 a day for hospital care, and yet the

minister says there can be no expansion,
even though he recognizes it is more econ-

omical?

To go on, the minister says: "In addition,
there will be no approval for further nursing
home beds, or any increase in the amount
of money to be spent on research and
demonstration model projects," which can

prove more efficient ways of dealing with it.

We have the ministry itself saying that it's

more costly to keep people in the hospital,

by a very wide margin; that they know they
c:n have more econojnical ways of dealing
with the problem; and yet they're not going
to do anything about it. It's pretty hard to

understand what they mean by restraint. It

doesn't make sense at all.

While we're on the topic of health, I

would like to bring up another point—and I

have mentioned it briefly in this House before

—and that's my concern with the increase in

abortions in this province. I fully appreciate
that the legislation dealing with abortion is

a federal matter. I fully appreciate that there

is a study going on at the federal level right
now to re-examine it. The point I want to

speak to is the adpiinistration of that legisla-

tion, which does fall under the provincial

government.

Let me sketch a scenario which was

explained to me by a doctor in the city of

Cambridge. He was walking down the hospi-
tal corridors with a colleague, and they

stopped in front of an office door. The col-

league said: "Excuse me a minute, I have
to step inside and do something." They both
walked in and the colleague sat down at a

desk. There was a pile of papers, one

overlapping the other like shingles, laid out

on the desk. This doctor commenced to

attach his signature to each paper in turn,

without even reading them; he just put his

signature on. The other doctor was some-
what curious and said: "What are you
doing?" He said: "Oh, I'm part of this

hospital's abortion approval committee, and

they need my signature on these approvals."

Mr. Speaker, I don't know how common
that practice is, I honestly don't, but that's

a true statement. I sketched it as a scenc^rio

but that happened.

What I'm saying is that the very fact it

could even happen once, even if it only

happened once—and I think I'd be stretching

the imagination of every member in this

House to suggest that it did happen only
once—indicates to me that while we have got
a law on the books of this country to be
administered by this province, its administra-

tion in the way in which I have described

it is an absolute farce. Not only is it a farce,

but I would go so far as to say it's illegal, if

it could be proven. I'm not quite sure how
I'd do it, but it would be illegal. It is of

great concern to me personally, and, I would

suggest, to a fairly sizable number of people
in this province, that that kind of thing can

occur, that our attitude towards life, the right
to life, the most basic right of all, should

be abused in this way.

Just a short while ago a letter to the editor

appeared in our local newspaper which drove
this fact home to me more clearly than I've

ever had it driven home before. I've seen all

the arguments pro and con, the pro-abortion

people and the anti-abortion people, and I
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feel that it's justified in putting it here because

it's provincial funds that are providing the

possibility to do this. It is part of our budget
debate. That letter commented on the fact

that the committee was now sitting in Ottawa

and probably would relax the abortion laws

in this province and could very likely have

us end up with abortion on demand. The
writer—and surprisingly enough it was a man,
from the way he signed it anyway—went on

to say: "Why don't we take the logical next

step? Why don't we introduce legislation per-

mitting discretionary quietus?" Discretionary

(juietus. Now, I'd never heard the term before

and had no idea what it was. But the writer

went on to explain what he meant by it. He
said: "If we can destroy a human being

prior to birth, why can't we have the discre-

tionary power to allow the baby to be born

and to live for, let's say, one year, for the

parents then to have the discretion to decide

whether or not, like a dog in the pound, it

could be quietly put away?" Quietly put away,
because it was not convenient for the parents

to keep it, or it may have been decided by
that time that this child had a physical or

mental deformity and therefore would be a

burden on society.

All I'm trying to say is that, with as much
horror as I view that kind of suggestion, I

have to admit that at least it's a logical con-

clusion to follow from. We see what's hap-

pening in the state of California right now
in terms of people who are terminally ill and

what they're talking about, people who are

physically or mentally handicapped and their

use to society.

I would suggest that the time has come for

we as a people to stand up and very clearly

sa> that the most basic right of all in our

society is the right to life, and that because

a new life, a new human existence happens
to be a burden or an inconvenience to some-

one, that does not give them the right to

destroy it, to kill it.

I'd like to go on and speak very briefly

about the Minister of Education's recent

statement on changes in education policy.

When we realize that the budget allows

something like $1.7 billion for public elemen-

tary and secondary education and the local

taxpayer coughs up something in the neigh-
bourhood of $1.3 billion for elementary and

secondary education, we appreciate that we're

spending about $3 billion a year in this prov-
ince on elementary and secondary education.

That's a pretty big chunk of money, I think

we'll all agree. As a matter of fact, it's

probably as much money as we're spending

on any public service which we provide in

this province.

Yet we know that the people of the prov-
ince are very concerned about what they're

getting for their money. That's been debated

in the education estimates and I'm not going
to go through it all again. But I only want
to make one point and that is, in my travels

around the province and in the travels of my
leader around the province, the message that

seems to come home time and time again
when this issue is raised is that we would

even be prepared to spend that kind of

money on education if we had the percep-
tion that we were getting our money's worth.

In both the education estimates del.ates

of Noveml^er, 1975, and June, 1976, we
raised with the Minister of Education (Mr.

Wells) that in fact the people of this prov-
ince didn't think, didn't believe—I couldn't

say that they didn't know because that's part

of the problem, they dton't really know—but
their feeling, their perception is that they're

not getting a return on their investment. As

a matter of fact, I drew two particulai' points

to the minister's attention. In November of

1975 I pointed out that in the secondary
schools of this province it was possible for a

student to go all the way through the secon-

dary school and never take a course in what
we call English language skills—grammar,

punctuation, spelhng, composition, essay

writing, that kind of thing.

I said that in November of 1975 and with-

in about a page after that the hon. minister

responded, "I would have to disagree with

the hon. member, because I think he shows

a very shallow appreciation of the idea of

shared curriculum responsibility." "I would
have to disagree," okay? The point I was

making at that time was that although the

minister had announced in 1974 that Eng-
lish would be a compulsory curricultim

course in the secondary schools of this prov-

ince, the guideline was drawn so loosely that

it was indeed possible, in fact in was hap-

pening, in the secondary schools in this prov-

ince, that students would not take a course

in what we call basic language skills. The
minister says, "I disagree with you, it can't

happen." I don't understand how curricultim

works, that's what the minister said.

In June of this year I pointed out to the

minister that with respect to Canadian stud-

ies, which is also a compulsory subject in

our secondary schools, it is possible and, in

fact, it is happening, that students can go
through the secondary schools of this prov-
ince and not once take a course in Canadian

history or Canadian geography, because once
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again the course outline for Canadian studies

is so loosely drawn that it does not auto-

matically include Canadian hisitory and geog-
raphy.

As an aside, Mr. Speaker, I would sug-

gest to you that when the people of this

province hear the term "English studies" or

"Canadian studies" it is my understanding,
and I wouM' suggest we could stop anyone
in the street and get their response, that the

kinds of things I said should be in there are

in fact what they think should be in there.

So let's go on. I pointed this out to the

minister. He said "Let me ask a question.
Are you saying the students of this province
can go through without taking any Canadian

history or geography?" My response: "I'm

talking of secondary schools, and the answer
is yes." The minister went on to say: "I

would dispute that." That was last November
and last June. We have a rather surprising
statement from the minister, however, on
October 6. Let me read just three short

passages, to suggest just where we are at

with education in this province, when on
the one hand the minister says: "Can't be,
can't be"; and then he says this:

"We now take this step on behalf of the

students, their parents, and the public in

general. We cannot leave it to chance that

the young people get the fundamentals. We
have to ensure it." He said there was no

problem a few months ago. And we go on;

"Starting especially with the subjects in-

cluded in the mandatory core group, our
curriculum guidelines will become much
more comprehensive. Concepts of English
composition, grammar and literature must be
included. We don't want to take any chances
about this."

If there wasn't any problem, how come
the change? It goes on: "With respect to

Canadian studies, curriculum guidelines will

be revised to ensure that every student

knows enough about our history and geog-
raphy to be aware of Canada's identity and
Canada's place in the world."

I'm not trying to be picky. That's not the

point of my remarks; that's not the point of

the references. The point I am trying to

make, however, is that we are spending more
money in this province of Ontario, from the

provincial Treasury and from the property
owner tax base, for elementary and second-

ary education, and when the people of this

province say to the ministry and say to this

government, "We are not satisfied with w'hat

we're getting for that money," and when the

minister comes back and says there is nothing
to worry about and that everything is okay.

but has to turn around and make a statement

which very clearly points out that everv^thing
isn't okay, then we have to ask ourselves

from a budget point of view how wisely are

our funds being spent or, more importantly,
does this ministry even know how the funds

are being spent?

[11:45]

I would like to turn to one other point in

the budget, to budget paper E, which refers

to the changes in the property tax. I would
have to suggest at this point, and maybe the

Premier of the province, because of rather

recent announcements, has realized it as well,

that this is going to be rather a hot potato
for the government.

Mr. Nixon: Heaven help us if they are

ever elected with a majority.

Mr. Sweeney: The point right now, as my
colleague has just pointed out, is that we
understand the implementation of this is go-

ing to be delayed for one more year, I guess
all we can assume is that perhaps by that

time the government feels it will be through
another election and feels that by some mir-

acle it will be in power again--

Mr. Nixon: They will be back in their law

offices,

Mr. Sweeney: —and therefore they will be

back and be able to implement this—

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: We don't need a mir-

acle, you've got it; you've got our miracle

over there,

Mr. Sweeney: —despite the opposition that

they are meeting at every single review centre

across this province.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Who said that?

Mr. Sweeney: Talk to Blair Willis.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: W^illis Blair.

Mr. Sweeney: He will tell you what kind

of opposition they have been getting.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: We don't need a

miracle; we have got Smith.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please; the hon.

member has the floor.

Mr. Sweeney: Is it any wonder because

we were told back in 1970 that there was

going to be changes in the property tax

legislation in this province. It was going to

be implemented in 1973 but somehow or

another it just didn't get done. Then we were
told it was going to be all brought up again
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in 1975 to be implemented in 1976, but it

didn't get done. Then we were told just a

little while ago it was going to be calculated

in 1977 for implementation in 1978, but it is

still not going to be done. Now it has been

changed once more. Four times this govern-
ment has had to come out and say that it

doesn't know what in blazes it is doing with

property tax reform in this province.

They don't know what to do about it. They
know there is a problem. Everybody out

there knows there is a problem but they don't

know how to solve it. Four times it has been

delayed. Looking at some of the things they
are suggesting, it is no wonder they are

getting a response. They are talking about

market value assessment and saying that the

residential taxpayer is going to gain by this

because he will be paying a smaller share of

the total tax base. At first glance, that looks

as if it could be so, but they don't mention
that there could be a rather dramatic shift

within that property tax base.

For example, just a couple of days ago,

the Toronto Board of Education did an

analysis of what would happen in their area.

Do you know what they discovered? Their

brief says those with the lowest family in-

comes will pay the greatest increase in the

proportion of their family incomes for prop-

erty taxes. Those with the lowest incomes
will pay the highest increase.

The brief also shows that owners with

houses worth $110,000—they are probably the

same ones that got that grant, the same group
—will pay 27 per cent less. In fact, their

taxes will drop from an average of $1,600 to

an average of $1,200, almost $400.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: They need it.

Mr. Sweeney: Then the Minister of

Revenue comes back and says no, that's not

what is going to happen at all because under
this new plan the local municipalities won't

raise any more money than what they did

before. They will just re-allocate it differently.

Yes, they sure will re-allocate it differently.

When the minister says we are not going to

raise any more money, strangely enough, he
finishes with this sentence: "Unless the coun-
cil deliberately sets out to increase its

revenue"—and here is the key point—"the

only increase in taxes generally speaking will

be those which should have occurred any-
way and which are probably long overdue."
Do you understand the implication of that?

Mr. Nixon: Sure, that's the target for the

Treasurer in higher taxes.

Mr. Sweeney: What he's saying very

clearly is, "Look, you local municipal coun-

cils, you've been wanting to find some way
to raise taxes for a long time. I'm going to

give it to you. We're going to bring in a

property reform taxation system which is so

mixed up and so confused you're going to be
able to get more money and the people won't

even know what happened."

Let's go on to another statement. We are

told there is not going to be any increase

after all but for some strange reason, in

budget paper E, they list the Niagara region
as an example of what could take place. I

don't know why they selected this one. They
could have selected any number of munic-

ipalities but they selected this one. We look

at the figures they quote and what does it

say? The tax levy before reassessment will be

$80 million. The tax levy after reassessment

will be $96 million. Why? They're not going
to raise any more money? For some reason

or another, the levy is going to increase from

$80 million to $96 million in their example.

An Hon. member: Heaven help us.

Mr. Sweeney: All I can say is it is becom-

ing more confusing all the time and I can
understand why the government has delayed
it.

I want to take this opportunity to address

myself very briefly to a topic which was
raised in this House last July. I think it cer-

tainly fits within the budget statement be-

cause I understand the committee for the

administration of justice is now meeting
downstairs.

The members of the House will remember
that I reacted rather strongly to a suggestion
that the Supreme Court of Canada should be
elected rather than appointed the way it is

now and that it should come under greater
control of the parliaments, provincial and
federal.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: You like to phone judges
in your party. We know about that.

Mr. Sweeney: I reacted very strongly to

that and I had intended not to bring up the

point again because I think I made my point.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Hello, Mr. Judge; it's

me, the boss.

Mr. Sweeney: But something has occurred
in the last couple of days—

Mr. Eakins: You're hitting a tender spot.

Mr. Sweeney: —which compels me to bring
up this point. The issue I was trying to get



4480 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

at it the only way the people of this country
or this province are going to be protected
from their government—and it's been demon-
strated several times in this province, with
this government, that that kind of protection
is needed—is if we have an independent
judiciary and independent court.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: We do have.

Mr. Sweeney: Yes, we do and we intend
to see that it stays that way.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: You would rather have
them elected. You say elect them.

Mr. Sweeney: No, absolutely not. I'm

speaking against that point and you know
I'm speaking against it.

Mr. Nixon: Why don't you listen to what
he said?

Mr. Sweeney: I spoke against it before.
We do not support the election of the judi-

ciary. We entirely oppose the election of

the judiciary. It was a member of your gov-
ernment who suggested it.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: You supported it.

Mr. Sweeney: A member of your govern-
ment suggested it and not one single one
of you stood up and objected. You would
allow it to go through. You would allow
this government to control the courts of this

country if that member's suggestion was ap-
proved. If you disagree with it why didn't

you object the way we did? Why didn't

you?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: You are out of your
cotton-picking mind.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: What have you
been smoking?

Mr. Eakins: Not even Don Morrow ob-

jected.

Mr. Sweeney: All we've got to do is look
at what's happening and what has happened
wherever the government has control of the

judiciary.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: What about Ouellet?

Would he agree?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Hello, judge, this is

the boss.

Mr. Sweeney: Look what happened in

Germany. Look what is happening right
now—and this is the reference I want to

make—

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Look what's happening
in Ottawa.

Mr. Sweeney: —now in India, which is

nominally a democratic country in the Asian

continent.

Mr. Eakins: Look what's happening at

Queen's Park.

Mr. Sweeney: On November 3, changes
in the constitution were passed and one of

the opposition members pointed out that this

bill will open the flood gates to regimenta-
tion and dictatorship. We can only assume
that's what this government would also ap-

prove of. They go to point out:

"One of the key factors of that bill will

substantially enhance the power of Parlia-

ment and the Prime Minister and diminish

the power of the courts, which have so

often been a bastion of resistance to the

central government's stern new posture."

Do you recognize yourself? You should.

Interjections.

Mr. Sweeney: The other comment on the

same issue:

"In particular the amendment in part re-

defines the role of the Indian judiciary, cur-

tailing the court's rights to enforce civil

liberties and to review both ordinary legis-

lation and constitutional amendments."

We would have to assume, Mr. Speaker,
because of the silence emanating from those

benches-

Interjections.

Mr. Sweeney: —that feelings like this re-

side over there.

Mr. Haggerty: Shame, shame.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mrs. Gandhi is the head

of the Liberal Party over there. Imagine,
she is the leader of the Liberal Party in

India.

Mr. Sweeney: Since the Minister of Hous-

ing happens to be in the House, I would

just like to briefly point out to him that the

housing industry in this province is really

quite in the doldrums, really in the dol-

drums.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Oh, Mr. Trudeau says we
are not all bad.

Mr. Sweeney: If he has been reading any
of the local press and if he has been meet-

ing with any of the local people—
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An hon. member: That's terrible. It is just

a shame.

Mr. Sweeney: Yet if we want to talk about

our economy—we have said this before and

we will probably have to say it again as

long as this government is in power—the

housing industry of this province can be the

greatest stimulus to the economy of the prov-

ince, the greatest stimulus in terms of putting
skilled workmen, in terms of putting produc-
tion people back to work, in terms of putting
homes and roofs over the heads of our people.
Yet we look at the amount of money that is

allocated in this budget and we look at

what's happening, not what the government
says should happen or what it thinks might

happen but what in fact is happening—and I

guess maybe that's really the point I am
trying to make with all of the examples I

listed—when we look at this, when we look

at the kinds of economic and financial deci-

sions which are made and when we look at

at the results, they aren't very happy.

Mr. Act'ng Speaker: The hon. member for

Hamilton Centre.

Mr. Davison: Mr. Speaker, at this time of

\'ear people are very concerned about the

question of energy and I would like to take

this opportunity to comment in a rather con-

cise way on that issue and some of its ramifi-

cations, I don't intend to speak to the history
of energy policy development in our province

but, b>' way of background for the remarks

that I do intend to make, I would like to

read to the House from the annual report of

the Ministry of Energy a passage that clearly

sets forth the cornerstone upon which the

government's policy is to be based.

"The Ministry of Energy is responsible for

the development and implementation of a

provincial energy policy which is designed to

ensure that Ontario's consumers receive an

adequate and secure supply of energy at

reasonable prices, with an acceptable environ-

mental impact."

Th? cornerstones of the policy are cojn-
mendable. I would say, however, that it's quite
unfortunate that the government chose to go
and build the policy somewhere else. When
we are dependent on sources outside of our

province for 80 per cent of our energy, by no
stretch of the imagination could anybody say
that we have an adequate and secure supply.
When the costs jump by 20, 30 and 40 per
cent every year, by no stretch of the imagi-
nation could one say that we have energy at

reasonable prices. When tomorrow or the
next day may bring with it a major nuclear

disaster, no one could possibly say that we
have energy with an acceptable environ-

mental impact. The government has brought
to energy policy development in this province
its standard practice of saying one thing and

doing the opposite. The government has

managed to bring our province from an

energy crisis to an energy disaster. A number
of years ago it became readily apparent to

anyone who wasn't a complete fool that we
could not depend on fossil fuels and a few
massive hydro electric facilities for energy
needs. Some time after that it became ap-

parent to the government. Casting about for

a solution, the government adopted the nu-

clear option.

[12:00]

No doubt they were impressed by the opi-

nions of people like Lewis Strauss, who at

the time was the chairman of the American

AEC, when he said electricity from nuclear

power plants would eventually be so cheap
that no one would bother to even meter it.

Whatever the reasons, whatever the justifi-

cation, or whatever the motive, Ontario was

pushed into the world of atomic energy. Re-

search and development of other alternative

sources was discouraged. Nuclear energy was
to be the safe and economic energy of tomor-

row. Well, yesterday's tomorrows have a way
of turning into today. Perhaps it is time that

we should take a look at the realization of

yesterday's promises and predictions and see

what has happened.

I would like to examine the safety of the

nuclear option at several of its stages in the

fuel cycle. The uranium production stage

presents two separate kinds of hazards. The
first is the exposure of people working in the

mines and in the mills to an incredible

number of radioactive materials which range
from the well-known ones like uranium 238
to all of its various and deadly by-products like

radium 226, radon 222, polonium 218. Es-

timates show that one out of every five under-

ground uranium miners will die of lung
cancer because of exposure on the job. Those
are stunning statistics.

The second hazard involved with the pro-
duction is waste materials. We call these

waste materials tailings. The liquid wastes

that flow into the waterways around the

mine or a mill have caused incalculable en-

vironmental damage. More recently, incidents

have come to light of houses, schools and
other buildings being built on landfill that

contains sandy tailings. These are exactly the

same radioactive materials that have been
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responsible for the deaths of thousands of

miners throughout the world.

Elliot Lake and Port Hope aren't just the

names of pkces on the map of Ontario. They
are representative of communities in our

province where men, women and children

will die because of a government policy
decision. I don't say that by way of an

accusation, but simply as a fact.

The next stage in energy production in-

volves the preparation of uranium itself for

use in the core reactor. This requires that

the uranium be shaped into rods, which are

then ensheathed in ziroalby coating. And
whenever you have any sort of process like

this, it means that the workers are again ex-

posed to deadly radioactive materials over

the long and the short terms.

The next istage after that, of course, is the

reactor itself. And along with that comes the

intensification of all the problems presented

by the prodtiction of nuclear energy. In the

fuel cycle prior to the reactor stage we are

confronted with the difficult problems of

processing and handling radioactive uranium
ore. However, within the reactor core itself

this uranium is subject to incredible forces

which cause the composition of the fuel to

grow increasingly complex as the reaction

proceeds. It becomes more and more diffi-

cult for us and for our scientists to keep
track of all of the competing processes in-

volved; and as the process itself becomes
more and more complex, the potential for

serious problems developing increases at an

alarming rate.

Some proponents of further nuclear de-

velopment suggested that your chances of be-

ing killed by nuclear accident are less than

your chances of being killed by lightning.
That is not overly reassuring. It is not re-

assuring to me and it is not reassuring to

most i)eople. It is also not the kind of infor-

mation that the public can use in making a

rational judgement on the question. Before

the public can make a judgement, before

the public can come to decide about the

question, they have to know whether the

risks are worth the benefit. They have to

know something more than just the odds;

they have to know the consequences. Gov-
ernments, this one holding a very high place

among them, have been pethaps understand-
ingly reluctant to make public studies which
show the damage a major accident could
cause.

On the few occasions when these studies

do come to light the contents are indeed

alarming but perhaps they're only the tip
of the iceberg. The first example of this situ-

ation occurred some 20 years ago. The
American government document, No. Wash.

740, which was entitled Theoretical Pos-

sibilities and Consequences of Major Acci-

dents in Large Nuclear Power Plants was

published in March, 1957.

The study considered a maximum credible

accident which, by their estimation, resulted

in one-half of the fissionable material of the

reactor core being leaked into the atmos-

phere. The reactor in question was 50 kilo-

meters from a city of one million people and

the disaster would occur when the wind was

blowing toward this city. Wash. 740 pre-
dicted 3,400 deaths. It predicted 43,000 per-

manent injuries and property damage—get
this—of $7 billion. By anyone's standard,

those statistics were and still are very alarm-

ing.

However, at the same time, the Power
Reactor Development Corporation commis-

sioned a similar study, a similar analysis

from the Engineering Research Institute of

the University of Michigan. Their report

came out a few months later, in July, 1957.

They assumed an accident resulting in

the complete release of the core's inventory
when there was temperature inversion and a

wind blowing toward the city. In the case

of this study the city was Detroit. Their

results made the Wash. 740 results pale into

insignificance.

They estimated that 133,000 people would
receive fatal radiation dosages and that an

additional 426,000 people would be injured.

After that, of course, they made no effort

even to make a guess at what the property

damage would be.

How do those figures relate to Ontario

20 years later? Reactors today are a lot big-

ger than they were then. The nuclear com-

plex not very far from here at Pickering is

one of the biggest in the world. Today our

cities are much bigger; our property values

are much bigger. A total rupture at Picker-

ing could kill or injure hundreds of thousands

of people in this province and the property

damage would be tens of billions of dollars.

Clearly, the odds have to be considered in

terms of the possible consequences.

The favourite argument in the arsenal of

nuclear plant advocates as far as safety is

concerned is history. They say that in over

20 years of operation not one major disaster

has occurred. They don't, of course, say that

nobody's been killed because indeed many
people have been.

Before we discuss a few examples of near

disaster, it would perhaps be of interest to

members to consider what one expert has to
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say about safety and its relationship to the

past and to the future. Professor Garrett

Hardin of the University of California put
it this way, and I quote:

"As people repeat simple operations year
after year without an acddent they become
bored and careless and disbelieving of the

possibility of an accident. There is a sort of

reciprocal relationship between the frequen-

cy of past accidents and the probability of

future accidents. The smaller the first value,
the larger the second. This reciprocity sets

some sort of undefined limits to human re-

liabihty. A long and distinguished safety rec-

ord sets the stage for a serious accident at

an unforeseen time."

The list of disasters associated with

nuclear reactors is both long and awesome
and I have no intention of reciting it, but

let's explore a couple of examples.

The Enrico Fermi I plant near Detroit

went into operation in August, 1963 and was

plagued by a continual and long series of

prolilems. On October 5, 1966, while the

control room staff was trying to figure out

the cause of one of these problems, the

radiation alarms went off. Everybody knew
what was wrong. The fuel in the core was

melting. But nobody had the slightest idea

what the cause of that was or what to do
about it. While official records don't show it,

testimony indicates that at this point in time

an alert went out to the local police and the

ci\il defence authorities to prepare for the

evacuation of Detroit and other centres.

It turned out in the end that a zirconium

triangle plate had come loose and had
blocked the flow of the sodium coolant. This

had caused the melting of several of the fuel

pins. The process stopped short of a com-

plete meltdown and there wasn't an evacua-

tion. If it had not, then scientists predict that

the area around Detroit would have been a

wasteland indefinitely.

In March, 1975, there was a fire at the

Brown's Ferry nuclear reactor in Alabama.

It is interesting to note that the fire was

started accidentally by a couple of electricians

who were looking for a draught with a

candle. It looked for a while as if there

would be a major loss-of-coolant accident.

The fire destroyed seven of the plant's 12

emergency core cooling systems. Fortunately
for the state of Alabama, the remaining five

ECCSs were adequate to prevent the melt-

down. One has to wonder if four would have
been equally adequate.

The first two accidents that I have men-
tioned did not occur in Canada. That is not

to suggest that we haven't had our fair share.

Mr. Speaker, you may recall that the

world's first major nuclear reactor accident

occurred right in our very own province. On
December 12, 1952, the reactor at Chalk
River near Ottawa nearly went up in smoke
with all of the surrounding area. A tech-

nician had mistakenly opened two or three

valves in the basement of the reactor. The
warning lights on the panel in the control

room started to flash. The supervisor on duty
rushed downstairs, saw what had happened,
turned off the valves, and called up his

assistant on the telephone to tell him that he
should press buttons 4 and 3. In his haste,

he said four and one. The technician pushed
the buttons. There followed a technical

mechanical failure.

Within minutes the order went out to

evacuate the entire complex, to evacuate the

plant. The temperature and pressure in-

creased and the chemical reaction destroyed
the reactor's core. It was by the most in-

credible luck that night that no one was
killed by the release of about 10,000 curies

of long-lived fission products. If the acci-

dent had been of just a slightly different

nature, who's to say what might have hap-
pened at Chalk River that night? As it is,

the events at our small experimental reactor

showed that human and machine errors can

happen. They can happen right here in On-
tario.

One of the most sensitive and potentially

dangerous facets in a reactor is the coolant

system. We have found enough leaking pres-
sure tubes at Pickering to frighten anyone
as far as the safety of our modern CANDU
reactors are concerned. When we think about

the possibility of human and mechanical errors

leading to a disaster at a reactor, it is not in

my opinion wise to take comfort in the odds.

There is a law of science that's referred to

as Murphy's Law. It's something we should

always keep in mind. It says that if anything
can go wrong, it will.

The dangers at a reactor would be shock-

ing enough if the only cause of a disaster

was a human error or mechanical failure.

Unfortunately, that is not the kind of world

we live in. Nuclear power stations have to

be secure from external intervention.

[12:15]

A number of months ago, an incident

came to light, which had been hidden for

a number of years and which was absolutely
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incredible. On September 8, 1969, the alarm

systems went off at a reactor in India.

Some staff members rushed to the switch-

gear room to check the abnormality and
found a man they had never seen before

flipping switches with reckless abandon. It

turns out that he was mentally disturbed

and had just sort of walked in off the street.

If there had been a simultaneous local

power failure, probably tens of thousands of

square miles of India would have been

wiped out.

I don't think we should be chauvinistic

in the le^st about security measures, because
it wasn't very long ago that a member of

this very House found he could walk around
the Pickering complex without permission
carrying a bag which could have contained

anything. I'll tell members something—if

lunatics and MPPs can get into these top
security areas-

Mr. Burr: The two extremes, of course.

Mr. Davison: That's not for me to say;
two extremes, yes. If they can get in, what
makes us think that saboteurs and terrorists

can't do it?

There have been so many near misses as

far as terrorists are concerned, and they've
occurred in countries all the way from
Argentina to Scotland. It's not even neces-

sary for the terrorists actually to break into

the reactor to cause a disaster at the reactor.

In November, 1972, three hijackers demanded
$10 million or, they threatened, they would
crash the DC-9 they had hijacked into the
nuclear complex at Oak Ridge, Tennessee.
The reactors were shut down, the staff

evacuated and the money was paid.

Terrorists can intervene at other places
in the fuel cycle. They don't have to go
to the reactor. Between each stage in the

cycle we depend upon transportation of
these radioactive materials. If we can't pro-
tect a reactor how on earth can we expect
to protect moving trucks, trains, boats,

planes? We can't do it.

Even the most simple things can cause a
major disaster. If some workmen should

happen to pile crates containing just mod-
erately radioactive material too close to-

gether, they can obtain a mass which will

go critical and cause a chain reaction.

Something that simple.

A closing word on terrorists: I think it

would be pretty easy for a terrorist to get
his hands on some radioactive material and
I don't think, nor do experts think, it would
be very much more difficult for them to

construct a powerful nuclear device. With
a bit of plutonium 239 about the size of

a golf ball and $2,000 a serious student of

physics can make a nuclear bomb.

A nuclear reactor produces a large amount
of radioactive waste and one of the most
serious questions raised by atomic energy
production is what do we do with the

waste? The longest lasting of these wastes
is plutonium 239 which over 24,300 years
loses only one-half of its radioactivity'. Plu-

tonium 239 will remain radioactive for about
a quarter of a million years. The most
bizarre aspect of nuclear energy is that we
know of no way to store this material safely
for any length of time because any ma-
terial which comes in contact with radio-

activity is subject to constant change and
we can't depend on anything remaining
stable.

If we know of no way to store this ma-
terial for a couple of decades what is it

that makes anybody think we're going to be
able to store it for 25,000 decades? Is it

really sensible for us to accept the assur-

ances of people who say we will surely dis-

cover—science and technology will surely

discover—a safe permanent storage site for

ever-increasing amounts of deadly radio-

active wastes? Is that sensible? I'll tell

members how sensible it is. It's about as

sensible as going do\vn to the C\ Tower
and jumping off it with a bag full of hard-

ware and hoping to build a parachute on

the way down. That's how sensible it is.

It's patently clear to me, and I think to

most people, that no sane, rational, well-

informed person could consider nuclear en-

ergv to be safe. One might suggest that

perhaps says something about the go\'ern-

ment. There is no need for anybody to tell

me the answer to that remark, because it's

painfully clear what the answer is. The

government's apologists would admit that of

course there are some dangers involved but,

quite frankly, nuclear energy is so eco-

nomical that the risks involved are simply

outweighed by the benefits.

Let's put aside the question of safety for

a minute and take a look at these economics.

Let's see how economical nuclear energy
is. We live in a world of rapid change, and
circumstances have changed since the gov-
ernment adopted the nuclear option.

There are three areas in which the eco-

nomics of nuclear energy and nuclear power
plants have changed dramatically. The first

area is in construction costs. The firms that

design and supervise construction of plants
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work on a cost-plus basis, which means
there is no incentive to hold costs down.
The first nuclear power plants, those on
which we based our costs, were built with

very few safety systems. All aspects of fit-

ting these new safety systems have involved

very expensive yet completely unexpected
costs. There have been periodic shortages
of skilled labour, which has led to overtime

at double and triple pay. The complexity of

construction has led to skilled workers being

paid while they are waiting for work be-

cause the process was not properly syn-
chronized. These and other factors have re-

sulted in capital costs increasing tenfold in

about 12 years. In dollar terms, that means
what cost $100,000 in 1964 costs $1 million

today.

The second problem sector is operating
costs. The main difficulty here is that nu-

clear jx)wer plants are just not as efficient as

was predicted. Our plants were supposed to

operate at 80 to 90 per cent of their capac-

ity. While exact assessments are going to be

a long time coming in, because we have to

see the figures over a long term, it is safe

to estimate that the actual figures are going
to be somewhere between 30 and 60 per cent

of capacity. The repair costs are terribly ex-

pensive because it takes a great deal of time

and large numbers of people so that workers

aren't exposed to large doses of radiation.

The lower the efficiency of the plant, the

more expensive the electricity it does pro-
duce when it is working. A plant working
at an average of 35 per cent efficienc>' pro-
duces electricity that is twice as expensive

per kilowatt as an identical plant working at

80 per cent capacity.

The third area is fuel costs. It is assumed
—not properly so— that uranium would re-

main a relatively inexpensive commodity.
Since 1973 the price of uranium has in-

creased about sevenfold on the open market.

The current Westinghouse lawsuits, which
are going on right now south of the border,
show in a very dramatic fashion the effect of

this increase on costs. Another difficulty is

that the actual burn-up rate of uranium was
found to be not the same as predicted. This
means that our requirements could be as

much as 50 per cent higher than was esti-

mated. The CANDU reactors use heavy water
as a coolant, and this also has turned out
to be more expensive than estimated. I might
add that when we lose tons of heavy water
because of the leaks in our pressure tubes at

Pickering, that doesn't help the cost factors

either.

When Canada built its first heavy water

pliant at Glace Bay, I think just about every-

body in the country was rather mildly sur-

prised to find out that after the millions of

dollars spent in building it, it didn't work.

So we had to go and spend many more
millions of dollars in completely rebuilding
the plant so it would work. Nuclear power is

capital and energy intensive, not labour in-

tensive, and the economics of nuclear power
have become uneconomical,

Mr. Speaker, as I said earlier, yesterday's
tomorrows have a way of becoming today.
What was to be the safe and economic en-

ergy of tomorrow has turned out to be the

unsafe and uneconomical energy of today.
We simply can't afford it. The road of nu-
clear energy can lead only to disaster and
this government seems determined to drag
the people of Ontario down with it. The gov-
ernment simply is not acting in a sane and
rational maimer. I respectfully suggest that

if the members opposite want to continue on
this course, they be free to play with only
their own lives, not with everybody else's in

this province. This policy of nucltear energy
is an excursion into hell and as far as I'm

concerned it is one trip the members oppo-
site can take by themselves, because we
don't want to go.

Anybody who would argue that the aban-
donment of the nuclear option would create

an energy shortage simply doesn't know
what he's talking about. Any need that is

supposed to be met by atomic energy can
be filled by alternate energy sources. Many
future needs that cannot be filled by nuclear

energy can be filled by alternate renewable

energy sources.

Before I make a few brief comments on
the benefits of some of these renewable en-

ergy sources I would just like to remind the

members of some of the sources themselves.

The best known, I guess, is solar energy.
The sun's energy can be harnessed in a

number of ways to provide energy for domes-
tic heating, commercial heating and indus-

trial fuel and heat.

The energy of the wind can supply elec-

tricit>' for any need and is particularly suit-

able for rural areas.

There are similar benefits to be gained
from the harnessing of other renewable re-

sources, such as tidal power, wave power,
ocean thermal energy and geothermal energy.

Heat pumps provide an interesting answer

.to home heating needs.

Photo-voltaic energy appears to be an al-

piost unlimited source.
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Biomass burning generators can supply

electricity, and synthetic fuels can be pro-
duced from biomass to provide liquid fuel

for transportation needs.

Small-scale hydro dams are a very efficient

use of our resources.

I have made no attempt to provide an

exhaustive list, as its length would be over-

whelming. It is very interesting to note that

there are four renewable energy sources

which individually could have provided more

energy than we used throughout the entire

country in the year 1975. Those are solar-

thermal, photo-voltaic, wind and geothermal.

Renewable sources enjoy two tremendous

benefits that make them very sensible alter-

natives. They have the advantage of sim-

plicity, so the development costs are low.

They have the advantage of diversity, so we
can build a decentralized energy system in

this province. Many of these sources are al-

ready cost competitive, others would be with

mass production techniques, and some re-

quire further research and development.
Some may prove not to be useful, but their

adoption as a new energy base would make
us truly energy self-sufficient forever in

Ontario.

Development of these systems would be
labour intensive, not capital and energy in-

tensive. We could create countless numbers

of new jobs in Ontario and we could put the

province back to work again. There's no
need for the kind of unemployment we have.

We could build a totally new sector in the

economy which would make us not an ex-

porter of raw materials, but an exporter of

finished products that would meet the energy
needs of an energy-starved world.

[12:30]

In conclusion, we still have control of our

destiny. The future is still open for us to

write, as far as energy policy development
goes. Is this government so jnyopic that its

visions of the future are limited by the

bounds of the past? I don't want to leave,

and the members of my party don't want to

leave, future generations in this province

nothing but a wasteland. We want to leave

future generations the best province possible.

If this government is not willing to work
toward that goal, then it has governed too

long and it should leave.

On motion by Hon. Mr. MacBeth, the

debate was adjourned.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, I under-

stand the order of business for Monday has

already been announced.

On motion by Hon. Mr. MacBeth, the

House adjourned at 12:30 p.fn.

No.
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The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

Mr. Speaker: I recognize the member £or

Hastings-Peterborough.

POINT OF PRIVILEGE

Mr. Rollins: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

personal privilege I would like to clarify

an item which appeared in Hansard on Tues-

day of last week stating that I interfered

with the granting of permits in the Bancroft

area. This was read into the record by the

hon. member fo^r Huron-Middlesex (Mr. Rid-

dell). I would like to say to this House that

that statement is totally untrue.

The second accusation made by the same

member, stating that I sell fuel oil products
to all government buildings in the Bancroft

area, is totally untrue.

Since I was elected in 1959, I have never

solicited or sold to the provincial government.

Mr. Speaker: Statements by the ministry.

DUNDAS PUC INQUIRY

Hon. 'Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, on Thurs-

day the Premier ( Mr. Davis ) advised the

member for Wentworth (Mr. Deans) that a

statement would be made today regarding the

situation at the Dundas Public Utilities Com-
mission. After discussions with the Treasurer

(Mr. McKeough), who is responsible for both

The Municipal Act and The Public Utilities

Act, I would like to make the following
comments.

The laying of criminal charges against sev-

eral members of the Dundas Public Utilities

Commission is indeed a serious and unfortu-

nate matter. It would, however, be inappropri-
ate for me to comment on this matter since it

is sub judice. It would be further inappropri-
ate for me to presume developments. We
would all agree, I think, that the time-hon-

oured right of innocence until proved guilty
must be upheld.

I might say, in that connection, that there

is no provincial legislation requiring persons

Monday, November 8, 1976

so charged to resign or be subjected to dis-

ciplinary measures pending judicial determina-
tion. Under these circumstances, the commis-
sion can continue to function and the mem-
bers can continue to carry out their duties.

A new manager was appointed in Dundas
in March this year. Since that time a re-

organization has been under way and the

administrative procedures are being revamped
with the assistance of a special consultant

made available under contract from Ontario

Hydro.

As a result of the provisions of Bill 155,

which established the region of Hamilton-

Wentworfh, there Avill be no election of public

utility commissioners in Dundas in the forth-

coming municipal elections. Dundas is part
of a Ideal study which is about to start under
the direction of the provincial steering com-
mittee on municipal Hydro restructuring. The
study, when completed next year, will deter-

mine the structure that Hydro utilities will

take within that region. Once restructured, the

first new commissions will be appointed by
their respective councils who wiU, in turn,

decide during the first term whether subse-

quent commissions will be appointed by coun-

cil or elected at large.

With these cii'cumstances in mind, I see no
reason to introduce special legislation which
would be necessary to bring on public utility

elections in Dundas.

(Mr. Speaker: Oral questions. The hon.

Leader of the Opposition.

VAL RITA WATER SUPPLY

Mr. Lewis: A question, if I may, for the

Minister of the Enviroimient, Mr. Speaker;

it's a smallish matter, perhaps, but I think

an important one.

Can he explain his ministry's behaviour in

the case cf the Val Rita well drying con-

troversy in the Cochrane area? A number of

homeowners appear to be losing tiheir drink-

ing water, probably through the entire winter,

because of what appears to be a pumping
operation by a private company which did it

without licence in a nearby quarry pit. The
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ministry has failed to intervene to protect

the homeowners.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: First of aU, to give some

background, the community itself has applied
to my ministry for a public project but be-

cause of some shortage of funds that has been

delayed. In the meantime, we have been

monitoring and sampling that water. Whether
or not the hon. member has information at

this stage that it is not fit to drink, I wouldn't

want to comment, but that information had
been given to me over the past few months

particularly in relation to submissions which
were being made to us for an alternative com-
munal system.

Mr. Lewis: By way of supplementary: Now
that there is one family which has to drive

11 miles just for washing; two other families

whose well water has disappeared almost en-

tirely; a recording instrument of the Ministry
of the Environment which ran out and hasn't

been read since October 6, according to the

letter I received from one of the families,

is it not possible to uphold the public interest

of these families in this litde community
rather than to grant the company the con-

tinued right to pump the quarry dry when
the relationship seems clear?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Further to what I have
been saying, I have been in touch with the
local member, the hon. Minister without Port-

folio (Mr. Brunelle), and I have indicated to

him that we will be going ahead with the

project during the next fiscal year. Mean-
while, I will look into the hon. member's
concerns to see that there is a sufficient supply
of potable water in the meantime.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
EXEMPTIONS

Mr. Lewis: A related question, if I may,
to the same minister: Could the minister table

the documents or proceedings which attended
his decision to exempt so many government
ministries and so many government projects
for such a long time from the proceedings of

The Environmental Assessment Act?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: The environmental assess-

ment regulations are something that have
been worked on for about the past 14 months
prior to proclamation a week or so ago. This
was done by a committee, an overseeing com-
mittee under the chairmanship of Dr. Chant,
together with the deputy ministers from the
various ministries which were involved in

asking for exemptions. What documents would

exist in relation to those discussions I am
not aware.

Some of the press information we have
read over the weekend is not entirely ac-

curate. For example, the Ministry of Govern-
ment Services is included in the regulations
and that ministry, as the hon. member knows,
looks after six or seven different ministries as

far as projects and construction are con-

cerned. It is not fair to report that all these

ministries are exempt from the regulations
when they are not.

The purpose during this period of the

operation of the Chant committee is to at-

tempt to come to some type of resolution in

respect of those projects which were far

enough down the road, shall we say, that it

wouldn't be proper at this stage to include

them in an environmental assessment; and
those projects, of course, which are not signifi-

cant enough to require environmental assess-

ment. The Act itself, as the hon. member
knows, is very broad and includes everything.

It includes a change of use, the addition of

a classroom, the building of any type of

building. Rather than tie everything up and

completely stop the operation of a number of

ministries, it was necessary to have some

exemptions. The exemptions now included in

those regulations, as I say, have been arrived

at after a great deal of negotiation.

Mr. Renwick: Supplementary question-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I think we
should have the supplementary from the

member for Hamilton West first.

Mr. S. Smith: Accepting the minister's point
that a good many plans are already under way
and that hearings might delay them, and the

various ministries would be upset in this

reo^ird, will the minister agree that there

might also be similar arguments in the pri-

vate sector—that a good many plans are

already under way? Why would he not exempt
them at the same time? Surely the Act should

apply even-handedly to the public and the

private sectors because the environment is

there for everyone?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: At the tijne The Environ-

mental Assessment Act was proclaimed in

1975 the indication was made that first of

all we would bring in government projects—
that is, provincial government projects—then

municipal projects and then the private

sector. The idea was to see how the Act

works, to give the board itself the oppor-

tunity to become familiar with its duties

under The Environmental Assessment Act and
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to apply the Act in such a way that every-

thing didn't come to a halt, and that there

was some experience, as I say, on the part

of the members of the board.

As the hon. member knows, we have

indicated that the section dealing with the

private sector will be proclaimed and that

regulations applying to specific private pro-

jects will be implemented next year. In the

meantime, certain large private projects such

as Elliot Lake and the Reed proposal, will

come under the Act immediately,

Mr. Renwick: By way of a supplementary

question, if I understand the proclamation
of October 20, because the Act hasn't been

fully proclaimed, that still exempts private

undertakings from The Environmental Assess-

ment Act. If my understanding is correct,

when is the minister going to proclaim the

balance of the Act so that at least imple-
mentation of the procedures can begin under

it, having regard to the Elliot Lake project
and having regard, of course, to the Reed
Paper project?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I expect that the section

deahng with private projects will be pro-
claimed by the end of this year. As we deal
with a specific project such as Reed, the

regulations applying to that specific project
will be brought in and proclaimed. There is

no reason, really, after we have proclaimed
the Act generally to apply to private projects,
that we can't also have regulations during
the year which can apply to certain private

projects which we feel will have some sub-
stantial environmental effect.

Mr. Foulds: Supplementary-

Mr. S. Smith: Forgive me, Mr. Speaker,
I am trying to get this matter clear.

If I understood the minister correctly he
is saying that so far the Act has been pro-
claimed only for the public sector and he has
now brought in exemptions, by order in

council, to exempt the public sector, and
that in the future it will apply to the private
sector. In which case, will he use the same
criteria for exempting the private sector at
that time? That is really the nature of the
question I am asking.

[2:15]

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, the hon.
member hasn't read the Act. We haven't

exempted the public sector. What we have
done is exempted certain projects within the
pubhc sector that are past the planning
stage and are so far down the road that it

wouldn't be proper and at this point it would
be very costly, to have the whole environ-

mental assessment process applied.

Mr. S. Smith: Then use the same criteria

in the private sector.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: That is one criterion. The
other is that it wouldn't have any significant

environmental effect in any event, and I've

used an example of that. As far as the private

sector is concerned—I now realize what the

hon. member is asking—what we will do after

we proclaim the section of the Act, 3(b) I

believe it is, is that we will bring in the

private sector by way of regulations—specific

private projects, as we're doing with Reed
and with Elliot Lake.

Mr. Speaker: We've spent 10 minutes on

this one question and I think we should go
on to a new question. The hon. Leader of

the Opposition.

USE OF TDI

Mr. Lewis: Just one last question to the

Minister of Labour if I may, Mr. Speaker:
Has the Minister of Labour been informed of

the public anxiety in the United Kingdom
over the use of the chemical toluene diiso-

cyanate—TDI as it is known—and the obser-

vation from the health and safety executive

of the government ministry that TDI ranks

in its dangers even higher than polyvinyl

chloride, although a little lower than asbestos,

and that the parts per million which are ex-

posed in the work place should now be re-

duced dramatically as a result of a sudden

asthmatic death—I guess it must have been

August or September—in the UK?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, 1 have

not read that report. I thank the hon. mem-
ber for bringing it to my attention, and I

shall most certainly look into it.

Mr. Lewis: Fine. Would the minister look

at the threshold limit value in Ontario, which

is set at 0.02 parts per million, and may be

10 or 20 times as high as is manageable with

the information that's coming forward? Thank

you, no fiuther questions.

DEATH OF PATIENT AT
MENTAL HEALTH CENTRE

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Minister

of Community and Social Services: I wonder

if the minister would comment on the allega-

tion that a patient died by scalding herself

in a health faciHty while she was on a waiting
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list to be transferred to a centre for the re-

tarded? Perhaps the minister is aware of the

incident we're talking about. Could he give
some comment on why the waiting list was
so long, since it appears that the patient has

been in this health centre at Queen Street

since 1960?

Hon. Mr. Taylor: That was certainly an un-

fortunate incident. It was in a facility under
the Ministry of Health. It was a scalding epi-
sode. May I say that it could have taken

place in an institution for the retarded as

well as a health facility. Without commenting
in connection with the merits of it, and ad-

dressing the inquiry as to the waiting list, it

Avas not my understanding that there were

waiting lists that would prevent a qualified

person from entering an institution for the

retarded for that long, or anywhere near that

long.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
since it was a surprise to the minister to learn

that there was such a waiting list, has he

taken some Steps to look into how it happened
that this particular patient was kept that long
on the waiting list? Does he not have regu-
lations in his institutions for the retarded

which keep the fahrenheit degrees at which
hot water is allowed to be in the tap system
limited to something that would not be that

dangerous?

Hon. Mr. Taylor: Yes. In answer to the

first part of the question, at the end of last

week, I beheve it was Friday, when this came
to light I did ask my staff for a report in

regard to the question of admission to one
of the institutions. On the other aspect of it,

in terms of water temperature, it's my under-

standing that the water temperature is con-

trolled so that a person could not scald him-

self or herself through immersion in bath

water.

BROWNDALE LABOUR DISPUTE

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Minister

of Labour, if il might: Has the minister some
comment to make about the fact that em-

ployee dissatisfaction at Browndale has now
come to the point where for the second time

in a year they're applying to the Ontario

Labour Relations Board, complaining about

the anti-union attitude of the Browndale em-

ployer, and has she discussed with the Min-

ister of Health any implications this might
have for the quality of care and the atmos-

phere in the Browndale institution?

Mr. Mancini: Let the member for Scar-

borough West (Mr. Lewis) look into it.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, the

matter is before the Labour Relations Board

which, as each member of the Legislature

knows, is a quasi-judicial body and I do not

interfere with its deliberations. When they
have made their decision, I'm sure that this

will be being discussed with the chairman of

the board—the basis of their report and their

deliberations—and if it is necessary, I shall

most certainly discuss it with the Minister of

Health (Mr. F. S. Miller).

Mr. McClellan: I have a supplementary to

the Minister of Labour: I understand that

there has been a delay in the completion of

the report by the Ministry of Labour investi-

gator looking into this labour dispute, and I

would ask the minister to look into that

matter and find out whether, in fact, the in-

vestigator is meeting the deadline for the

hearing, which is scheduled for later this

month?

Hon. B. Stephenson: The investigators of

the Ontario Labour Relations Board are, in

fact, employees of the Labour Relations

Board rather than specifically of the Ministry
of Labour, but I shall most certainly inquire
about that.

WATER POLLUTION

Mr. S. Smith: A question of the Minister

of the Environment: Has he visited the sew-

age treatment facility in the Burlington area

and can he confirm that a great many millions

of gallons of untreated sewage, or partially

treated chlorinated sewage, have made their

way into the bay in which he has had his

famous swim? Does he have any comment to

tell the House about this?

Mr. Good: How could you get any more
in there, George?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, I haven't had
an opportunity to visit the plant. So far as

the excess flow is concerned, it has been

pretty well confirmed by the plant's opera-
tors that there has been an excess flow dur-

ing the period indicated, from about the end
of June untfl about the middle of October.

As the reports over the weekend indicated,

this is during a period of construction. The

plant now has reached a capacity where there

should not be any overflow.

There is an excess now of at least four

million gallons per day. The reason for this,

I would assume, is that there were home con-

nections as a result of housing requirements
in that area that brought the plant to over-

capacity during wet periods.
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Mr. S. Smith: A brief supplementary: Can
the minister tell us what the government is

doing to guarantee that when there is rapid

home expansion in a given area, that it does

not proceed more rapidly than the sewage
treatment capacity itself so that we don't ruin

the bodies of water that are already quite

threatened?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: My ministry has been

criticized from time to time, particularly by
local authorities, that we are too tough, that

we are holding up subdivisions, that we're

not allowing land separations, that we're not

allowing connections, particularly when
there's a housing shortage and great pressure
to provide more accommodation. We'll just

have to be tougher.

Mr. Gaunt: Supplementary: I'm just

wondering if the ministry had any discussions

with the people in Hamilton with respect to

alternatives during this construction period?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I'm advised that rather

than allowing the bvpass that took place over

this period of time, if all the eflfluent and all

the sewage went through the plant, although
this would reduce the efficiency of the treated

sewage, it would have been better than hav-

ing a prolonged period of bypass. That is the

only solution while a plant is in use at the

same time there is an expansion going on in

the guts of that plant. That was the problem
there. If tlie plant had got started, say three

months to six months ahead of time, there

wouldn't have been a problem.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Minister of Labour
has the answer to a question asked pre-

viously.

GREAT WEST STEEL PLANT CLOSURE

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, on
November 2 the member for Downsview (Mr.
di Santo) asked a question regarding the

reasons for closing of Great West Steel in

Mississauga. We have investigated the reasons

for this closing and can find only that indeed
the operation was unsuccessful and non-

profitable in the hands of its previous owners.

It was bought in that condition by the

present owners and in spite of their efiForts

they have not been able to make it a profit-
able venture. As a result of the drop in

demand caused by the severe decline in con-
struction activity throughout Ontario the plant
has been losing money at an unconscionable
rate over the past year and a half. As a
result of these financial diflBculties, this plant
has been closed.

Mr. Speaker: The member for Etobicoke.

I'm sorry—yes, the hon. member for Downs-
view with a supplementary.

Mr. di Santo: Has the minister attempted
to convince the owners of the company to

postpone the closing at least until after

Christmas, as I asked last week?

Hon. B. Stephenson: It's my understanding
that there will be a few members of stafiE

still employed after Christmas but very few.

CNR TRANSFER

Mr. Philip: A question of the Minister of

Transportation and Communications: Is the

minister aware of plans by Canadian National

Railways to transfer its wheel manufacturing
operation from Toronto to Montreal? If so,

is the minister meeting with the CNR to en-

sure that servicing of GO train equipment
will not be affected since I understand it now
takes six weeks for wheels to arrive from

Montreal to Toronto?

Mr. Breithaupt: They come by train, too.

These are not big wheels, either.

Mr. Ruston: Square wheels.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Snow: I'm not aware of what
the hon. member refers to. It has not been

brought to my attention. I certainly will look

into it.

Mr. Philip: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker.
Since GO Transit has been a major user of

wheels-239 pairs in 1974; 364 pairs in 1975;
and 338 pairs to October this year—would
the minister use his influence as a major user

of these to save some 20 jobs of Ontario

workers?

Mr. Roy: You should go to Krauss-Maffei.

There were no wheels there.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Certainly, I'll look into

the matter. As I told the hon. member, I'm

not aware of any plans of the CNR along
this line but I will look into it and investigate

it. I assure the member I'll do everything

possible to see that no jobs are transferred

out of Ontario.

TIMBERTOWN PROJECT

Mr. Conway: Mr. Speaker, a question to

the Minister of Industry and Tourism. What,
if anything, does he have to report about the
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bringing onstream of the much talked about
Timbertown tourist project for Renfrew

county?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Mr. Speaker, in the full-

ness of time we shall be making our an-

nouncement in respect to Timbertown. Until

we have certain other things put in place,
such as the acquiring of land and so on,
there will be no announcement made.

Mr. Conway: A brief supplementary:
Would the minister care to focus more sharp-

ly the time span for those of us who are

interested as to when this may or may not
be with us?

Mr. Davidson: When does the fullness

occur?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: As soon as we find we
have all the pieces of the jigsaw puzzle in

place, we shall make that announcement.

Mr. Ruston: That is election time.

Mr. Roy: For the minister that is going
to take a while.

Mr. S. Smith: A miniature Darcy.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The Leader
of the Opposition with a supplementary.

An hon. member: You'll never get it as-

sembled.

Mr. Lewis: Since Timbertown seems to be
the primary focus of the so-called economic
development for Renfrew county is it not
possible to share with the citizenry of Ren-
frew the eventual plans for that complex,
rather than just using the name and inspiring
all kinds of curiosity but no facts of any
kind at all?

Mr. Breithaupt: He has not even told the
member for Renfrew South (Mr. Yakabuski).

Hon. Mr. Bennett: We have been working
with the committee put together in that area
for its economic development, members of
the county council and the municipal council
with respect to establishing Timbertown,
which is one of the programmes they felt

would have viability in their community. We
believe it will have but as far as we're con-
cerned until we have all of the pieces in

place, there is nothing to be gained by mak-
ing an announcement in respect to location
because of speculation which could arise in
land prices.

CONDOMINIUM HOME
OWNERSHIP

Ms. Gigantes: I have a question for the

Minister of Consumer and Commercial Rela-

tions. Following on his announcement last

week of an interministerial committee to

study the problems of condominium owner-

ship in Ontario, I wonder if the minister

would be willing to tell us who is to be the

independent consultant to co-ordinate this

committee; what are the qualifications he's

looking for in that independent consultant;
and when will the committee report?

[2:30]

Hon. Mr. Handleman: The consultant has
not yet been appointed, so I can't answer that

part of the question. The qualifications, I

suppose, would be a knowledge of and ex-

perience in the problems of condominiums
from whatever viewpoint. We have not set

any time constraints on the committee but I

would like to be able to discuss that with
the committee when it is formed and the

consultant to see what is possible and prac-
ticable.

Ms. Gigantes: A supplementary: I wonder
if the minister could confirm that the person
he is approaching—I don't know whether
he has been able to firm up the contract—as
the consultant co-ordinator is Mr. Darwin
Kealey, a former candidate in Carleton East?

Mr. Lewis: Come on.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: I know the hon.
member would be offended if that appoint-
ment were indeed made. However, Mr.

Kealey is knowledgeable in the field and we
are prepared to consider him. Thanks for

the suggestion.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: What are his qualifications?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The member
for Ottawa East with a supplementary.

Mr. Roy: I wonder if the minister would
care to elaborate and tell us what are his

qualifications to head such a commission?

Mr. Lewis: His long Conservative ancestry.

Interjections.
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Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Kealey is a

partner in or the proprietor of a research

consulting firm in Ottawa which has prepared
a task force paper, has prepared a memoran-
cUim and submitted it to our ministry in-

dicating both a knowledge and an interest in

condominium pro])lems. He is not from

Metropolitan Toronto-

Mr. Warner: Is his membership paid up?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: —which, in my view,
ma\ be an overriding qualification.

Mr. S. Smith: Your friend almost fell

through the chair.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: He has displayed
an interest in condominium problems which
I think equals that of anybody in this prov-
ince, as far as our ministry is concerned.

Mr. MacDonald: So you have made up
your mind.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: There may be other

people who have an equal interest in it but

ha\e not displayed that to our ministry. The

assumption that Mr. Kealey may be appoint-
ed to this is, in my view, premature.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: We know how you operate.

Mr. Speaker: A final supplementary, the

member for Etobicoke.

Mr. Philip: The November 1 issue of The
Condominium quotes the minister as stating
that the provincial government does not in-

tend to legislate guidelines for developers.
Does the minister not feel that in making such
a statement just before announcing his com-
mittee he is in some way limiting or unduly
influencing the recommendations this com-
mittee will be bringing forth?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: I haven't seen the

report referred to by the hon. member but
I recall the interview in which I said we
were not prepared to introduce legislation at

this session. This doesn't mean we are not

prepared e\'er to introduce any kind of legis-
lation and we will await the committee's

report.

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Kealey didn't even run
second.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: What does that have
to do with it? Would you take Paul Taylor?

BROWNDALE OPERATIONS

Mr. Eakins: A question of the Provincial

Secretary for Social Development. In view
of the absence of the Minister of Health I

am sure the senior minister can answer this

question for me. Considering the fact that

many of us have received letters from Mr.

Ian Sorbie concerning legal expenses incurred

by Peterborough parents and others when
they sought an injunction preventing Brown-
dale from closing its progi-amme, is the min-

ister reconsidering the refusal to assume these

expenses?

Hon. Mrs. Birch: Mr. Speaker, through you
to the hon. member, that's an internal matter

within the Ministry of Health and I would

respectfully suggest that the member refer

that question to him when he is in the House,

Mr. Eakins: A supplementary: I would
like to ask the minister if the minister has

conferred with her and told her about the

problem? Also, in view of the fact that his

ministry did nothing but sat back and forced

th^ parents to seek the injunction, does she

not think it right that the ministry assume
thes? costs considering that its oft-repeated
claim is for the programme and for the chil-

dren? Personally, does she not think this

should be assumed?

Hon. Mrs. Birch: Mr. Speaker, through you
to the hon. member, I am not familiar with
all the aspects of that particular problem. I

would suggest that the member speak directly

to the Minister of Health.

NIAGARA REGION OFFICIAL PLAN

Mr. Swart: A question of the Minister of

Housing. Could he tell the House whether
the decision on the official plan for the

Niagara region will be anrbounced to the

House within a very short period of time? If

not, what is the delay for the decision?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: No, I don't think the

announcement will be made in a very short

period of time. The reason for any delay is

that the ofiicial plan is in the ministry and
has been circulated, as are all official plan

proposals, to the various agencies and min-

istries which wiU be responding and sending
their comments to us.

Mr. Swart: Supplementary: In view of the

fact that it's not going to be made in a short

period of time, why has the minister refused

to meet with the Preservation of Agricultural
Land Society to hear its views on this matter,
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especially in view of the fact that six cabinet

ministers met with the senior people in the

Niagara region?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I have written to that

particular organization suggesting that I would
not meet with them due to the fact that the

original letter from them demanded a meet-

ing iof me on the grounds that I had met
with developers and all other people. I have
not held any meetings with any other parties

involved in their concerns over the Niagara
region official plan, with the exception of the

regional councillors and the members of the

planning committee.

I say to the hon. member quite clearly that

I will not meet with every individual group
which wants to make a submission to me, be-

caus3 if the members think there is some

delay now, he can imagine the kind of delay
well have by meeting with every group that

wants to come in and make a submission. We
have the plan, and to be quite frank I don't

think that anything can be added to the in-

formation we have.

I know what the position of that particular

group is. I have letters from them individually

and collectively, enough to make a book of.

So I know what their position is. I don't

think a face to face meeting is going to add

anything to what is needed in order to make
a decision.

RACIAL ATTACK

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Attorney
General now that he is in the House: Does
he have an answer yet to my question of last

week regarding the racial incident in Toronto
where an attack is alleged to have taken

place and where the hoodlums are alleged to

have been identified to the police and yet
never arrested? Considering the rather un-

fortunate nature of the circumstances and
the great concern about racism in the city,

has he looked into the matter and could he

give us a response?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, as I in-

dicated, I have looked into the matter. I'm

still waiting a complete report from the Metro-

politan Toronto police department. I com-
municated with them again after the question
to see if that report couldn't be expedited. I

thought I gave an undertaking to the leader

of the Liberal Party that I would apprise him
of the information that I receive as soon as it

is received.

Mr. S. Smith: Just by way of a brief sup-

plementary, is the minister aware—I'm sure

he is—that the more the delay occurs, albeit

it's totally out of his hands, the more that the

community affected' begins to feel it doesn't

enjoy a high priority? So could he please
undertake to have it as quickly as possible?

EXTORTION CASE SENTENCES

Mr. Renwiek: Mr. Speaker, in view of the

apparent leniency of the sentence imposed
upon Messrs. Cotroni, Violi, Papalia and one
other in the recent extortion case, is the

minister giving consideration to appealing the

sentence?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, this is a

matter that the member for Riverdale took

up with me privately to alert me to the fact

that he was interested in this matter, as we
all are, and I apologize for this fumbling, but

I did have a fairly lengthy report on that in

view of the fact that we're still deahng with

the estimates of the ministry. While I'm look-

ing for it, I recall there was some question
as to whether or not the Crown counsel who
conducted the trial—so it was reported in the

press at least—should have pressed harder for

the maximum penalty, which was 10 years.

As the hon. member probably knows, the

Crown counsel involved did an excellent job

on a very complicated case. The report I have

indicates that it was the view of the criminal

law office of the Crown that the maximum
sentence was not warranted and it would not

be recommending an appeal for a number of

reasons. I'd be quite happy to review these

reasons with the hon. member and members
of the Legislature now, but it may take me
some time.

Mr. Speaker: Do I understand this matter

is being discussed in the committee?

Mr. Roy: Yes.

Mr. Speaker: Perhaps that would be the

more satisfactory place to discuss it, since

both parties interested will be in that com-

mittee.

ICE STORM DAMAGE

Mr. Ruston: Mr. Speaker, I have a question
of the Minister of Transportation and Com-
munications: Could the minister tell me how
many municipalities received special grants

last winter as a result of severe ice storms

and whether the $5,000 that the town of

Ridgetown received was for highway con-

struction or was it, in effect, because of the

severe ice storm in the town? Or was it due
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to the fact that the mayor is a candidate for

the Conservative Party?

Some hon. members: Oh, oh.

Mr. Nixon: That's an easy one to answer.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, if I may
answer the last question first, I wasn't aware

of that fact, but if he is, I am sure he is on

the right track.

I can't say exactly how many municipalities

received grants relating to the ice storm. We
did have requests for some additional finan-

cial assistance from a number of municipali-
ties after that ice storm took place because of

their high costs in removing downed trees

and so on from the highways rights of way.
Our budget was very constrained and we
were unable to grant any additional supple-
mentaries at that time. As the year went on,

we were able to allocate some moneys from

another area within the ministry funding
which allowed us to grant supplementary
allocations of funds to, I would guess, about

seven or eight or more municipalities that had
had major expenditures due to that ice storm

and, of course, the money was to assist in

paying the cost of cleaning up the rights of

way after the ice storm.

Mr. Ruston: Supplementary: If it is only
seven or eight municipalities, could the minis-

ter give me the names of those municipali-
ties?

Hon. Mr. Snow: I can't recall all of them
at this moment; there might have been more
than that, but I know there was a consider-

able number down in western Ontario and

along the Lake Erie shoreline. There may
have been more than that, and I will get a

list of the municipalities that received the

supplementary grants for that purpose.

HARBORD COLLEGIATE

Mr. McClellan: A question to the Minister

of Education, if I may, with respect to Har-
bord Collegiate: The Harbord Collegiate

building advisory committee wrote the minis-

ter on October 19 and said, among other

things:

"In view of the new construction pending
and the probable demolition of much of the

old building, only minimum maintenance has
been provided since 1968 with the result that

the building is in imminent danger of con-
demnation and collapse even before new con-
struction can start."

In view of this morning's Globe and Mail
reaffirmation that Harbord seems to have a

low priority for capital funds, I want to ask

the minister what it takes to get priority from

his ministry for Harbord Collegiate? Does it

have to fall down?

Hon. Mr. Wells: Mr. Speaker, we will be

glad to send some of our people, with the

Toronto board people, to look again at Har-

bord Collegiate. There is no question that

ultimately it prol^ably should be replaced.
There are many schools in this province that

are in the same or indeed a worse category.

The hon. member's friend from Timmins can

tell him about Timmins High and Vocational.

It is not our understanding that it is

imminently in a state of readiness to collapse
or anydiing like that, and I have to tell the

hon. member that given the kind of financial

restraints that this government has on capital

money and our priority to spend that money
for new pupil spaces where new housing
areas are concerned, I am afraid that Harbord

Collegiate replacement is going to have to

wait a couple of years yet.

Mr. McClellan: Supplementary: Is the

minister aware that on October 23, 1973, the

Metro school board passed a policy motion

which established Harbord as number one

priority within the Metro system and that, as

far as I understand, that priority for the

school, which serves mainly new Canadians,
still stands?

[2:45]

Hon. Mr. Wells: I don't ever recall it

being put in nujnber one priority for all of

Metro, because I think Metro always did

agree to a priority of new pupil spaces first.

It was number one priority, as I recall, in

the replacement category, and that is a differ-

ent category from new pupil spaces. As it

has turned out, there hasn't been enough
money for all the replacement projects. I

draw my friend's attention to some of the

schools that have been replaced in that

particular area.

To say that nothing is being done in that

particular area in regard to replacement is

not so. Look at Brown School, or look at

Kensington School. The Toronto Board of

Education's record of replacement is very

good and our record of supporting them. But

I have to tell him that at the minute, be-

cause of the tightness of money and the

number of new spaces that have to be pro-

vided, it isn't going to be possible to fund

Harbord in the immediate future.

Mr. Mancini: It's not too good in Ruthven,
I'll tell the minister.
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Mr. Foulds: Supplepientary.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Supplement-
aries really should be for further information,
not almost a rehash of the original question.
If there is a supplementary based on the
answer I'll allow it.

The member for Bellwoods.

STUDENT COMMENT ON
EDUCATION STANDARDS

Mr. McCIellan: I just wanted to ask the
minister if he saw the compients of the
valedictorian at Central High School of Com-
merce in the weekend papers, and if he
would take those remarks and call them
into consideration?

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Wells: Mr. Speaker, that is a
new question, but I must say I would like
to answer that.

Mr. Roy: It's up to the Speaker, not up
to you.

Hon. Mr. Wells: I did see those comments.
I will reflect on them, as I know the Toronto
board will. I have talked to the director of
education of the Toronto board about them,
and they will reflect on them.

I just want to point out to my friend that
there were commencements all over Metro-
pohtan Toronto last Friday. I have checked
with a lot of people and I attended one of
them myself personally and that kind of
sentiment or comment did not come through
at any others. It is not representative of the
kind of graduates or valedictorians in Metro-
politan Toronto.

Mr. McCIellan: Okay; but the comment
was by a student from that area. It's a very
real problem in our area-that's the point.

OTTAWA MILL RATES

Mr. Roy: I have a question of the Treas-
urer. I wonder if the Treasurer plight explain
why is it that in Ottawa and in the suburban
areas of Ottawa, the taxes being paid by
the home owners in those areas range from
18 per cent to 80 per cent higher than in all

other large municipalities in the province?
If he is aware of that could he explain why;
and secondly, what he is doing to correct
this discrepancy?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I wouldn't propose to

do anything to correct that discrepancy. It

is a matter of local government which this

side of the House happens to believe in. They
will have their opportunity four weeks from

today.

Mr. Nixon: After you jammed regional

goverUjment down their throats.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: There is no way we
are going to interfere in the way the member
has suggested in local mill-rate setting. It is

just sheer nonsense to suggest that sort of

thing-

Mr. Nixon: It's the McKeough tax.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —by the party which

talks about decentralizing government and

makes that kind of a statement. Just non-

sense.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: In view of the fact that the

Treasurer comes down around Ottawa and

brags about all the good things the goxern-
ment does down there, and also his cohorts,

the Minister of Industry and Tourism (Mr.

Bennett) and the Minister of Consumer and
Commercial Relations (Mr. Handleman)—

Mr. Speaker: Is there a supplementary
question?

Mr. Roy: —how can he say he is doing

things for people in the Ottawa area when
they are paying taxes 80 per cent higher
than other people in the province? Where
is the leadership?

Mr. Speaker: It seems to me that is de-

bating the question.

Interjections.

GROUP RESIDENCES FOR
MENTALLY RETARDED

Mr. Wildman: I have a question of the

Minister of Community and Social Services.

I wonder if the minister could tell us if his

ministry is considering introducing legislation
to provide for funding for urban residential

accommodation for retarded teenagers under
the age of 18, whose families wish them to

obtain vocational training in urban centres

but who live at such a distance as to make
commuting impossible?

Hon. Mr. Taylor: If the question is whether
or not the Ministry of Community and Social
Services is providing group residences—
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Mr. Ruston: Start again.

Hon. Mr. Taylor: Was that the question?

I am sorry I can't hear too well over here

with the background noise. I was trying to

zero in on the question.

Mr. Speaker: Order please; the hon. min-

ister has the floor.

Mr. Breithaupt: Ask the Minister without

Portfolio (Mr. Henderson) to be quiet.

Hon. Mr. Taylor: If that is the question,

we have been for years.

Mr. Wildman: The minister should be

aware, from correspondence that I sent to him,
of people in Algoma district who have been

unable to obtain accommodation.

Mr. Speaker: Is there a question now?

Mr. Wildman: Can he do anything about

the fact that people in Algoma district cannot

obtain accommodation for their children who
are under the age of 18 who want to obtain

accommodation in residences in Sault Ste.

Marie so they can attend these courses?

There are just not enough.

Hon. Mr. Taylor: I guess that's a question
and an answer, Mr. Speaker, but basically,

certainly we have been doing that. The
process is through the local association for

the mentally retarded and the district work-

ing groups, and submissions have been made
and are being made, and we have been

creating the appropriate placements. This

year I think we have about 875 additional

placements already.

Mr. Speaker: There is time for a brief

question from the member for London Centre.

BUS DECAL PROGRAMME

Mr. Peterson: To the Minister of Trans-

portation and Communications: Can he tell

the House the total cost and the number of

communities where he is suggesting or insist-

ing, or whatever word he's using, that the

local buses put on a decal saying that the

government of Ontario is subsidizing that

transportation?

Mr. Deans: Is it true they have your pic-
ture on the walls?

Hon. Mr. Snow: No, that is not true.

The cost of the decal wiU be 71 cents for

the decal that would go on each bus.

Mr. Kerrio: You are going to need thou-
sands of them.

(Mr. Ruston: I heard the feds were going

to start doing that.

Mr. Roy: Are you going to put signs in

front of the schools and hospitals?

Mr. Peterson: Mr. Speaker, it is very im-

portant that I pursue this at this time-

Mr. Speaker: No. We are almost a minute

over. The oral question period has expired.

Petitions.

Presenting reports.

Motions.

Introduction of bills.

MOTOR VEHICLE ACCIDENT
CLAIMS AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Grande moved first reading of Bill 161,

An Act to amend The Motor Vehicle Accident

Claims Act.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Grande: Mr. Speaker, the purpose of

this bill is to raise the limit on the amount
that may be paid out of the fund after the

first day of January, 1974, from $50,000
to $500,000.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Before the orders of the

day, I wish to table the answer to question
No. 70 standing on the notice paper.

(See appendix, page 4534.)

GIFT TAX AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Meen moved second reading of

Bill 134, An Act to amend The Gift Tax Act,

1972.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Beaches-

Woodbine.

IMs. Bryden: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. This

bill deals wdth three things. First of all, it's

a method of collecting gift tax when the

donee is a non-resident but either receives

property in Ontario or already owns property
in Ontario.

The second thing it does is extending the

exemption from gift tax for interspousal gifts

to gifts by way of the creation of a settle-

ment or tlie transfer of property to a trust,

subject to certain stipulations about the kind

of trust which qualifies for the exemption.

Third, it parallels the definitions of child

and common law spouse in The Succession

Law Reform Act, 1976, now before the House
as Bill 85.
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This is designed to remove discrimination

against illegitimate children and to recognize
certain defined common-law unions as being

eligible to benefit from the exemptions in The
Gift Tax Act.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Can we have some
order in the 'chamber, please? There are far

too many conversations going on.

Ms. Bryden: Mr. Speaker, going back to

the first item, we would of course favour any

improvement in the methods of enforcing col-

lection of a tax since, to the extent that

legitimate taxes are not collected, the rest of

the taxpayers pay. I attempted to point this

out recently in questioning whether the Min-

ister of Revenue (Mr. Meen), by diverting

his tax auditors to pursuing people who were
able to take advantage of that very badly

designed give-away programme, the home

buyers grant, was costing the taxpayers con-

siderable sums in lost sales tax and corjxyra-

tion tax revenue. I don't think we should let

the home buyers grant cheaters get away, but

some other method of pursuing them should

be devised that doesn't weaken our collection

machinery for other taxes.

We favour this part of the bill, which
would enable the province to put a lien on
the property in Ontario of a non-resident

donee to enforce 'collection. But I have one
reservation about it. We know that both

donor and donee are liable for payment of

the tax, but there is some difficulty in pursu-

ing a non-resident donee. I don't think there

is any difficulty in putting a lien on Ontario

property comprising a gift to a non-resident,
since this is a way of taxing the gift. But
there may be a constitutional diflBculty in

putting a lien on other Ontario property of a

non-resident in order to collect a tax on items

that are not part of this property.

My first question to the minister is: Has he
consulted with his legal advisers about the

constitutionality of imposing this kind of

collection machinery on the Ontario property
not comprising a gift, and does he himself

consider that the proposed method of col-

lection would be constitutional?

The second item in the bill relates to the

extension of the gift tax exemption for inter-

spousal transfers made by way of creation of

a settlement or the transfer of property to a

trust. In view of the government's need for

revenue to reduce its overblown deficit, we
are concerned about a request for a further

exemption from gift tax. As I mentioned be-

fore, an exemption to one taxpayer means
more taxes to another or a higher deficit.

To some extent, gift taxes are complemen-

tary to succession duties, since they are partly

designed to prevent income splitting to re-

duce succession duties. The government's
record in the field of succession duties has

been a continual erosion of the tax base, and

some very well-off people are benefiting from

this. As a result, succession duties as a pro-

portion of provincial revenue have d'ecHned

from 3.9 per cent in 1964-65 to 0.6 per cent

today. They are estimated to bring in only

$60 million this year. The gift tax is bringing
in only about $iy2 miUion a year, but we
question whether this pitifully small sum
should be further reduced.

[3:00]

I don't know whether he's listening, but I

would like to ask the minister how much
revenue he expects to lose by this amend-
ment? I understand that only a very few

wealthy people would take advantage of the

kind of trust or settlement which is envisaged

by the legislation. Does the minister have

any statistics on how many people are likely

to make use of this exemption?

We have decided not to oppose this exemp-
tion in principle although we may consider

amendments, but we do think that if we
were in power the whole thrust of The Suc-

cession Duty and Gift Tax Act would be de-

signed to provide greater revenue for the

province. We do not feel this particular

exemption is significant enough. Unless the

minister's figures show that it is going to

afiFect a great many i>eople and affect a great

amount of revenue, we do not feel it is signifi-

cant enough to oppose at this stage. I'm just

stating that our position on these taxes would

be considerably different from the govern-

ment's.

The third item, removing the discrimination

against illegitimate children, we're certainly

in favour of that and I think this should be

carried through in all pieces of legislation as

is being gradually done. It should be done

without delay. Also we would favour recog-

nizing certain defined common-law unions as

being eligible for the exemptions under the

Act, since it envisages unions which are fairly

stable and some where there are children in-

volved as well.

For those reasons, we will support the bill

but I would like some answers from the

minister on the questions I've raised.

Mr. Breithaupt: Mr. Speaker, as the pre-

vious speaker had mentioned, this bill deals

with certain continuing exemptions to The

Gift Tax Act and, as she had set out, there
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are two particular areas which are now being
covered by this legislation.

The matter in section 3, which deals with

the ability to give an exemption by way of a

trust or settlement, has been quite clearly

explained in the note. The extension of the

lien, as set out in section 5, is also something
with which we agree.

It would appear that gift tax is becoming
less and less a source of revenue to the gov-

ernment, more particularly because of the

capital gains tax situation and because of

other general legislation which allows cer-

tain policies followed by the government to

receive substantial revenues. We have no

objection to the continuation of these items

as set out particularly in section 3, 4, and 5

and we are prepared to support them.

iWith respect to the first two sections, I

had the opportunity of speaking with the hon.

minister earlier. I understand it's his intention

to have this bill go to committee and to wait

there in committee until Bill 85 is dealt with

so that the various definitions of child and

common-law spouse will be the same as those

in Bill 85 when that bill is attended to by the

Attorney General (Mr. McMurtry) as his esti-

mates are completed.

Section 2, as well, deals with the same

requirements as a result of Bill 85 so it is

satisfactory to us that this bill receive ap-

proval in principle with the knowledge that

any corrections in the definitions section wall

be attended to in committee after Bill 85 has

been dealt with.

Mr. Renwick: I have only the one question,
and I hope in the course of his remarks the

minister will deal with it, which is what was
the motivation that led him to introduce the

extension with respect to the beneficial inter-

est in trusts and settlements? What specifically

made him feel at this particular point in time

that that particular kind of abstruse property
settlement arrangement deserves treatment

now and not only does it deserve treatment

now but that it is coming into force on

January 1, 1977? I am just curious as to who
is awaiting the signal from the minister before

preparing the necessary legal documents to

give effect to that kind of a trust settlement

which will provide an exemption from gift

tax to the extent of the beneficial interest.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Does any other mem-
ber wish to comment on the bill? If not, the

hon. Minister of Revenue.

Hon. Mr. Meen: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
I was just away from my desk for a moment
to get confirmation of the source of the re-

quest with respect to inter vivos spousal
trusts. I wanted to confirm my understanding.
It's the Canadian Bar Association and, as I

understand it, also the Institute of Chartered
Accountants which suggested that, in the in-

terest of tidying up this area of interspousal

gifts which is presently covered and totally

exempted under The Gift Tax Act, when a
man or a woman makes a gift to his spouse
or her spouse respectively that gift is free of

any attraction of tax, but where the donor
endeavours to establish a trust for the benefit

of his wife, or the donor to establish a trust

for the benefit of her husband for her or his

lifetime, as the case may be, that otherwise
in that situation The Gift Tax Act did not

provide the same kind of exemption. There is

no need that the provision be retroactive and
so we decided to make it effective for the

whole of the fiscal year—of a calendar year
in this case, and therefore to be effective on

January 1.

I have noted the comments by the mem-
bers opposite and, in the order in which the

questions were raised, the matter of the con-

stitutionality of taxing other property not

comprised in the gfft hadn't really crossed

my mind so far as the donee is concerned.

The primary party responsible for the pay-
ment of gift tax is the donor and, of course,

he is responsible for the payment of moneys
relative to that tax. In other words, that

renders any of his property exigible for the

purpose of payment of the tax. But it is when
the donor has property that is not attachable

or has no attachable property that one wants
to look to the donee, and until now, without

this amendment, if the donee is non-resident

then it is difficult if not impossible to recover

or levy against the property of the donee.

This section gives the minister the authority
to place a lien upon the property which is

the subject of the gfft when that property is

situate here in Ontario. So I am not sure that

there is a constitutional problem, and in this

sense the property doubtless is good for the

value of the tax that would be attracted by
it.

The hon. member for Beaches-Woodbine

(Ms. Bryden) also raised the question of the

revenue effect and how many people are

anticipated to be affected. I really have no
idea of the numbers of people who would be

affected. They would be very small. As indi-

cated in my comments in reply to the hon.

member for Riverdale (Mr. Renwick), the

motivation for this stems from the profes-

sions who are dealing in this area. Their sug-

gestion is that it tidies up an area that other-

wise wasn't taken care of under the Act since

The Gfft Tax Act is in place to protect
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succession duty revenues, which albeit may
represent a smaller and smaller portion of the

total revenues of the province still represent
some $62 million in this fiscal year and there-

fore is something we can't exactly throw

away. It's a sizable amount of money. We
want to protect those revenues therefore,

and it is essential that The Gift Tax Act be
in place, but when we have certain exemp-
tions for succession duty it's appropriate that

there be similar exemptions under The Gift

Tax Act. The revenue effect, accordingly, is

considered to be very small, if not nil. It is

so close to zero that we consider it of no

particular effect inasmuch as interspousal
transfers are ordinarily clear of any gift tax

or succession duty implication.

The member for Kitchener (Mr. Breithaupt)
has referred to our discussions previously on
that. I'm pleased to confirm that it is my
intention, namely, that following second read-

ing I will ask that this bill be stood over to

the committee of the whole House to await
there the completion of the Attorney
General's legislation dealing in the more
general nature with common law relation-

ships. I'm given to understand there may be
some minor variation in his definition of
common law spouse and common law child,
or illegitimate child, which I will want to

parallel precisely, or as nearly precisely as is

appropriate, within The Gift Tax Act amend-
ments which are before us this afternoon.

Subject to that, I think I've responded to
the questions which the hon. members raised.
I wish to express my thanks to them for in-

dicating their support of the bill.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole House.

INSURANCE AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Handleman moved second read-

ing of Bill 155, An Act to amend The Insur-
ance Act.

Mr. Renwick: The bill itself is patent on
its face. It simply changes the figures in the

particular section 218 of The Insurance Act,
to raise the minimum limits under automobile
insurance policies to $100,000 with the con-

sequential changes. The companion bill. Bill

156 amending The Motor Vehicle Accident
Claims Act, has the same efiFect.

I think our concern is, as always, the back-

ground of the discussions which the minister
or the superintendent may have had with the

insurance industry as to whether or not this

increase in minimum liability for personal
injury and property damage will have any

effect on the level of premiums in the prov-
ince. It comes into effect, according to the

bill, on January 1, 1977. It may be that the

insurance industry will feel that they should

raise the premiums because the minimum
liability is raised, I would like a direct

response by the minister to that comment. I

assume that the select committee, on which
a number of us are sitting, dealing with the

automobile insurance industry will likely have
an interim report early in the new year. At
that time, I would hope we would be able to

get away from this arbitrary raising of limits

and selecting a particular round figure as the

figure which is appropriate and be able to

come up with a more intelligent way of

dealing with this problem of minimum limits.

With those comments we certainly will

support the bill at this time and vote for it.

But I would appreciate the minister's com-
ments.

Mr. Cunningham: We too will be support-

ing this legislation. From my point of view

anyway the need for an increase in the

minimum liability insurance coverage is

evident in so many areas. It wasn't that long

ago we had a very tragic situation where
a medical student at McMaster was very

seriously injured. As the minister is probably
well aware, the extent to which she was

compensated through this particular fund

had no relevance whatsoever to the damages
that occurred.

[3:15]

No matter what amount a victim may be

awarded, that person in my view still faces

the possibility of receiving only $100,000,
since this law will now make that the mini-

mum amount. While I am not entirely aware
of or conversant with the matter as well as

is my friend, the member for Riverdale, I

anticipate the report from the select com-
mittee on company law will deal with it.

I would ask the minister whether he would
indicate to us what kind of economic basis or

relationship there is right now between an
increase in the amount of people who are

actually participating in voluntary insurance

and what possibility higher damages are go-

ing to have in increasing insurance rates as

they are today. With those few comments,
I would only say that we will be supporting it.

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, I would like to

use this opportunity briefly to make a point
about the $100,000 amount that is now
available in very extreme and aggravated
cases. I don't want to be presumptuous
enough to intrude on the interim recommenda-
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tions that will come from the select com-
mittee. I assume they will guide us. But I

suspect it is more than mere coincidence, or

maybe it is just mere coincidence, that this

bill follows on the Zorsitto case which
focused such universal public attention in

Ontario on the inadequacy of the previous
$50,000 under section 22(1) of this Act.

I share some qualms about the principle
of retroactivity, although I suppose if it's

fair it is defensible. I am not sure that one
has to formalize anything in that way, but
in the atmosphere of this Legislature—(a) in

its minority government nature and (b) in

thi' fact that he is introducing the bill and
both opposition parties are supporting it—

I want to urge upon the minister a possible

compassionate reassessment of the Zorsitto

case in particular and of other cases which

may have occurred in the last two, three

or four years which significantly and quali-

tatively exceeded the $50,000 limit, to see

whether or not the fund is in a position to

pay an additional amount of money.
We will never compensate that young

woman for the horror of what occurred. I

understand that. But there is something that

really violates elemental principles of justice
in offering $50,000 for a claim which I

believe was honoured in the courts at

$350,000 or something in that area.

I am suggesting that in the Legislature
now that the minister would find no opposi-
tion at all to the particular Zorsitto example
and I urge that that be made available.

If it is coincidence, what can one do? But
there is something terribly awkward and
unsettling about the fact that in this one
case, which made it all so vivid for everybody,
she is entitled to the $50,000, while on
January 1, 1977, we are making it $100,000
and the court awarded $350,000. It is like

compounding the injustice in the process.

I am sure there can't be many such cases

in the province of Ontario, so I am asking
the minister whether there is some retro-

active clause that might be looked at or, if

that is offensive for a whole variety of legal
and social reasons which I wouldn't pretend
to understand, whether there are some com-

passionate grounds on which the minister is

gi\en the right to extend the amount in these

cases, which were prejudiced because they
occurred before this amendment. I think the

minister would find—I hope I am not being
presumptuous—that the opposition parties
and the Legislature would support him.

On behalf of that principle, I urge the

minister to consider it carefully, because I

have been frankly surprised at the range of

public awareness as a result of the Zorsitto

award and the sense of some terribly un-

happy injustice inherent in what we have
been unable to provide that young woman.
I take it there may be other analogous cases.

Mr. B. Newman: Mr. Speaker, I want to

make a few comments concerning this legis-

lation as I am quite familiar with Dr. Zor-

sitto. The family and relatives live in my
riding and I received a substantial amount of

correspondence from neighbours, friends, rel-

atives and concerned citizens in the com-

munity. I don't intend to read the comments

they made but they were one and all alike

in their request for substantially raising the

maximum.

The minister is raising the maximum from
a $50,000 limit now to $100,000. In their

communications even to the Premier (Mr.

Davis) they suggested a $500,000 maximum
be set. The $500,000 which may have been

provided to Dr. Zorsitto in this instance in

no way would have really met the earning

power that Dr. Zorsitto could have had were
she fully able to use all of her faculties. Dr.

Zorsitto's case is one that could exemplify
the need for a far greater increase than is

being suggested by this legislation.

I too would join with the Leader of the

Opposition (Mr. Lewis) in suggesting to the

minister, through you, Mr. Speaker, that

there be some type of retroactivity so if we
can't resolve her problem medically maybe
we can financially ease some of the problems
she is going to be confronted with for the

balance of her life.

The Premier did reply to the series of

petitions which were drawn up by the resi-

dents in my riding but he mentioned that

the select committee studying this would
come down with recommendations and more
than likely those recommendations would be

the ones which would be studied by govern-
ment and may be implemented. I would like

to say that I would strongly recommend to

the minister that he give consideration to

some type of compassionate retroactivity for

Dr. Zorsitto; that he take into consideration

the strong public opinion that has been gen-
erated as a result of this unfortunate accident;

and that he look at th? series of editorials

which were published in papers all across the

province. I happen to have a series from the

Toronto papers and, I think, one from my
own local paper recommending a substantial

increase in the minimum.

I support the bill, only hoping that there

could have been a little better accommoda-
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tion for Dr. Zorsitto as the result of being
an innocent victim. Surely we have to protect

the innocent in our society and if we can

protect them financially all well and good.

I would also like to bring to the attention

of the minister that in accidents involving

the automobile in the United States there

has been a new approach as far as the in-

jured individual was concerned. The injured

individual now is suing the state because

the state provided the driver's licence to the

individual who was involved in the accident.

In many cases, especially in cases where the

individual was elderly or had some type of

physical or emotional problem, the courts

maintained that the state should not have
issued a driver's licence to the individual but

because it did issue one, the state was

responsible. As a result of the suits many of

the states have been required to pay sub-

stantially more than the minimum amount
carried by their legislation.

Mr. Breithaupt: Mr. Speaker, as is the

member for Riverdale (Mr. Renwick), so I

have the pleasure of being a member of the

select committee which at the present time
is reviewing the law of automobile and
vehicle insurance within Ontario.

The amendments that have been brought
forward in Bill 155 are in areas which have
been discussed at some length by the select

committee of the House. Without anticipating
what the report of that select committee

might be, I do expect that certainly this par-
ticular area will be looked into because the

matter of the $50,000 limit is something
which does concern all of us.

Of course, the response has been that the

$50,000 figure is one of the highest, if not the

highest, of the various provinces and states

of the United States at the present time and
that by increasing it to $100,000 we are

certainly, in Ontario, going to the top end of

all jurisdictions within North America. That

certainly, I think, is worthy of comment be-
cause the actions of the Legislature in movinrr
to that point are ones which no doubt will

be followed by many other jurisdictions.

So the limits, which are now very high, are

going to become the highest of any jurisdic-
tion in North America. It may well be, of

course, that the select committee will refer

to this item even further, with respect to the
areas of unlimited liability and some of the
other things which we learned about more
particularly as we were in Zurich reviewing
the situation of European insurance coverage.
In any event, this is certainly a first step
which I think is to be commended and which

will no doubt lead to further action on the

part of the Legislature.

Certainly the need for an increase in the

minimum liability insurance coverage is evi-

dent from some of the recent awards \\'hich

have been referred to earlier in the House.

Because of inflation, of course, the costs of

repairing and replacing vehicles, the matter

of hospital charges and the matter of lost

wages and other such expenses have all been

increasing. In addition, the trend towards

higher awards has been firmly established,

and there is no doubt of it from the particular
case which has been referred to by my
colleague from Windsor-Walkerville (Mr. B.

Newman), particularly that of Dr. Zorsitto,

and in several others that have been brought
to the attention of the House from time to

time.

There are no doubt many other awards
that have been higher than this $50,000
amount when the victim has been the victim

of an uninsured driver and where, of course,

the chance of collecting any more funds

for awards given by the courts is otherwise

lost. It is interesting to note, Mr. Speaker,
that most private insurance companies have

said that they would be willing to readily

off'er half a million dollars in liability cover-

age. They apparenty see no particular prob-
lem in providing this kind of limit, or in-

deed a million dollar limit as some drivers

have now. In fact, jnany companies have

been encouraging their policyholders to in-

crease their own present limits of $200,000
or $250,000 to this liability figure of $500,-

000. The extra cost, of course, is not very

high.

In some figures obtained from the Insur-

ance Bureau of Canada, setting a liability

coverage at $35,000 and saying that the

premium is $100, we see that $50,000 would
cost S109, $100,000 $115, then moving up
to half a million would cost $129 and. finally,

$1 million would cost $136 on that percent-

age scale.

To go, for example, from the $50,000 figure

to $100,000 figure would be a premium in-

crease from $109 to $115. In other words,

perhaps four per cent or five per cent. So the

cost is not a great one for the average

driver, and, presumably, the risk eff^ect and
the resultant claims on the fund will be such

that increasing these limits will not prove to

bring an unexceptional burden to the fund.

It is still really pretty cheap insurance

coverage for that proportionate increase which
would benefit the average driver, and I'm
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sure would benefit very much the unfor-

tunate victipi of the uninsured driver.

The whole matter of the uninsured driver

is something which, of course, relates par-

ticuLuly to this matter of the motor vehicle

accident claims fund.

[3:30]

Compulsory automobile insurance is a sub-

ject which we have discussed also in the

select copimittee and I would expect that

some recommendations may be made with

respect to the subject. However, we are in-

formed that in Ontario some 92 or 93 per
cent of drivers are already insured directly

by their own activities. This is a much higher

precentage than exists in piany of the states

of the United States which have as a result

brought in compulsory insurance to try to

bring up by a large proportion the number
of insured drivers within their state. Indeed
that has happened and has been discussed

to some extent within various provinces as

well.

Where well over 90 per cent of the

citizens are voluntarily dealing with insur-

ance companies and insuring themselves it

becomes somewhat more questionable that

the matter of compulsory insurance will, in

effect, get the attention of the last few

percentage points of the people who appar-

ently are somewhat negligent in the way they
see their possible responsibilities or who
simply don't care and have not the resources

in any event to deal with any unfortunate

accident which their activities might bring
forward. The matter of compulsory auto-

mobile insurance may not necessarily resolve

the problem even though it's something at

which we are looking.

The matter of the driver review board

which, again, would deal with setting out

the kinds of terms upon which this fund

might be called upon less and less by propor-
tion is something, as well, which the select

committee may review.

I understand that the motor vehicle

accident claims fund at the present time—
at least in June, 1975-had some 140,000

persons paying their $40 fee out of the

three and a half million vehicles registered

in Ontario. Since that time the fee has in-

creased to $60 and I understand that the

latest figures are that sojne 112,320 driver-

owners have paid into that fund. We know
that the fee is going to go to $100 and it

would appear that that increase might well

cut into this uninsured driver total. It would

appear that any increase in the uninsmred

driver's fee has always resulted in a rather

substantial drop in the patronage of those

persons who pay this amount and who are

given a licence to drive without insurance.

Unfortunately, many of them think that

they are insured in some mystical and

magical way through the payment of this fee.

I suppose one cannot repeat too often the

fact that they are not insured. They are

simply getting permission to drive and will

have full responsibility, as a result, for any
damage which is caused as a result of an
accident in which they, as drivers, might be
found to be negligent.

In effect, the increase in the fee has cut,

perliaps by a quarter, the number of persons
who had paid this amount the last time it

was raised. As a result we might, perhaps,
have a further cut by 25 per cent or so and

get well below the $100,000 figure when
this $100 payment does come in.

I do commend the minister to the point

that by bringing in this legislation he does,

by the activities of his jninistry, bring On-
tario to the lead of the kinds of levels for

this $100,000 amount which puts us well

ahead of every other jurisdiction in North

America. It is something which is a good

step and it is something, indeed, which may
go a long way to resolving at least a number
of these unfortunate accidents which fall

within that $50,000 to $100,000 limit.

I don't know if there is any practical way
of dealing with these three or four excep-

tional cases but I commend to the minister,

too, some consideration of these particular

hardship matters. It's always difficult to amend
a statute because of the old legal s'aw that

says a hard case makes bad law. Obviously

we cannot legislate for the exception but

surely there is a good compassionate approach
which should be taken in some of these par-

ticular things. I, too, commend to the minister

the comments, not only by the Leader of the

Opposition (Mr. Lewis), but also by the

member for Windsor-Walkerville (Mr. B.

Newman ) who asked that this particular point

be reviewed.

Of course, we will support this bill and the

companion item of Bill 156, and we com-

mend the minister for bringing it forward at

this time.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Does any other mem-
ber wdsh to speak on second reading? If not,

the hon. Minister for Consumer and Com-
mercial Relations.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, it ap-

pears that both Bill 155 and Bill 156 have
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been thoroughly discussed and without any
distiriction between the two bills. So I think

I might respond to the arguments on both

bills without reaUy identifying the bills.

The member for Riverdale ( Mr. Renwick )

asked about discussions with the insurance

industry and, of course, we had none until

such time as the bill was introduced. We
have had some unofficial response from them
since that time. They're prepared to absorb

the retroactive coverage which is required by
the bill because, effective January 1, all polic-
ies then in force which do not carry $100,000
minimum will be deemed to have coverage of

$100,000 minimum, and there wiU be no addi-

tional premium fdr that.

Future premiums, of course, are based on
claims experience and this will undoubtedly
be a factor. As the member for Kitchener

(Mr. Breithaupt) pointed out, there is a

minimal effect on the total insurance premium
for vastly increased coverage. This will only
affdct something like five per cent of the
drivers who are now insured for less than

$100,000, so to that extent it's a very small

total bill for the drivers of Ontario to carry.

Certainly the $100,000 is an interim meas-
ure and, despite the fact that it may be the

highest in North America, I feel that perhaps
some thought will be given by the select

committee to that particular aspect because

$100,000 certainly is not sufficient to cover
some of the judgements which our courts have
been awarding recently. I hope the select

committee benefited from discussions in Great

Britain, where I understand there is another

system in place which seems to meet the
needs of the population there. On the other

hand, it appears that the awards in Britain

are not a£Fected as much as ours are by the

experience of American courts. I think tins is

one of the unfortunate imports that we've
taken from American jurisprudence.

On the question of retroactivity to cover
the very unfortunate cases, and Dr. Zorsitto's

name has been mentioned, it should be point-
out that Dr. Zorsitto, despite the tragedy of
the situation, is certainly not the only person
affected. Dr. Zorsitto is affected by the maxi-
mum amount payable out of the motor vehicle

accident claims fund. There's no question in

my mind that any compensation regardless of
the amount would not be sufficient to com-
pensate for the damage done, or the loss

suffered by Dr. Zorsitto. There are however,
others wherein the driver had insurance, not
covered by the motor vehicle accident claims
fund.

In one case, the driver had $100,000 in-

surance—that's the Bonnie McLeod case-

where the courts awarded a half a million

dollars in damages. Obviously there was noth-

ing that the motor vehicle accident claims

fund would be able to do under those cir-

cumstances, unless the government was to

take the position that all awards over the

amount in insurance would be carried b>^ the

taxpayers of the province.

I don't think hon. members would suggest
that for one minute. The McLeod case

brought forward, as I recall, an open letter

—and I think all members received a copy
of it—in which a great case was made for

th3 driver of the automobile, who, as the

writer of the letter put it, was involved in

what is after all only an accident, despite
the finding of the court that there was com-
plete negligence, and therefore that driver

should be completely absolved of any
responsibility over and above the amount of

insurance carried.

I must say to all members that I am
pleased that none of them responded affinna-

tively, although I did have one cabinet min-
ister from Ottawa support that position, and

my response to him was, I think, quite blunt,
that in that case I had no sympathy whatso-
ever for the driver, and that the victim was
the one we should be concerned about.

I don't know what the answer to those

extreme cases is, and as the Premier (Mr.

Davis) wrote in his response to the family
and those who petitioned him, we do hope
that perhaps the select committee will be
able to give us the answer. I have looked at

some of the statistics and there is no question
in my mind that inflation has played a great

part in making our $50,000 figure obsolete in

both Acts. In the fiscal year 1971, there were

only two cases that the motor vehicle accident

claims fund was faced with over $50,000.
The next year that went to 8,000, then to

13,000 and then to 15,000. In the last full

fiscal year—that is, the fiscal year ended
March 31, 1976-it went to 38,000, and in

this fiscal year to date it's 24,000. So, over

the past four years, we are talking in terms
of almost 100 cases where the awards were
over $50,000. And that is only out of the

motor vehicle accident claims fund. I have
no statistics that would indicate where the

driver of a car carried insurance of $50,000,

$100,000 or $200,000, that the award of the

court was above that.

I think it should be recognized that the

principle of insurance is to provide compensa-
tion to an innocent victim but not to relieve

the negligent party of responsibility. This is

one of the reasons why proposals for no-fault

insurance have been received coolly by those



NOVEMBER 8, 1976 4509

who are concerned about the responsibiUty for

a negligent action. We certainly cannot re-

lieve people who are negligent of their full

resxxjnsibility.

In the Zorsitto case I reviewed) the driver's

record, which fortunately was available from

Transportation and Communications, despite
the claims of some people that it should not

be, and 1 was aghast at the person's record.

The member for Windsor-Walkerville (Mr. B.

Newman) pointed out that some govempients
are being held responsible by the courts in

the United States. My own feehng is that

that driver should not have been permitted
on the road in Ontario because of his driving
record. He was. To that extent I think we all

collectively bear some responsibility for the
fact that we permit people with that kind of

a record to continue to infest our highways.

(I certainly will discuss with my colleagues
what measures can be taken for Dr. Zorsitto,
the McLeods and the other extreme cases,

because I think everyone will realize that it

is simply an ex gratia payment out of the

Treasury to these people. There is no legal
basis for such a grant, and that is what it

would be; it would be simply a grant. It

would not be a payment out of the motor
vehicle accident claims fund, because there

is no provision for that.

I think hon. members recognize that in

bringing forward this measure the government
looks on it as an interim step only, and we
hope that there will be a great deal more
added to our store of knowledge as a result

of the select committee's findings and that

their recommendations will lead us into a

permanent solution to a problem which has
become more and more irksome, both to my
ministry and to the government and, I sup-

pose, to all members of the Legislature. Cer-

tainly there is no question in our mind that

the Zorsittos, the McLeods and others de-

serve more than we have been able to give
them. I really don't know what the answer is.

I think I should point out that the increase

in tlie motor vehicle accident claims fund,
while it has had some salutory effects on those

people who have been steered to insurance

by it, may also have led to a large number of

people who have neither taken out insurance
nor contributed to the fund. Obviously we
don't know how many of those there are. I

hope again the select committee will devote
itself to some solution to that problem. Un-

doubtedly, we will have to enlist the aid of

the industry in letting us know who has taken
out insurance. We'll also have to have a much
faster method of determining those who
cancel insurance, because even now a person

can obtain a driver's licence quite legally,

having paid the first instalment on an insur-

ance premium, and cancel it the next week.

Despite the sophistication of the insurance

companies, they seem to have great difficulty
in being able to retrieve that information in

order to notify us of those who are driving

illegally.

Mr. Good: Is it illegal to cancel your
insurance?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: No. It is not illegal

to cancel the insurance. It is illegal to drive

without insurance and not have contributed

to the motor vehicle accident claims fund.

Many people have done neither and therefore

are driving illegally. Those who have taken

out insurance and cancelled it without notify-

ing the Ministry of Transportation and Com-
munications are, in fact, driving illegally. We
have no way of retrieving that information.

We hoped that the industry would have, and
we discussed this with them. They have said

it would require a great deal of software to

be fed into the computerized system. I don't

think that that should be an insurmountable

obstacle.

There seems to be general recognition that

financial compensation alone is not sufficient

for the extreme cases. It does seem to me
that society, having permitted people who
should not be driving to drive, does have a

responsibility; and obviously society in this

case is represented by the government. How
we meet that responsibility, I confess to all

members, I don't know. Simply increasing

the limits would not be suflBcient, in piy view,
because there will be judgements over the

limit, no matter what limit is placed on it.

If we have unlimited compensation, then

obviously that will involve a cost to the

people of Ontario and it's a cost that they
should know. I'm pleased the members have

accepted this interim measure—that's all it is

—and that they are going to give it their

support.

Motion agreed to.

[3:45]

INSURANCE AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Handleman moved third reading
of Bill 155, An Act to amend The Insurance

Act.

Mr. Grande: I have some comments on

third reading. I asked the minister earlier this

morning and I understand he was not able

to dig up the information; I called the secre-
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tary of his deputy minister, and he did men-
tion the fact that there were about 100 cases

in which the settlement has been $50,000. I

wonder if the minister could give us an idea

of whether these setdements had been be-

tween the years 1969 to December 31, 1973?
How many of those 100 setdements had been
at the $50,000 mark? How many have been
from January 1, 1974, to the present time, of

which he knows?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: First, this matter is

related to Bill 156. I assume the hon. mem-
ber will accept we are now talking about Bill

156 in third reading of Bill 155.

The figures we have indicate there were 23
cases wherein the judgements, not the settle-

ments, were in excess of $50,000, but since

there was a $50,000 limit on the motor
vehicle accident claims fund that is all that

was paid. The settlement was $50,000 but
the judgement was more than that.

From April 1, 1974-that is in the last 2%
fiscal years—we're talking in terms of 87
cases wherein the judgements were in excess
of $50,000. I think that was the information
I gave the House previously during second

reading debate.

Motion agreed to.

MOTOR VEHICLE ACCIDENT
CLAIMS AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Handleman moved second read-

ing of Bill 156, An Act to amend The Motor
Vehicle Accident Claims Act.

Motion agreed to.

The following bill was given third reading
on motion:

Bill 156, An Act to amend The Motor
Vehicle Accident Claims Act.

MUNICIPAL AMENDMENT ACT
(continued)

Resumption of the adjourned debate on
the motion for second reading of Bill 149,
An Act to amend The Municipal Act.

Mr. Norton: I realize, Mr. Speaker, that

the hon. member for Welland-Thorold (Mr.

Swart) was in the process of making some
comments when we adjourned on the last

day. I wonder if I might make a couple of

comments in response to some of his earlier

remarks, which might be of assistance to the

members.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: It is on second read-

ing and since you only have an opportunity
to speak once, I think perhaps the hon. mem-
ber for Welland-Thorold should complete his

comments.

Mr. Norton: Very well.

Mr. Swart: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. When
the bill's second reading was introduced, I

had dealt with most of the bill but there are

a few comments which I still wish to make.

I had mentioned at that time that I was

very much concerned about the lack of time

for consultation with the municipal associa-

tions and the municipalities on this bill and

I intimated they had expressed this concern.

I also stated at that time that I was con-

cerned about the indifference of the Treas-

urer (Mr. McKeough) which he has apparent-

ly continually shown in this House to

municipal matters. He has not been here

when any of the bills have been dealt with

since a year ago last September pertaining to

municipal matters. It seems to be pretty low
on his priority. Perhaps there should be a

Minister of Municipal Affairs who could give

full time to this matter when it is in the

billions of dollars annually of the taxpayers'

money and even in the billions of dollars of

provincial funds in the total transfers to local

government.

I stated at that time that we would support
the bill in principle so it could go to the

committee of the whole House for second

reading and that we would be making some
amendments at that time. I won't deal with

those areas in which I said we would make
some amendments that I have already cover-

ed. I want now to turn to page 7 of that

bill, to the matter dealing with the repeal of

paragraph 86 of subsection 1 of the said

section 354, which is the section which now
gives permission to municipaUties to prohibit
the use of trailers, except in trailer parks, for

continual habitation.

I would like to ask the parliamentary

assistant, when he rises to speak on this bill,

if he would particularly address himself to

the question of whether this wdll eliminate

the prohibition by municipalities with re-

gard to licensing trailers which may not be

in trailer parks. They do specifically now
have that right; and certainly it has been

ruled on many occasions that the right to

license is not the right to prohibit. If this

applies in this case, then will this mean
that a municipality must, within its residen-

tial zoning, permit the use of trailers for

residential purposes, if they are on certain

size lots and under certain conditions?
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I should say that I am in general agree-

ment with the thrust of this but I am not

sure whether they will have the right to

prohibit. It could be a real concern in piany

residential areas if they could not prohibit

the use of trailers in a residential area. There-

fore, as I say, I am asking him to address

himself to this. Whether we will move an

amendment will depend on his answer.

I realize that much of paragraph 15 is a

duplication from the previous Act. There is

only a minor change and I don't disagree

with the change which is proposed. But be-

cause the section is dealt with in total and

includes the limitation of $20 per month

payable by the owner of a trailer camp for

each such lot where a trailer is located for

continual use as habitation, we will take the

opportunity in the committee stage to ask

that that limitation be removed. The limit

of $20 per month, of course, is a maximum
of $240 a year which can be paid to a

municipality in lieu of taxes, or perhaps in

way of taxes, for a trailer which is being

used as a residence. It seems that with the

trend towards more luxurious trailers that it

is inadequate in many areas to have the limit

of $20, and therefore we will be moving an

amendment to ehminate that $20 limitation.

Permission is also given in this Act for a

municipality to send out separate bills for

municipal taxation and for educational taxa-

tion. We basically agree with that and I

am sure the parliamentary assistant will give

some assurance that the degree to which the

tax bills are considered separate with regard
to payment of taxes, instalments, and so on,

should be limited, and that we don't get into

having two whole separate tax systems for

education and for municipal taxation.

That concludes my comments on second

reading of this bill. As I say we will have

some amendments to move when it goes to

the committee of the House.

Mr. Good: I have a few comments on the

bill. Many of the sections of the bill reduce

from a two-thirds requirement to a simple

majority the vote of a city council acting on
certain things. There are a wide variety of

measures which did require two-thirds of the

vote of municipal councils previously. This

is reduced to a simple majority and I think

that is a good move.

It is hard to designate which matters of

council are that much more important than

other matters, and which therefore would

require support by more council members,
up to the two-thirds amount. I think it cer-

tainly is a worthwhile move to reduce the

two-thirds to a simple majority and make
that uniform and constant, no matter what
matters councils are dealing with.

The municipal code to cover a wide variety
of bylaws is something which I am sure will

simplify administration. People going in to

look at the bylaws of a municipality per-

taining to a certain subject will be able to see

a collection of those bylaws in a municipal

code, and that code then will be passed as

one bylaw.

Other sections in the bill deal with the ex-

tension of debenturing from 10 to 20 years

for certain garbage and refuse expenditures,

and from five to 10 years for the purchase
of road-making machinery. I am sure this will

facilitate financing and the issuing of deben-

tures for these matters in the municipalities.

The one thing in the bill which has drawn

some debate is the provisions of section 296

of The Municipal Act, which now allow

municipalities, both above or below 20,000,

to change the terms of their debenture issue

with the approval of the OMB. They find

in practice that sometimes part of an issue

will be sold and then for reasons of the daily

fluctuation of the market a municipality will

find that the rest of that issue cannot find a

buyer. This, of course, leaves the municipality

in a very awkward situation and there are

only two alternatives: Either the debentures

have to be sold with either a premium or a

discount, depending on which way the issue

is fluctuating, whether to the advantage or

disadvantage of the municipality, or to

change the interest rate. I had been told

that the bond houses are very reluctant to

pay the premiums or to buy at a discount

in order to correct the interest rate.

[4:00]

So there has been provision for municipali-

ties to change the terms of their issues half

way through the sale, or even the amount to

be issued or the interest rate. But the biggest

problem, of course, is changing that interest

rate.

Previously, all municipalities required OMB
approval to change the interest rate on any
issue during the terms of its sale. Under

this amendment municipalities under 20,000

would be able to change that interest rate

only with OMB approval, and municipalities

over 20,000 would be able to change the

interest rate at will without OMB approval,

provided that rate did not go more than one

half of one per cent.

I'm told that it's a very critical matter,

when debentures are being sold and the in-

terest rate is changing almost on an hourly
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basis, and time, of course, means money to

that municipality. The large municipalities

which are putting out large issues must be

able to change that rate almost on the spur
of the moment or almost hour by hour to

ensure the sale of that debenture or to ensure

that they're not paying more than they should

be if the interest rate is falling. I concur with

the assumption that large municipalities which
have sophisticated procedures and a very

competent and large enough staflE to handle

these facilities will, in fact, benefit from this

amendment in that they will not have to re-

ceive OMB approval if they want to change
the terms of their debenture issue. Con-

sequently, they can change their terms best

suited to the sale of those debentures and for

the benefit of the municipality.

Then we go to the other part of the

amendment, which says that municipalities
under 20,000 still retain the same provisions
that existed in the section previous to this

amendment coming in. Personally, I can't

see too much wrong with that. In many other

instances we differentiate between the large

municipalities and the small municipality.
First of all, the Ontario Municipal Improve-
ment Corporation is available for all munic-

ipalities under 20,000. Municipalities over

20,000 population cannot avail themselves of

the services of OMIC, because OMIC pro-
vides funds to buy debentures only for mu-
nicipalities under 20,000.

Mr. Swart: The last resort.

Mr. Good: Consequently, the greater pro-
portion of financing done by municipalities
is done through OMIC, and the issuing of

debentures on the public market is not very
common by municipalities under 20,000. If

they are issuing they're usually much smaller
issues than they would be for a large mu-
nicipality. I think the point could well be
made that a small municipality cannot afford
to have highly trained personnel on the staff

simply to service this debenture procedure
which comes very seldom on the public
money market. So it only makes sense to me
that this should be retained for the simple
reason that the staff in those small munic-
ipalities, I'm sure, would look on it maybe
as enjoying the protection of the OMB before
these decisions are made.

While the previous speaker had indicated

that they don't think this is right, that it is

discriminating, I personally feel there are

valid and good grounds for making a differ-

ence between those municipalities that do
most of their financing through the Ontario

Municipal Improvement Corporation, and

those larger municipalities that have to go
to the public money market for all their

financing.

Incidentally, municipalities can now collect

dues of up to one-half of a mill from the

ratepayers for the Ontario Federation of Agri-

culture and no ministerial approval is re-

quired any more for that particular operation.

There's another section in the bill which is

very interesting and that is the matter that

deals with the municipalities now being per-

mitted to levy a sewage sui^charge on the

water bill and do it legally. My own opinion
is they've all been doing it for years and

years and it has been shown, I believe, if

I'm not mistaken, in some court action that

there has been no authority.

I checked with my own municipality and I

find that the revenue derived from the sewage

surcharge is shown as taxation revenue. While

municipalities can issue this surcharge on tax-

able property the crunch has come where

this surcharge has been levied on properties

which have been exempt under section 3 of

The Assessment Act.

I presume this section is put in here to

legalize the practice which has existed for

many years. In my own munfcipahty, it would
be ridiculous to think the municipality would
not receive a sewage surcharge, say, from the

university which is exempt from taxation

under The Assessment Act. Over the years the

university has required expansion to our

municipal sewage treatment plant which

would not otherwise have been necessary.

If this is the purpose of this—to legalize

what municipalities have been doing—I would

say it's about time it was done. The only

thing that concerns me is that this amend-
ment is in The Municipal Act, It's also in

The Regional Municipalities Acts—in The

Regional Municipalities Amendment Acts—

which apply to many of the regions. I suppose
the reason for that must surely be that in

some areas the regions are distributing water

and collecting sewage and in other areas it's

done by the lower municipality.

I hope the parliamentary assistant (Mr.

Norton) wiU assure me that there wall be no

double surcharge allowable by an area gov-

ernment and by a region because this is hap-

pening on lot levies across the province—the

impost charges—and, in my view, it's a poor

way to raise money by having both the area

government and the region imposing lot

levies. The way I read this that is not the

case but I want the parliamentary assistant

to assure me that there will be no double

impost system—at least, no double surcharge
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on sewage—at the local level and at the

regional level. This amendment is in both the

municipal bills and the regional bills.

The bylaws to prohibit and control animals

within a municipality are being considerably

tightened up and there is more control by the

municipality. One interesting section for those

who haven't read the bill is that the appoint-
ees on the downtown improvement board—the

appointees by the corporation—must also be
persons who can be elected to or are qualified
to be elected to city council. That has always
been the case of appointees on the board of

the downtown merchants but now corporation

appointments will have to have that as well.

There's one interesting amendment here

and that is that we're taking out something
which we put in about a year ago. I'm sure

it's not more than a year ago that we re-

quired municipalities entering into an agree-
ment with a development oorjwration to put
up something for security. I remember when
the bill came through; the way it read it

sounded to me as though the municipality
would have to mortgage its city hall or one of

its buildings in order to get this iiKmey from
the development corporation. At the time, I

suggested that this was a ridiculous procedure
because surely a municipality's credit is based
on that municipality's ability to raise money
and nothing more; not whether it has a big
city hall or a small holding in property but

certiiinly on the municipality's ability to raise

tax dollars. That's the basis on which all

decisions on the credit of that municipality
must be based.

We put the amendment in The Develop-
ment Corporations Act and the amendment in

The Municipal Act that the municipality had
to pledge some asset when it got money from
that procedure out of The Public Utilities Act
last spring, and I'm glad to see now that

we're taking it out of The Municipal Act, be-
cause it should never have been put in there
about a year and a half ago when it was

put in.

The trailer bylaws which the municipalities
have been able to pass at present in The
Municipal Act will be repealed in January,
1979. In the interim the procedure will be
that the municipalities will have to pass by-
laws. I hope that municipahties are made
aware of this amendment, because some cases,
I'm sure, are going to arise in 1979 and

municipalities will find that their bylaws are
no good and they haven't made any provi-
sions in their zoning to accommodate trailers.

There could be quite a problem in that re-

gard. I think it is going to require immediate
action in many munidpalites to change the

method in which trailer parks and the use of

mobile homes in that particular municipality
can be regulated. I hope that they recognize
the significance of this.

I am not at all impressed with the amend-
ment in here which gives the municipality the

right to send out two tax bills. I really think

it's just showmanship to try to divide the

education portion of the tax bill and the

municipal portion of the tax bill into two tax

bills. It's shown separately on the present tax

bill. It's a needless cost in my view involving
more paperwork and more administration. I

hope the ministry realizes that in municipali-
ties, where there are, say, two interim tax

bills and two tax bills after the mill rate has

been set, or even one, that would mean six

or eight pieces of taxation docuinents coming
into a household.

Can you imagine the confusion this is going
to have for elderly people who get their tax

bills? They look at the total and look at the

amount of education tax and the amount of

municipal tax. You say goodness the educa-
tion cost is now more than the municipal
cost. In many municipalities it is. It's the

major porton of the tax bill. Putting that on
two separate pieces of paper is not going to

change matters one little bit. I think this

thing must have been put in here to satisfy
some municipal councillors who feel that it's

a great thing to talk about in the year of

municipal elections.

I understand the extra staff for the trial run
that was done in Sudbury cost about $10,000.
Certain people in the region are extolling it as

the greatest thing since sliced bread, but I

don't think it makes one little bit of differ-

ence whether your education taxes are on one

piece of paper and your municipal tax on
another piece of paper or whether the two
are shown separately on one piece of paper.
I think it's all just a lot of window dressing—
that is the word I was looking for.

Furthermore, I understand that there now
is a committee under the provincial-municipal
liaison group that is studying the whole mat-
ter of tax bills and trying to come up with a

standard tax bill. It don't think this is any
time to be fooling around with issuing two
tax bills. It is more paperwork. Some of the

municipalities I've spoken to are not in

favour of it. They say much more administra-

tion will be required. The large mortgage
companies that are paying taxation on houses

certainly don't want to get six tax bills a year
instead of three. They're fed up with the
administration of it now. The municipalities

rely a great deal on getting a great portion
of their tax money in from mortgage com-

panies. They like it. They get it all in one
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bundle of money and it certainly simplifies
their administration.

I think that this thing is more window dress-

ing than it is of practical value. That con-

cludes the major portion of my remarks. We
can go into other things in detail in com-
mittee of the whole.

[4:15]

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Does any other mem-
ber wish to discuss this bill on second read-

ing? If not, the hon. member for Kingston
and the Islands.

Mr. Norton: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Perhaps at the outset I could direct some re-

marks to the hon. member for Welland-
Thorold on his concern about the consulta-

tion. Actually I am surprised that he was not

already aware of the fact that there had been

very extensive consultation taking place.

As I have said before in the House, one of
the limitations that I and people in our min-

istry are faced with is that there has to be
some consideration, primarily I think, of our

responsibility to this House. So that has

always confronted me with a situation where
I am hesitant to go to municipalities with
drafted legislation before the legislation is

formally before this Legislature. And that does
not mean that there is no prior consultation.

I can assure you that in the case of this legis-

lation, in almost every instance, the amend-
ments that are being proposed to the House
at this time originated with the municipalities
and arose out of consultation with those mu-
nicipalities.

In addition to that, the hon. member was

present at the PMLC meeting last month
when, although the bill was not at that time
before this House, I did discuss with the

municipalities represented tliere and it is

representative. However, subject to criticism

from the members opposite as it may be, it

is nevertheless there to represent the munic-

ipalities of this province. I did discuss with
them the principles involved in the legislation
that we were presenting during this session.

At that time, I anticipated, considering the

way the business of the House was proceed-
ing, that we would be some two weeks or

more from the time of the first reading of the

bill before it would come on for second read-

ing. With the re-ordering of the business to

some extent, we are proceeding earlier than
we expected.

Upon realizing that, I immediately con-

tacted the chairman of the PMLC, advised
him of that fact and pointed out that what
I would request was that, although we were

going ahead with second reading at this time,

I would ask that each of the bills, all six of

the bills, would go to committee of the whole
House and would ask that that be delayed. I

have discussed that with the House leader. I

hope that the other parties will co-operate,
that these bills will not be dealt with in com-
mittee of the whole House for from 10 days
to two weeks from the time of second read-

ing. I hope that that will afford ample oppor-
tunity for some further response from the

municipalities.

In addition to that, on the day in \\hich

the bills were introduced in the Legislature,

copies were sent to all of the municipalities
affected. Now, we are not responsible for the

postal service in this country. I understand

that some did receive them as late as two or

three days ago. However, I can assure you
that the copies were sent out at the time of

their introduction in the House. I am not

sure that I really should comment on the

suggestions made by the hon. member op-

posite with respect to the alleged indifference

of the Treasurer. I can assure him that it is

easy to say those things when the Treasurer

does not happen to be present in the House,

perhaps that's a consequence of his alisence

at the moment.

Mr. Deans: If he wanted to be here he

could. He doesn't have to give you the jol^.

Mr. Norton: I think the hon. meml^er op-

posite realizes that the minister has a very

demanding ministry and there is—

Mr. Swart: That is why it should be

divided.

Mr. Norton: —in this instance an area in

which a parliamentary assistant may be of

some help to him. I should think that he

ought not to be subject to criticism for utiliz-

ing the services of a parliamentary assistant,

however effective or ineffective that par-

ticular individual might be. But I can assure

you that the Treasurer has a continuing and

active and responsive interest in municipal
affairs in this province. He is well a\A'are of

everything that is going on in this legislation

and has had an active part to play in it.

Mr. Swart: He just hasn't got time.

Mr. Norton: In response to some of the

specific comments on sections in the bill-

first of all with regard to the changing of

terms of unsold debentures, that's in section

5. The hon. member raised some question

again about the 20,000 population cutoff. I

would point out to him that that is not as

m.eaningless as it may sound as has been

pointed out, I think, by the hon. member for
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Waterloo North (Mr. Good). In fact, under

the provisions of the Ontario Municipal Im-

provement Corporation municipalities with

populations of less than 20,000 may apply
for loans for any municipal purpose. That is

not something which is available to munic-

ipalities of over 20,000. They may borrow
but only for specific purposes.

In contemplation of this particular amend-
ment that was an important consideration.

The smaller municipalities often function

with a clerk, and relatively little expert advice

or professional advice in the area of finances.

As a consequence the provisions of OMIC
are extended to them on a much broader

scale than to larger municipalities.

Also the larger municipalities are dealing
in larger sums and must react more quickly
in order to make savings when there are

fluctuations in the market in order to make
sure that their debentures are moving. I think

it's worthy of being mentioned as well that

we have not had a single request, to my
knowledge, from a small municipality or

municipality of fewer than 20,000 for such a

change, although we have had, certainly,

from larger municipalities faced with more
severe problems.

On the question of the trailers—the provi-
sions which would elijninate the prohibition
of trailers within a municipality—it is in-

tended, as is evident from the note, that the

municipalities would utilize land-use planning
methods and would view the prohibition or

otherwise of trailers as part of their land-

use planning process.

The hon. member for Welland-Thorold
raised the question as to whether or not it

would allow for prohibition by the licensing

power. I think the intention is that any
prohibition would be done through zoning
by-laws and I'm assured by the persons in our

ministry that the power could very well be
exercised in that way. That's why it has

been proposed that it not be effective until

1979, because we are aware of the fact that

there are in excess of 100 ^municipalities in

the province that do not have zoning bylaws
at the present time. We want to be sure that

they have ample time to get such bylaws into

place, and can also assure you that we will be

bringing to their attention the need to look

seriously at this right away, with the date of

1979 in mind.

On section 15, the member for Welland-
Thorold also raised the question of the $20
fee as the ceiling and was going to suggest
that that be removed. I would ask that he
consider that very carefully, because the

reason we are going with that in this point
in time is that we are engaging in further

cosultation with the jnunicipalities—we have

been for some time—on the question of fees.

There has been presented to the PMLC a

discussion paper that was prepared within

the ministry on the question of fees and fees

chargeable by municipalities and we are still

awaiting a response from the PMLC on that

discussion paper.

I would not want to start without having
an overall policy. This is what we're trying

to arrive at with the municipalities, an over-

all policy with respect to fees, and I would
like to encourage you to leave this as is for

the moment until such an overall policy can

be used as the blueprint for any changes.

On the question of the separate tax bills,

I believe there were two issues that were

raised. First of all, I ajn sure members are

aware it is permissive. There is nothing here

that is going to make it mandatory for

municipalities to issue two separate tax bills.

Again, I think that if we really mean what

we say in terms of allowing the decision-

making power at the local level to be effec-

tive, surely such things as this have to be

granted to them. They can use their own

good judgement in deciding whether it is

appropriate or not in their municipalities to

issue two separate tax bills.

II am aware of the fact that there would

be certain additional costs involved and I

am sure they would be when they considered

that course of action as well. However, I am
not srnre that those arguments alone are

sufficient to deny them even that option when

they are faced with the kinds of demands

that are—we all know why municipalities

have been requesting this, because of the-

Mr. Good: More than one?

Mr. Norton: Yes, more than one. Many
more than one as a matter of fact. There is

one that has already gone ahead and done it

and it certainly has not been challenged.

There are differences of opinion as to the

legality of the step that they have taken, but

it certainly is not clear that it is not a legal

step. This would clarify the matter. There

would not be any duplication of tax billing

procedures with the exception of the bill

itself.

The function and the responsibility would
still remain with the municipality and it is

not a matter where they could now say to the

school board, "Okay, you set up your own
taxing department and send out your own
bills." Clearly the responsibility rests with
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the municipality. The only additional author-

ity would be that they can send out two

separate bills if they choose to in their area.

The only other thing that comes to mind

immediately that was mentioned was the con-

cern that was raised with respect to the

possibility of a double surcharge on sewerage.
I can assure members that is not our intent,

and I have checked and been advised that it

is not possible that there would be a double

charge there, that the charge would go with

whichever tier of governmient had the re-

sponsibility for the sewer service.

1 think I have touched on all of the major
points that have been raised by the members
and I am sure that there wiU be an oppor-
tunity for much fuller discussion when it is

dealt wdth in committee.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole House.

REGIONAL MUNICIPALITIES
AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Norton, on behalf of Hon. Mr. Mc-
Keough, moved second reading of Bill 150,
An Act to amend The Regional Municipali-
ties Act.

Mr. Swart: Mr. Speaker, most of the items

in this bill are provisions that we have dealt

with in the previous bill. Bill 149, and I am
not going to duplicate the discussion that

took place on that bill. However, we will

ask, and I guess the parliamentary assistant

has agreed, that this bill and subsequent bills

will go to committee of the whole House even

though there may not be amendments for the

prime reason to give opportunity for the

municipal association and the municipalities to

determine what is in the bills and to bring
forth any recommendations which they may
have. In this bill, I have a question relative

to sections 2, 17, 13, 19, 25, and so on,

which propose the repeal of these sections

which provide that "the regional council shall

by bylaw appoint a regional roads com-

missioner, who shall be a professional en-

gineer registered as a civil engineer under
The Professional Engineers Act, to administer

and manage the regional road system," and
that "the regional roads commissioner shall

not be dismissed from office except after a

hearing by the regional council if so re-

quested by the commissioner."

[4:30]

In the explanatory notes it says that the

purpose is to remove the requirement that he
be a civil engineer. At least that is the way I

read the explanation. However, it does much
more than that, unless there is some other

provision in some other section of some other

Act of which I am unaware. In fact, it re-

moves the requirement for the regional coun-
cil to appoint a roads commissioner and re-

moves the right of that roads commissioner
to have certain rights against dismissal by the

council and certain rights of appeal.

I am wondering whether it is really the

intention of the government to remove the

appointment provision and to remove the

right of a hearing for the roads commissioner.

The roads commissioner is a pretty important

person in the structure and operation of

regional government, and it seems to me
that when it is required in The Municipal
Act for certain other officials to be appointed
in municipalities—there are certain require-
ments for certain officials—that perhaps here

we should not remove that requirement for

the council to appoint them and for them to

have a certain right of appeal. I am sure the

parliamentary assistant will deal with that

matter when he speaks to this bill.

Because all of the other provisions in the

Act are similar to Bill 149, with the possible

exception of the removal of the approval by
MTC of speed limits, which I support, I will

turn to the last item I want to mention in

connection with the bill. I would like an

explanation of the reason that York wants a

different system with regard to the variation

in water rates, which is a somewhat diflFerent

policy to the other regions, and of the rea-

sons, although they may be perfectly satis-

factory, for them constructing buildings for

the Children's Aid Society.

I think those are the only questions that

the bill raises as far as I am concerned.

Mr. Good: Mr. Speaker, I have a very few
comments. Most things in this bill follow the

amendments in the previous bill under The

Municipal Act, except I would like to draw
the attention of the House to the fact that the

government finally did recognize that there is

confusion between the regional municipality
of Durham and the town of Durham in Grey

county.

Mr. Gaunt: It took them a long time.

They've been a long time coming around.

Hon. Mr. Welch. We just wanted to be

sure.

Mr. Good: It's something we have been

talking about ever since the regional munic-

ipality of Durham was instituted.

Mr. Gaunt: Light dawned slowly.
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Mr. Good: In fact, the former Management
Board chairman lost his seat partly over that

issue, along with a lot of other inefficiencies

and shortcomings of the govenmient.

But, finally, we have an amendment which

clearly states in the explanatory notes that

the name of the Durham planning area will

be changed to the regional municipality of

Durham planning area "in an attempt to

avoid confusion with the town of Durham in

the county of Grey." For five years we have

been telling them that they shouldn't have

identified the regional municipality of Dur-

ham by that name, because there is another

town of Durham. The town of Durham did

everything within its power to dissuade the

government from creating another munic-

ipality of Durham, but to no avail. It cost

the government one seat, but finally they are

beginning to recognize that this confusion

does indeed exist.

Mr. Speaker: Does any other hon. member
wish to address himself to this bill? If not,

the hon. parliamentary assistant.

Mr. Norton: Mr. Speaker, it is unfortunate

the hon. member for Durham East (Mr.

Moffatt) is not present in the House to assist

me on that particular issue.

Mr. Cunningham: He's campaigning in

Kingston.

Mr. Norton: On the question of deleting

the requirement of appointing a roads com-

missioner within a municipality, the hon.

member is quite right in that the explanation
does appear to remove the requirement that

he be a civil engineer. It was the original

intent to remove that specific requirement
because of the changing methods of training

and educating engineers. That became less

and less significant in terms of certification of

professional engineers.

At the same time it was pointed out to us

that surely when we're dealing with munic-

ipalities today, particularly regional mu-
nicipalities, we're dealing with a pretty

sophisticated form of government which surely

ought to be able to make decisions such as

whether or not it requires an engineer at all

for this particular function. It might decide,
for example, to handle that responsibility—it

is clearly charged with that responsibility—
in some way other than through the specific

appointment of this individual.

Again, I think it merely reflects a growing
confidence in the ability of local goveriunents
to make dependable and responsible decisions.

I think that in many ways over the years our

legislation with respect to municipalities has,

on such points, appeared to be rather

paternalistic. I think that this is a move in

the right direction.

Mr. Foulds: It not only appeared to be,

it was.

Mr. Norton: They have the responsibility

and I think, having given them that responsi-

bility we can surely also allow them to dis-

charge it in whatever way they see fit and

account to their electorate for it.

Obviously, if we're not going to have a

requirement to appoint, the procedure for a

hearing on dismissal becomes rather re-

dundant. I would hope that would be some-

thing dealt with in the contract the individual

might have with the municipality or might
be dealt with as a matter of policy on the

same basis as other administrative personnel
within the municipal government structure.

On the question of the York water rates it

is an unusual situation and they have asked

for special consideration because they are in

a very special situation at the moment. They
have indicated there is some urgency in this

matter. As members may know—many of them

know, perhaps, better than I—York region is

now being charged for water purchased from

the province under the south central York

servicing scheme. These costs are, in turn,

passed along to the area municipalities affect-

ed or parts of the area municipalities, de-

pending upon the circumstances.

At the present time, the legislation permits

the regional council to fix rates for the supply

of water to area municipalities but it doesn't

cover any alternative methods for charging

for this service or any differential of rates.

Because of the special circumstances in York

they have requested permission in order to do

this—to pass along the cost to the area

municipalities—and that's why this amend-

ment is being introduced at this time. No
other municipality is in that situation and

that's why it's unique to York.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole House.

DISTRICT MUNICIPALITY OF
MUSKOKA AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Norton, on behalf of Hon. Mr.

McKeough, moved second reading of Bill

151, An Act to amend The District Munic-

ipality of Muskoka Act.
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Mr. Swart: Mr. Speaker, this follows the

pattern of the changes in the bills for the

other regional municipalities which were made
last year and in which we were able to make
some valuable amendments. Because it does,

we will support the bill. I will not make

any comment on it, except to say that I'm

pleased that the parliamentary assistant in-

cluded in this bill the amendment which we
moved last year, which was passed by this

House and on which on division the govern-
ment stood up and supported us and the other

opposition party at that time to give the rate-

payer the right within regional municipalities
to have an appeal to the Ontario Municipal
Board on the ward system.

We will support this bill, but for the rea-

sons previously mentioned will ask that it go
to the committee of the whole House.

Mr. Goad: We can find no additional

amendments that were not in the other bills,

so we will support this as well.

Mr. Norton: I have nothing to add, on
this bill.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole House.

MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN
TORONTO AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Norton, on behalf of Hon. Mr. Mc-
Keough, moved second reading of BiU 152,
An Act to amend The MunicipaHty of Metro-

politan Toronto Act.

Mr. Swart: This bill again contains the

provisions which we've already approved
and/or discussed in the previous Acts with
one or two slight exceptions.

Under section 3, it proposes to renaove the

authority for the metropolitan council to

make an annual grant of not more than $169,-
000 to the Toronto Transit Commission to-

wards the cost of providing free transporta-
tion for blind persons and war amputees. We
even support the removal of that because

they have authority elsewhere. However, I

think we would have preferred that perhaps
there be specific mention in all of the munic-

ipal Acts about free transportation for blind

persons, war amputees and other disabled

persons to highlight tlie very real necessity
for this, and not only to provide them with
free transportation, but also to provide the

type of facilities that these types of people
can use.

We're not going to oppose the bill for that

reason. But I very much wanted to make that

point here that the time has come in trans-

portation where society has to take responsi-

bility for the disabled to see that the>- have

the same rights of public transportation as

all other people have. That includes financial

rights, so that they're not excluded because

of financial inability nor also because of the

type of construction of the transportation

vehicles.

(Mr. Norton: Very briefly, I appreciate what

the hon. member for Welland-Thorold is

attempting to do in his comments on that

particular section. Surely he has to recognize,

though, that many municipalities in this

province over the last few years have made

very sincere efforts to improve the transporta-

tion facilities for people with specific handi-

caps and specific disabilities. They have the

authority to go as far as they can. In some

municipalities, tliey don't have public transit

for anyone, but there are many municipalities

that have spet'ific equipment to provide low-

cost transit for handicapped people.

Once again, I think it would be presumptu-
ous of us as a Legislature, if we ha\e any

confidence in local government at all, to

prescribe in legislation what their specific

priorities should be. I agree with the import

of what he is saying, but I just don't think

that it is our responsiblty to prescribe priori-

ties for municipalities.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole House.

[4:45]

COUNTY OF OXFORD
AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Norton, on behalf of Hon, Mr.

McKeough, moved second reading of Bill

153, An Act to amend The County of Oxford

Act, 1974.

Mr. Swart: Again, Mr. Speaker, the Act

to amend The County of Oxford Act, which

we have before us now, follows generalh' the

pattern of the other regional municipalities

and therefore we will support this bill in

principle. It's particularly desirable to

lengthen the time from 30 days to 60 days
to replace a member of the council, if they
want to use the provisions of the Act. When
they wish to elect that person rather than

appoint him, they need that extra time, and
therefore that amendment is desirable.

The next item I have some concern with,

as we expressed in the other regional munic-

ipalities Act, and that is that the regional
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municipality has authority over the local

municipalities with regard to the stop signs,

even on the local municipal roads. I am
aware, of course, that formerly the local

municipalities had to get approval from MTC
for their traffic bylaws, now they must get it

from the regional council. My point is, and
I think it's a valid one, that they shouldn't

need to get it from either. I think it's per-

fectly legitimate that the regional council

should have authority over all the roads

coming on to the regional roads with regard
to traffic, but on those roads well removed
from the regional roads, why should the

regional municipality have authority? It is

really just a duplication again of all kinds of

rules and regulations and bylaws, and I would
like to see the local municipality have full

authority over that decision-making process.

That's the only comment I have pertaining
to this Act.

Mr. Good: I just have one comment, Mr.

Speaker, and that is that the provisions in this

amendment to The County of Oxford Act

bring it into line with other amendments
made to both The Municipal Act and to the

other regional governments, so in name only
we find The County of Oxford Act is retain-

ing its stature as a county, when in fact it is

a region, as we pointed out when the original

bill was passed. The only difference is the

chaiiman of the region is called a warden.

Other than that, the legislation is now in

complete uniformity with all other regional

government bills and we see nothing par-

ticularly different from these amendments
than from all other amendments to both

regional bills and The Municipal Act.

The matter to which the previous speaker
made reference simply means that I suppose
it is somewhat of an improvement where the

authority of the Ministry of Transportation
and Communications is now substituted by
the county instead of the ministry, which is,

of course, some improvement as far as the

area government is concerned.

Mr. Speaker: Any further comments? The
hon. member for Oxford.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: I'm afraid I just can't

let the comments of the member for Waterloo
North go without any comment. I really do
believe that there are some very significant
difiFerences between The County of Oxford
Act and the regional bills. I'd be glad to

elaborate on that if he would like. Certainly,
our police protection is significantly different

than the regional municipalities. I would
think if members would look at all of the

ramifications of that Bill 95 passed some two

years ago now, they would find a very

significant difference, and I think we should

have it on the record that we in Oxford are

very content with the fact that this govern-
ment has made a very substantial effort to

address itseff to a different form of local gov-
ernment than the regional municipality. Be-
cause there are options in this province and
the government has seen fit in Oxford to

make a very notable example of what can
be done on the basis of dialogue between the

treasury and the local officials I would think

that after two years that there is a great deal

of testimony to the fact that that bill is work-

ing.

I read in the local press just last week that

one of the strongest opponents of the re-

structuring of Oxford, who became the mayor
of one of the municipalities, has said without

doubt he thinks the system is working and is

good for Oxford. Now, that is not surprising
if it were someone who had previously sup-

ported the bill. But I would think from my
knowledge of the situation that he was one

of the strongest opponents and has now been
convinced that the bill has worked well and
will continue to work well. I think this is an

illustration of where continuing dialogue be-

tween Queen's Park and the local municipali-
ties is effective and the people of Oxford are

quite content with it.

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Speaker, if I may, I

wanted to say just a word or two about the

amendments as they are before us. As the

member for Oxford, the hon. minister who
just spoke is well aware, the amendments
follow directly in the pattern established for

the other regional governments in the prov-
ince. The differences are indiscernible and I

just felt that this should be made clear in

response to what the member for Oxford has

said. It is true that it is not called a regional

government but a restructured county. Mr.

Speaker, being very familiar with these

matters yourself you will be aware that the

only essential difference really has been that

we don't have a chairman who is named by
the government here at Queen's Park as has

been the case—

Hon. Mr. Parrott: Oh that is just not so.

Mr. Nixon: —in the other regions. In fact

the head of the municipality is the warden
and the warden who has been serving for the

last few years, I understand, is stepping down
this year after giving good service under the

circumstances of the bill that was passed

establishing the restructured county. But for

the hon. minister—
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Hon. Mr. Parrott: Tell me—

Mr. Nixon: —who is now interjecting to

indicate that one of the significant differences

is that we don't have regional police in Ox-

ford is an indication, perhaps, that he is not

familiar with the patterns in other regional

governments. Where they were imposed under

other instances, it was not with the imposi-
tion of regional police which turn out to be

extremely expensive indeed but with the

maintenance of the service of the OPP at

least for the first few years. And in my
opinion it's one of the tragedies of a con-

tinuation of Conservative government if—and
it is devoutly hoped that it would not happen
—this Legislature would be called upon to

approve the establishment of a regional police
force or perhaps a restructured county polite

force to make a bow to the difference that

the minister sees but which is not really

apparent.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: Don't hold your breath.

Mr. Nixon: The provisions of this bill,

however, as you are aware are completely

parallel with the changes in the other regional

governments in the province.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: No, they are not.

Mr. Nixon: One of the significant studies

that has come out of the government in recent

months—it's just a bit more than a year—was
the Study brought forward by the committee
headed by the Treasurer in which efforts

were made to change the costing structures of

the systems and prograpimes in the province
of Ontario. After assessing the costs of

regional government and restructured county
government the committee, chaired by the

Treasurer, brought forward a clear recom-
mendation that no further regionalization or

restructuring of counties should go forward
because of the increase in the costs. Not only
do local costs increase but the grants from
the government have increased in a way
which indicate that while the services may in

fact be better in restructured counties and

regions, the costs have also escalated tre-

mendously compared with those parts of the

province that haven't been treated to this

kind of leadership from the Conservative

government.

'Mr. Speaker: Any further comments? If

not, the hon. parliamentary assistant. I might
say many of those remarks of the last two
speakers have been out of order because they
really weren't included in this bill, but they
were interesting. The hon. parliamentary
assistant.

Mr. Kerrio: So were the interjections.

Mr. Nixon: Well, there is one on each side

then.

Mr. Norton: I do hope that doesn't pre-
clude me from responding to the hon. mem-
ber for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk (Mr. Nixon).
When I hear someone speaking so quickly
with his tongue in his cheek without biting
it it just amazes me; I must admire the man.
I'm sure that had the hon. member for Ox-

ford (Mr. Parrott) not been present in the

House that those remarks would not have
been made at all in response to the proposed
amendments here.

I know the hon. member for Brant-Ox-ford-

Norfolk is well aware of the difference

between powers and structures. Although a

restructured county may end up with many
of the p>owers that a regional form of govern-
ment has, it does not mean that in structure

it is a regional government. There are vast

differences and I'm sure tliat he is aware of

that, given the area of the province that he

represents.

The fact that these amendments are here

right now represents a very long period of

consultation that we engaged in with that

particular municipality.

Mr. Good: You would have a tough job

convincing them of that.

(Mr. Norton: They are very well aware of

their uniqueness. It was largely because of

that the consultation took as long as it did.

My visits to that municipality to discuss the

proposed amendments with them—

Mr. Nixon: It is regional government by
the back door.

'Mr. Norton: —have reinforced for me the

uniqueness of Oxford as a restructured munic-

ipality. It is vastly different from the regional

governments in this province.

Mr. Speaker: Can we wind up on Bill 153,

please? Could we get back to the principle
of Bill 153?

Mr. Nixon: The Speaker says come to

order.

Mr. Norton: Yes, of course, Mr. Speaker.
I just felt that since the others had raised

such basic questions that I really ought to be
able to respond. I think really there's nothing
more for me to respond to, other than to

the question raised by the hon. member for

Welland-Thorold—I believe it was he—about
traffic approvals at the county level. I think
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that makes eminently good sense. Surely
there has to be some overall co-ordination of

traffic flow within a municipality. In this

case it was in the county. I think it's im-

portant that there be an overview for ap-

proval of these at the local level, which
would not allow for simply inconsistent traffic

regulations on roads which flow from one

municipality into the other.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole House.

MUNICIPALITY OF SHUNIAH ACT

Mr. Norton, on behalf of Hon. Mr. Mc-
Keough moved second reading of Bill 154,
An Act respecting the Municipality of

Shuniah.

Mr. Foulds: I'll be very brief. The bill has

been subjected to a searching examination by
myself, by my colleague from Welland-
Thorold and by our caucus. We support the

bill in principle. There is no need in our

opinion for the bill to go into committee.

I have talked extensively with councillors

and with the clerk in the municipality of

Shuniah. They are in favour of it unan-

imously, as are, to the best of my knowledge,
the residents of the area. The first section

simply involves a name change that will bring
the municipality in line with the number of

others of the same rank and status in the

province.

The second section allows the municipality

simply to set a uniform mill rate for the

whole municipality intead of having to do
the two entirely diflFerent sets of estimates

and rate books as they do now for McTavish
and MacGregor. Over the last number of

years our research indicates that there has

only ever been a difference of half a mill

between each of the two wards. It has in fact

fluctuated from side to side. As there is no
reason I can see for objection, I think that

the bill should receive speedy approval.

Mr. Speaker: Any further comments? I

point out it is 5 o'clock, which is supposed
to be the beginning of the private members*
hour. If it is going to be lengthy we will

adjourn the debate.

Mr. Good: No, Mr. Speaker, we will sup-

port the amendments in this bill as well.

Mr. Norton: I have nothing to add, except
to say this is not one that I would ask to go
to committee, because there is some urgency

about its being passed through third reading
as quickly as possible.

Motion agreed to.

The following bill was given third reading
on motion:

Bill 154, An Act respecting the Munic-

ipality of Shuniah.

[5:00]

PRIVATE MEMBERS' HOUR:

CONDOMINIUM AMENDMENT ACT II

Mr. Leluk moved second reading of Bill

57, An Act to amend The Condominium Act.

Mr. Leluk moved second reading of Bill 58,

An Act to amend The Condominium Act.

NOTICE OF MOTION No. 13

Mr. Leluk moved resolution No. 13.

Resolved: That in the opinion of this

House a select committee of the Legislature

be appointed to examine The Condominium

Act, condominium law in other jurisdictions,

mortgage financing of condominium projects,

trends in industrial and commercial use of

condominiums, and any other pertinent con-

dominium matters with a view to improving
condominium lifestyles, to prepare and sub-

mit a report to the Legislature by the end of

March, 1977, with its recommendations.

Mr. Leluk: The basic purpose of Bill 57

is to improve the qualifications of condomi-

nium directors who sit on a board. The

present qualifications only require that a

board member be 18 years of age or older.

My bill would require that in addition he

or she would have to be an owner in the

corporation and the holder of a condominium

director's certificate issued by prescribed in-

stitutions where such a course is being of-

fered. Since my introduction of this bill in

April of this year, I have had enthusiastic

response from condominium owners, board

members and so forth.

I respect the views of those who do not

agree with my position but feel that it is in

the best interests of condojninium owners. It

is nice to know that on occasion the members
of the Legislature are supported by the press.

I would like to read into the record the

October 6 editorial from the Etobicoke

Advertiser-Guardian which supports my posi-

tion and says that:

"York West MPP Nick Leluk has the right

idea in calling for qualffication upgrading for
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condominium boards of directors. Handling,

maintenance, budget insurance and mortgage

payments, administering condominium bylaws
and management agreements and coping with

Condominium Act regulations—in short the

duties of a condominiupi board is no mickey
mouse job. Condominium directors, once

elected, should be required to attend courses

in such things with course expenses paid by
the condominium corporations which elected

them."

Mr. Foulds: Didn't you get better reviews

than that?

Mr. Leluk: Well, I haven't seen any
review in this area from the hon. piember
across the House. Some community colleges

do offer limited three-day courses.

Mr. McClellan: He will give you a review

in a few minutes.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The interjec-

tions are just wasting valuable time, when
each one is limited to so piany minutes.

Mr. Leluk: These courses are oflFered on a

voluntary basis and hence treat condominium

complexities too superficially. These courses

I feel should be mandatory. They should be

broader in scope and a maximum of six

weeks in length. Sopie people who have

taken the existing courses would argue that

while it does provide them with some con-

dominium knowledge, the time constraints

prohibit that topics be treated in greater

depth. I believe that the course will make
for better informed and responsible driectors.

Now why do I believe that the directors

of these condominiufns need greater knowl-

edge and qualifications? I would like to say

here that many of them do an excellent job

with their limited knowledge. I would argue
that this is essential because the major task

of a condominium board is to maintain the

property and its related assets. Presently this

is only true to a lijnited extent because

condominium property management firms are

assuming more than just a job of carrying
out the tasks of property maintenance. In

fact, so-called professional condopiinium

property management firms are assuming the

role of directors as well in many cases.

Mr. Philip: Why don't you regulate them?

Mr. Leluk: It's the age-old question of who
is setting policy and who is carrying the

policy out. I feel that a more informed and

responsible board will be able to instruct

condopiinium property management firms in

what they want to have done. The whole

area of condominium property management
needs to be examined in great detail as to

professional standards, qualifications, and
above all, business ethics.

My Act would allow directors to be paid
for services rendered where the declaration

so stipulates. I beheve that if people are

required to be qualified and are expected to

put in the necessary time as members of a

board of directors, then I feel there should

be some remuneration for this. Also, I feel

that this will be an incentive to attract

better qualified, persons to seek positions on

the boards of directors. I view condominium

corporations not only as residences, but as

businesses with large operating budgets and

reserve funds, I have been told that where

people are not paid, eventually temptation
rears its sweet head.

Mr. Cunningham: What do you mean by
that?

Mr. Leluk: What do I mean by that?

Eventually there are opportunities for di-

rectors to receive special consideration from

contractors, developers, or what have you.
Now having said that, I know that the jnedia
will try to impugn the motives of the large

majority of directors. The fact remains that

payments would tend to curb such potential
abuses. If all directors were not to be paid,
because there have been arguments against

expenses being already too high in some

condominiums, then we might encourage the

concept of a professional director whose

responsibility could include that of general

manager of the corporation. He or she could

receive an honorarium for services rendered.

The Act would eliminate the expensive

practice, which presently exists, whereby cor-

porations always have to call two meetings
to get a quorum. Presently for a budget
meeting there is a need for SSVs per cent to

50 per cent of all owners to be present for a

quorum. With the present apathy that exists

in condominiums, they don't usually have 33%
per cent to 50 per cent of all owners present
at a meeting. If the first meeting was elim-

inated, and a meeting was called with notices

and an agenda sent out, say, 10 days prior

to the meeting, and if there was no quorum
of owners about half-an-hour after the time

for that meeting, those present would then

constitute a quorum and a meeting would

convene. I also believe that a simple majority

of those present at a meeting for, say, dis-

cussion of a budget or for election of board

members, is sufficient.



NOVEMBER 8, 1976 4523

The Act also provides that proxies must
be in a prescribed form. This is not the case

at present, and the intention here would be
to make owners more aware of what they are

signing. There are abuses, I am told, with

proxies in condominiums. Some have argued
that their use in condominiums should be

illegal, that The Condominium Act specifies

that The Business Corporations Act shall not

govern, and that the only place where you
find proxies is in The Business Corporations
Act. Others have argued that there should

be a limit established on the number of

proxies that any member of a corporation
can use. This would stop the practice of one

person, in a case mentioned to me, for ex-

ample, from collecting 250 proxies and

coming to a meeting and controlling that

meeting. If there were 125 persons present
in person-

Mr. Philip: Who did this? The developer?

Mr. Leluk: As I was told. And, with 272

persons present in the form of proxies, of

which 250 were controlled by one person, I

was told that this person elected himself to

the board and then two months later became
the property manager. Now, at present he is

a director and a property manager and there

is nothing really illegal about this practice.

I am not trying to correct individual prob-
lems in condominiums with legislation. I

am trying to provide legislation that will en-

able condominiums to solve their own prob-
lems at duly constituted meetings, called for

the purpose of correcting those problems.
This can't be done when one person through
proxies, for instance, can control not only
the meeting but the outcome of that meeting.
In my bill I also propose that the corpora-
tion need only get a majority vote at any
meeting duly called, instead of the 66% or

80 per cent, as the case may be, of the

owners of the common elements agreeing
to the proposal.

Since the introduction of the bill I have
had many people bring to my attention the

problems associated with my proposal, with
the result that I have had some change of

mind. The Condominium Act presently stipu-
lates that 66% per cent of the owners who
attend a legally constituted meeting can

change the bylaws; and where there is

damage to property and the board deems that

this damage is 25 per cent or better at a

meeting called within 30 days, that 80 per
cent of all owners must agree to the repairs.
I'm told you never get 80 per cent of all

owners to attend, and this is the problem.
Therefore, I would recommend that the

present percentages of 66% per cent and 80

per cent remain the same, but they should
hold true for those present at a duly called

meeting and not of all owners present. Other-

wise, I'm told that the condominiums would
never get anything done. Surely 66% of, say,
100 persons at a duly constituted meeting
are intelligent enough to make changes in

bylaws.

Going on to Bill 58, the purpose of the

bill is to provide for a condominium registrar,
who would have an expertise in the con-

dominium field and would serve and control

a central registry office for the filing of

pertinent information such as minutes of

annual meetings of corporations, lists of

directors, financial statements and any other

documents required to be registered.

The province of Nova Scotia has a con-

dominium registrar whose duties are some-
what similar to those proposed in my bill.

And where my bill specifies that the focus for

such an office would be the Ontario govern-
ment, possibly through the Ministry of Con-
sumer and Commercial Relations, however,
that is not the only means of achieving this

goal. A better model possibly would be the

creation of an independent council, association

or institute, composed of condominium
owners, developers, condominium manage-
ment firms, lawyers and other professionals to

administer the functions of the condominium

registrar.

Organizational models already exist for such
a concept. For example, this government
earlier this year established the new homes

warranty council, to be administered by the

Housing and Urban Development Association

of Canada in co-operation with the provincial

government. Funding for such a body could
come from a variety of independent sources.

While my bill proposes that the registrar's

office be located in government, unlike my
socialist friends opposite who see government
as the saviour of all of us, possibly the second

approach has greater usefulness.

Mr. Philip: Your government? At least we
don't regulate individuals.

Mr. Leluk: There have been also some

objections raised to the time period for

filing a true copy of the minutes of the

annual meeting of corporations. In my bill

I've called for seven days. I now agree that

this is not sufficient time, and I would think

that 30 days after the approval by the board

would be more appropriate.

iSimilar objections were also raised about

the time-frame for filing a copy of the
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financial statement of a corporation within

30 days of the end of the fiscal year. Again,
I am flexible and feel that a 90-day period
would be more conventional.

I would now like to turn to Resolution
No. 13. When the resolution was placed on
the order paper back in June of this year,
I felt that with the adjournment of the

House for the summer, a select committee of

the Legislature would have been an ideal

way to proceed to examine The Condominium
Act and other pertinent areas related to con-
dominium living, with a view to preparing
and submitting a report to the Legislature by
the end of March. Apparently there were
already some four or five select committees
appointed to look into viarious: problem
areas, and this committee never did come
into being. The summer passed—

[5:15]

Mr. Cunningham: They ran out of mem-
bers.

Mr. Leiuk: —and in September, at the Eto-
bicoke Rotary Club luncheon, I called on my
government to support a condominium task

force composed' of a broad cross-section of

representatives from the condominium world
to deal with the urgent problems of condo-
minium living like our good Conservative
friends in Alberta have done. I was there-
fore—

Mr. Cunningham: Why didn't you mention
the Nova Scotia Liberals?

Mr. Leluk: —very pleased with the an-
nouncement of the Minister of Consumer and
Commercial Relations (Mr. Handlejnan) last

Friday in this House that an interminis-
terial committee to examine and make recom-
mendations into a number of problems of con-
dominium home ownership would be set up.

Mr. Philip: If you are defeated, you will

be the next chairman of it.

Mr. Leluk: Don't hold your breath, my
friend'.

Mr. Warner: You don't want to be chair-

man?

Mr. Leluk: I want to congratulate the
minister on taking this step and getting on
with the job. Whether the announcement is

a response to my urgings over the past year or

not, I am sure that it is welcomed by the
numerous Ontario condominium owners. I do
hope, however, that its terms of reference will

be broadened to include the central registry
of condominium corporations for reporting

purposes, board liability and indemnification,

improved financial protection for condo-
minium owners possibly through the bonding
of condominium directors, rental problems on
the part of private, one-unit owners and cor-

porate tenants, long-term management agree-
ments between builder, developer and cor-

poration-

Mr. Warner: Administration problems-

Mr. Leluk: —the question of double taxa-

tion where the city or municipality is paid for

certain services such as snow removal and
then moneys are paid as well to the condo-
minium which, in turn, hires snow removal
firms to do the job.

I would hope, too, that they would include

the ineligibility of condominium corporations
to apply for Ontario Home Renewal Pro-

gramme loans to make major structural im-

provements in the corporations; that they look

at the language and lifestyle problems per-

taining to the many condominiums which are

presently experiencing these problems with

newcomers who have just arrived from other

countries.

Also, the need to re-examine the use of

proxies in condominiums is, I think, an im-

portant area that should be looked at as well

as the priority of condominium corporations
over the mortgage holder.

Mr. Warner: This major problem-

Mr. Foulds: Review rating: d-minus.

Mr. Philip: You're beautiful. You do more
to get me re-elected than anyone else in the

borough.

Mr. Gregory: You need a lot of help.

Mr. Philip: As a condominium owner and
as MPP for a riding that has a great number
of condominiums, I appreciate the fact that

we can debate Bills 57, 58 and Resolution

No. 13 together. I think they clearly show the

focus of the member for York West, the focus

that he has on condominiums. Instead of

dealing with the real problems faced by con-

dominium owners, he zeroes in on their

elected boards of directors. It's an old Con-
servative Party tactic. If there is a problem,
and the "big blue machine" doesn't want to

upset its friends, then it picks a whipping
boy and hammers away in the hope that the

public will suddenly decide that that is the

Mr. Warner: Right on. He should resign.

Mr. Philip: The fact is that the real prob-
lems do not rest with the boards of directors
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of condominium associations. The real prob-
lems are highlighted in the conclusions of a

recent report by the chairman and members
of the condominium working committee, the

Association of Etobicoke Condominium Cor-

porations. The report, incidentally, is being

presented this afternoon at the council of the

borough of Etobicoke.

I hope that the member for York West will

pay attention to this because it is his constitu-

ents who are talking.

Tlie conclusion is as follows: "Etobicoke

condominium corporations have pointed out

all of their problems to both provincial and

municipal levels of government for years, but

nobody has really tackled the structural and
mechanical discrepancies so prevalent in con-

dominiums."

'Furthermore, there's little indication that

this government really intends to look at the

problem seriously.

Mr. Warner: That's right. Have to control

development.

Mr. Philip: This month's issue of The Con-
dominium which I referred to at question

period has the headline: "No Plans to Legis-
late Developers." The first paragraph reads

as follows: "Consumer and Commercial Rela-

tions Minister Sidney Handleman says that

the pro\incial government does not intend to

legislate guidelines for developers."

Let me read some of the problems as seen

by those who own condominiums in the

borough of Etobicoke. I do this not because

they are my constituents but also because

they are the condominium constituents of the

member for York West.

If I may quote again from the report being

presented this afternoon before the council

of the borough of Etobicoke: "In highrise
condominiums and all others which have

underground garages, one of the main trouble

areas revolves around insufficient compacting
around the foundations of the building, poor
drainage and insulation, cracks in the con-

crete ceilings resulting from severe leakage

problems."

2. "All existing condominiums have road

problems. Either the asphalt is done poorly
or the compacting of the road accounts for

cracking, sunken areas, and break-ups."

3. "Townhouses suffer from roof design
faults which cause dangerous icing and leak-

age problems. All developments and highrises
have intensive roof insulation deficiencies."

4. "Heating systems, ducts and pipe insula-

tion leave plenty to be desired. Furnaces in

most townhouses seem to be too small and

ducts should be of a larger gauge, the result

being that some rooms in the multi-level

units are never warm enough."

5. "Soundproofing has to be improved for

all types of high-density buildings, but espe-

cially for developments near major highways
and air flight passes."

6. "Electrical wiring outiets and control

panels are of dangerously low quality and re-

sult in blow-out and fires."

7. "The plumbing in some high-rise con-

dominiums is so bad that there are backups
of raw sewage up to the third and fourth

floors. Joint breaks inside the walls are also

rather common."

8. "Improperly caulked windows and flash-

ings, cracks in retaining and outside walls

create leakage problems and expensive re-

pairs."

Now the minister, were he present today,

might say that these problems are covered

by the home warranty programme. However,
we know what that home warranty pro-

gramme is and we know that the people like

myself who own condominiums are not pres-

ently protected by the defaults that the gov-

ernment allowed to have all of these devel-

opers create these problems in the first place.

I only have to look at the Ottawa Citizen

of a couple of days ago which reports con-

dominium owners are suing builders. It tells

the whole story of owners of a 375-unit high-

rise in Ottawa's east end who are taking the

developers to court. Unfortunately, not all of

us live in large condominiums. My own con-

dominium has 55 units. We can't afford court

costs. What we do want, though, is a govern-

ment that at least takes some initiative to

protect us.

One would not deny the need for con-

sandy providing for more professional de-

velopment of those in any kind of elected

office, be he a condominium director or a

member of the Ontario Legislature. But there

is a difference between the task of facilitating

and that of coercing, as is advocated in Bill

58. The government setting specific standards

that someone must meet before they run for

office is a move in a very serious direction.

The members of a democratic society like to

decide for themselves who's qualified to repre-

sent them and not be told by big government.

Interestingly enough, the hon. member
talks about all the support he has in his own

borough or in his own riding for these bills.

Mr. Warner: Loser.

Mr. Philip: One of the directors in his own
riding, the riding of York West, telephoned
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17 other democratically-elected directors in

that riding when it first appeared in the news-

paper. Not one of them was in favour of it,

and many have expressed indignation that

their member should single out condominium
directors as the culprits. As one said: "If Mr.
Leluk's government was as competent in

managing the government finances of the tax-

payers as a lot of our condominium directors

are in managing our affairs, then maybe we'd
be in a heck of a lot better position in this

province."

Let me read a letter from one of the con-

stituents of York West riding. Mr, P. T. Frog-
gatt is president of York Condominium Cor-

poration No. 110; if I am not mistaken—and
I may be mistaken—I believe he is also a

member of the hon. member's riding associa-

tion.

Mr. Warner: He was. He quit.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh.

Mr. Philip: I won't read the whole letter,

Mr. Speaker, but I would like to read at least

sections of the letter. He concludes his letter

by saying:

"Encourage responsible persons to step for-

ward and volunteer their services and, in

addition, ensure that they are provided with
the tools needed to be able to do the job

properly, such as good building construction

requirements, meaningful ways of handling
chronically illegal parking on the private

roadways involved and so on."

He goes on to say:

"Condominium corporations have done a

lot for themselves already (at least in Etobi-

coke). They have fought and won tax assess-

ment cases, they have formed an association

for their mutual benefit, and they have con-

tributed to the municipal and provincial
studies and actions with respect to condo-

miniums. I wonder what Mr. Leluk was doing
for them while all this was going on?

It's signed by Mr. P. T. Froggatt, presi-
dent of the York Condominium No. 110, in

the hon. member's riding.

Mr. Cunningham: Sounds like a contested

nomination.

Mr. Philip: The member for York West
must be a very sad person today for clearlv

the Minister of Consumer and Commercial
Relations (Mr. Handleman) has ignored one of

his major proposals—and really the only sen-

sible proposal that he has made today—^and
that is of establishing a select committee to

investigate the problems of condominium
owners. With all the talking the member has

done and with all the press coverage he has
had regarding his private member's bill and
his resolution, he has not been able to con-
vince his own party to act in the sensible

manner that he has advocated at least in the
resolution.

Mr. Warner: Right on.

Mr. Philip: It may well be that the con-
dominium owners in that area will learn that

the best way to get action out of the govern-
ment is not by a back-bencher who can't con-

vince his own party of what is right, but by
a member of the other party. At least then

they can put some pressure on it.

The minister's statement on Frida\- estab-

lished an interministerial committee on con-

dominiums, and in my opinion it is clearly an-

other attempt to sweep the problems under
the rug. The specific refusal by the minister

to allow condominium owners to participate
in the decisions of such a committee, and not

just submit briefs, is indefensible. Likewise,
the fact that the minister appointed, as we
found out earlier today, a defeated candidate

to head up the committee, would put him
under a certain amount of suspicion—at least

to some of us—as to his impartiality.

Mr. Cunningham: Who is that?

Mr. Warner: Name him.

Mr. Philip: To make matters worse, just

before he released his statement, the minister

announced in the Nov. 1 issue of The Condo-
minium that "Consumer and Commercial Re-
lations Minister Handleman says that the pro-
vincial government does not intend to legis-
late guidelines for developers."

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member's time has

expired.

Mr. Philip: If that is not an instruction to

the committee, I don't know what is.

Mr. Hall: Mr. Speaker, I will speak briefly
and talk about the two bills and the resolu-

tion all at once as the other members have
done.

I come from an area that is not heavily
url^an and we don't have the condominium
situation that exists in Metro. I understand,

however, that there are some 38,000 condo-
miniums in Metro and I think that it is high
time that the government took some steps to

have a maturity in this important segment of

our housing supply.

In this area, condominiums were looked on

brightly as one real hope for a major increase

in personal homeownership, as it has been in

other areas. But over a few vears, because of
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a lack of good guidance and because of loose-

ness of regulation, there have been a lot of

problems that have been left unattended. The
result is, according to the Minister of Con-
sumer and Commercial Relations, as quoted
in the Star this fall, that even though there

is a housing shortage, there are some 9,000
new vacant condominiums in the Toronto

region and again as many are up for resale.

[5:30]

This is because they have faced problems
of a lack of knowledge of what they're get-

ting into and stories from friends who have

had unfortunate experiences themselves.

There is a question as to who they can

turn to for information. Realtors are not

necessarily well versed in this product, de-

velopers naturally want to put their best

foot forward, and the municipalities in some
instances are too busy, not interested or ig-

norant of some of the details relative to

condominium legislation.

There are also delays in registration. There
are delays in registration under The Land
Titles Act for housing generally, but there

are delays in this matter which is more com-

plicated than a normal tide.

I understand as well that many condomi-
nium owners in their units run up against

problems, as a board of directors, with fran-

chises for certain facilities such as coin laun-

dries which have been granted and run for

a longer tenure than the directorate has any
control over. Also the lack of proper financial

statements by either the developer or the

condominium corporation has again worked

against true disclosure, so someone interested

in living in a condominium can know exactly

what he's going to buy.

There is also the problem of the developer

possibly understating the maintenance costs,

which I understand are only guaranteed for

the first year, and facing a much higher tab

when all involved as owners have moved in

and find themselves responsible for a share

in the operation of the condominium. When
they look at some of the real costs they might
face, the bill is pretty high.

I think there is certainly a need to proceed
for improvement. The thought of a dialogue,
as suggested by the minister on Friday, be-

tween everybody who doesn't know anything
about it so they can all get together and make
certain they all know their problems, is of

some merit. The suggestion of a select com-
mittee seems to have been bypassed by the

minister; rather, he's going to have his own
sort of select committee, drawing resource

personnel from Housing-

Mr. Philip: It's not a select committee.

Mr. Hall: No, it's not. I said it's been by-

passed. Now he's going to have his own
resource personnel from Housing, Revenue
and TEIGA, and an independent consultant.

Inasmuch as roughly two-thirds of the more
than 57,000 condominiums in Ontario are in

Metro region, in this instance I do suggest

very strongly that if there is an independent
consultant appointed, that that man come
from the Metro area. However, I feel that a

select committee would be a better direction

to move than what so far has been outlined—

[Applause.]

Mr. Gregory: Another trip, Ed. Is that it?

Mr. Philip: No, he is smarter than the

minister. That's all I'm saying.

Mr. Hall: There are too many loose areas

here that cannot be addressed in a vacuum

individually. I think they have to be put

together and tied down so that we can render

a real service. My main concern is to get

going, finally, and to make respectable, an

important aspect of our housing supply. I

think it can be done, but I think it's time

this House addressed itself to the problem
in the most serious way that it can find.

Mr. Gregory: Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-

port of Bills 57 and 58 and Resolution No. 13

from my colleague from York West.

The statement of the minister-

Mr. Warner: There aren't many condomi-

niums in your riding.

Mh". Gregory: Geez, you could at least let

me get started before you started heckling.

The statement of the Minister of Consumer
and Commercial relations will accomplish the

same desirable results and probably more

quickly, in my opinion. I feel a subject this

intricate requires the people to investigate

the situation who have had a background,

perhaps in condominium management. I don't

necesarily agree with my colleagues from

across the way who feel that elected people
have the brains to solve every problem.

Mr Foulds: What are you saying?

Mr. Gregory: In many cases they are totally

unequipped.

Mr. Cunningham: Especially you guys.

Mr. R. S. Smith: Speak for yourself.

Mr. Gregory: Well, I am looking at them.

Condominium ownership in Canada, of
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course, is a fairly recent phenomenon, basi-

cally over the past 10 years. Naturally, as in

anything that recent, tliere are bound to be

many, many problems which have not been
resolved yet. They are being solved. In my
opinion, the government of Ontario has led

the way and continues to do so in finding

solutions for many of the problems with

condominium ownership.

There are a great many advantages to

condominium ownership as my colleague from
Etobicoke will well imagine and will appre-
ciate. They are certainly more affordable and
in these days when there seem to be restric-

tions on the building of rental accommoda-

tion, unfortunately, this is the only way that

people can provide homes for themselves and

usually at a very low down payment.

There is certainly less time necessary for

maintenance for older people, senior citizens

who really can't handle the maintenance of a

single-family home. There is better provision
for recreational facilities because of the band-

ing together of a group of homeowners who
can provide community recreational facilities.

There are major advantages to municipalities
as well through increased land use efficiency.

There are cost savings to municipalities for

the reduction of the cost of servicing and the

cost of maintenance of those properties which
are taken over as common properties.

I believe there is a need to look at the

property management practices of many of

the companies which are involved in that

particular business. There doesn't seem to be

any set of standard practices followed by
these companies. There are no Standard rates

for their services. Condominium owners do
not always have enough knowledge to prop-

erly direct the affairs of the condominium

corporation and therefore they can not prop-

erly oversee the actions of the management
companies.

I believe there is a need for the building

management companies, particularly those in-

volved with condominiums, to get together
and begin to police themselves. If this is not

done, there may be a need in the future for

the government of Ontario to get into the

licensing of companies and setting the criteria

for their entry into the business. There is a

great need to educate individual condo-

minium owners in the problems of running a

corporation and this is a big step. If a person

buys a home it does not matter what age he
is. In a condominium, if he is elected to the

board of directors, he suddenly becomes a

director of a large corporation. In many cases

he is not totally equipped for this, through no
fault of his own. I believe that there should

be methods by which they can be educated,
whether they be government-sponsored
courses, to enable them to better tackle the

problems of the condominium projects.

Mr. Philip: Compulsory courses.

Mr. Gregory: The provincial government
has taken initiative in promoting assessment

equity in 1966 which has resulted in a lower-

ing of municipal taxes on condominiums by
substantial amounts.

Mr. Cassidy: In 1976.

Mr. Gregory: That's what I said, 1976.

What did I say, 1986? Well, we have been

thinking about it for 10 years.

Mr. Cassidy: Ten years behind.

Mr. Grande: Ten years later.

Mr. Gregory: In January The Ontario New
Home Warranties Plan Act becomes law. It

provides five year warranties for structm-al

defects and two years for minor defects. This

was brought about by pressure from the On-
tario division of the Housing and UrI an De-

velopment Association of Canada, the de-

velopers that my friend across the road was

haranguing a minute ago. It seems to me they
are not all bad. The new building code is

going to go a long way towards correcting

some of the deficiencies in the buildings them-

selves.

I wouldn't have mentioned this for a minute

but it seems to me that my friend from Eto-

bicoke was haranguing my friend from York

West about the problems and the letters that

were going to the member for Etobicoke

about the member for York West and criticiz-

ing him and his actions. It is almost as if this

criticism came out of the air. But it doesn't

come out of the air because my friend from

Etobicoke spends a great deal of time and

money spreading this type of literatiire, which

does nothing to promote unity in the con-

dominiums. All it does is promote tiouble.

Some of the statements in there are directly

misleading, very misleading. I think any one

of you will avail yourself of them—

Mr. Foulds: Point of personal privilege.

Mr. Cassidy: Name one.

Mr. Gregory: Well, for example, last fall

I and other members of the NDP fought hard

to see that this discriminatory tax burden

levied against condominium owners was;

lifted. We won that fight.

Mr. Cassidy: That's dead right.
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iMr. Gregory: I thought the members of

the third party and the members of this party
had something to do with that. It was our

legislation.

Mr. Foulds: Minor role.

Mr. Philip: We led the fight for five years.

Mr. Cassidy: We led the fight and you
responded because it was a motherhood issue.

Mr. Gregory: You led the fight, indeed.

You consider that if you are not on the losing
end you led the fight. You are usually on the

losing end. It is quoted here that municipal
taxes are skyrocketing because of the provincial

government's cutback to municipalities. There
was no cutback to municipalities.

Mr. Warner: There certainly was.

Mr. Gregory: No, there Weren't any cut-

backs at all.

Mr. Warner: Scarborough got less money
this year than the year before.

Mr. Gregory: There were increases to the

municipalities.

iMr. Philip: You better tell the Conservative

mayor in our borough that. He doesn't know
it.

Mr. Gregory: My friend from Etobiooke
further doesn't even know. He goes on to

state that at least those taxes paid by con-
dominium owners are remaining about the

same.

Mr. Warner: Mr. Speaker. A point of order.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Point of order.

Mr. Gregory: He doesn't even know that in

Etobicoke they were reduced by about 20
per cent.

!Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order please. The
member for Scarborough-Ellesmere, do you
have a point of order?

Mr. Warner: Yes, I do, Mr. Speaker. The
member for Mississauga East indicated that

there was an increase. My particular borough
of Scarborough actually received less money
this year than the year previous.

IMr. Deputy Speaker: That is not a point
of order.

Mr. Warner: I thought it was interesting.

Mr. Cunningham: Mr. Speaker, on a point
of order. This has no relevance whatsoever

to the biU. No relevance. I would ask you
to rule on that.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for

Mississauga East is addressing himself to the

content of Bills 57, 58 and Resolution No. 13.

Mr. Gregory: Yes, that is right.

Mr. Cunningham: On the point of order,

Mr. Speaker, he is reading a newsletter from
the member for Etobicoke which has no
relevance whatsoever to the bill.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: He referred to it. He
did not read from it.

Mr. Gregory: As a matter of fact I was

responding. The member for Etobicoke also

read from a letter. I didn't hear objections
at that time.

Mr. Cunningham: It was relevant to the

bill.

IxMr. Gregory: Are you interested in the

information I have or not?

Mr. Philip: Point of order, Mr. Speaker.
What I read from was in fact the newspaper
and not a letter. It was a letter reported in

the newspaper.

'Mr. Gregory: This is actually a circular

letter I am referring to, Mr. Speaker, which
I assume could be regarded as a newspaper.
It is not a personal letter.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member
can continue.

Mr. Gregory: Thank you very much, Mr.

Speaker. There are a Crouple of other things
in here. The thing that really struck me is

that they say another problem is that there

was still no effective protection against con-

struction defects. Now I mentioned earlier

the home warranty programme. I don't know
what we have to do, but to make a definite

statement like that is definitely misleading.
There is also a statement here, and this

surprised mc—

Mr. Philip: Name your condominium.

Mr. Foulds: Withdraw that remark. It is

out of order.

IMr. Warner: This is the second time, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Gregory: —where the member from
Etobicoke refers to the second-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. If the

member for Mississauga East is saying that
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the hon. member for Etobicoke misled mem-
bers of the House, that is not acceptable. If

you are saying that he is misleading some-

body outside who is reading the letter, we
have no control over that. But you must not

accuse one member of misleading somebody
else in the House.

Mr. Gregory: My apology, Mr. Speaker, I

didn't refer to a misleading of the people in

the House. I was referring to the article.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I just wanted that

understood.

Mr. Gregory: I didn't get one of these,

except by accident.

Mr. Philip: You didn't circulate anything to

your condominium owners either.

Mr. Gregory: Well yes, I certainly do.

As a matter of fact, we do have a con-

dominium association that is quite effective.

I have as much influence over that as you
have over yours. As a matter of fact, prob-

ably more.

This is the statement that disturbed me
more than any. He says that the second-class

treatment we get as condominium owners
must stop.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member's
time has expired, but I will grant him one
more minute because of all of the inter-

jections.

Mr. Gregory: The only statement I was

going to make regarding this is that in

Mississauga we do not regard our con-

dominion owners as second-class citizens.

Perhaps the problem in Etobicoke is re-

flected by the quality of representation they
have.

Mr. Cassidy: I wanted to say several things
about the debate we are having today. I am
glad we are having it, and we welcome the

fact that condominium problems are, in fact,

the subject of a debate in the Legislature.

However, we deplore the government's in-

difference to the need for taking urgent
action during 1977 on urgent problems that

affect condominium owners and purchasers.

[5:45]

We also believe, Mr. Speaker, that the

decision of the government to appoint an
interministerial committee, to study con-
dominium problems, which the minister an-

nounced on Thursday, is designed to put
those problems under a rug. The minister's

specific refusal last Friday to allow con-
dominium owners to participate in the de-

cisions of such a committee, and not just to

submit briefs, is indefensible. I was away
today but I understand that we have now
learned that the Conservative candidate for

Carleton East, Mr. Daiwin Kealey, is to be
the independent consultant from outside gov-
ernment who was promised by the minister

in his statement last week.

I have to say that if that's the case, then
this will not be an independent consultant;
it will hardly be from outside government.

Mr. Philip: Unless we change their minds.

Mr. Cassidy: We can change their minds,
that's right. But Mr. Kealey was formerly a

research assistant to the Premier (Mr. Davis).
He moved up to Ottawa only in time for the

1975 campaign. He was a major campaign
worker and organizer for Jean Pigott in the

Ottawa-Carleton by-election. He now works

through his firm both for the provincial and
for the federal Tory parties and he is be-

having around Carleton East as though he's

going to be the Tory candidate again.

Mr. Norton: Are you suggesting that he
was appointed not simply because he was

qualified for the job?

Mr. Cassidy: I'm suggesting that is not an

independent consultant. I'm suggesting that

is an insult to condominum owners who were

promised an independent consultant. And ff

you're promising to have David Dehler, who
was a Conservative candidate in Ottawa East,
he was the guy who arrived 90 minutes late

at the meeting of condominium owners in

Ottawa last election and had nothing at all

to say to them.

Mr. Norton: Are you biased on the basis

of politics?

Mr. Cassidy: A lack of knowledge. Mr.

Kealey, as well, has no prior knowledge of

this field. He is an able-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I must remind the

hon. member that who gets appointed to a

board to look into condominiums isn't the

subject that we're dealing with. We're deal-

ing specifically with Bill 57 and 58 and
Resolution No. 13.

Mr. Cassidy: We believe that the best way
to study condominium problems would be
either the select committee proposed by the

member for York West (Mr. Leluk) but

repudiated by the Minister for Consumer and

Corporate Relations (Mr. Handleman), or a

far-reaching inquiry carried out by a represen-
tative committee. At least half of this com-
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mittee should be condominium owners and

the committee should also include represen-
tatives of local government and of the con-

dominium industry as well as representatives

of the province.

We also believe that certain problems are

now so urgent that the inquiry carried out

should not be into whether reform should

be implemented, but into how these reforms

should be implemented. I would like to

enumerate them.

First, now that we have achieved assess-

ment tax reform for condominium owners

they are in urgent need of double tax relief.

The government should move to relieve the

double tax that condominium property owners

now bear by giving condominiums the power
to negotiate tax cuts or rebates with a munic-

ipality to compensate for services like garbage

removal, snow clearance and so on, which

they provide for themselves. Until tax reform

is in place the province should bear the cost

of this rebate. And to be fair, we believe that

tenants' associations in private rental housing
should also be able to negotiate comparable
rebates.

Second, a major repairs fund is needed on
behalf of those condominium owners whose
condominiums were built before this year
and who do not have the protection of the

new home warranties programme. There are

serious problems with construction standards

of condominiums that are only five or six

years old, some of which are having major

repairs that have become necessary because

of shoddy supervision by the province and
because the province is far more interested

in encouraging developers into the field than

it was in protecting the purchasers of those

condominiums.

We believe that special funds should be
added to the Ontario Home Renewal Pro-

gramme in order to provide low interest loans

as well as grants for people of modest in-

comes in order to repair major construction

defects that have emerged in condominiums
tliat the government encouraged and for

which the government did not provide ade-

quate protection.

Third, there is urgent need in 1977 to give
condominium owners a fair deal before regis-

tration. And registration is often delayed for

a year or more. Occupancy fees are con-

sidered by condominium owners as a ripoflF.

They should not exceed the monthly esti-

mated cost of mortgages, taxes and condo-
minium fees after a unit becomes registered,
and the sum that an owner would pay each
month on his mortgage principal should be
credited to his account in any month that he

paid an occupancy fee. This will remove the

incentive that developers now have to delay

registration, and every month that the con-

dominium owner is living in that unit and

paying an occupancy fee he will be paying
off his mortgage. That is not allowed under
the rules the Conservative government has

established at this time.

The NDP also believes that there are other

areas of major reform that should be studied

by a condominium inquiry or by a select

committee, and that should also get urgent
action after the first three items which are

priority for 1977. The protection of pur-
chasers is foremost among those. Condo-
minium law should be changed in order to

stop developers from delaying registration of

their condominium developments whether
for purposes of tax losses, of marketing

strategy or incompetence. We believe that

the owners of partially sold condominiums
should be protected against the finishing cost

of the building being charged off as mainte-

nance fees. This is often done, particularly
when the developer is in collusion with a

maintenance company which he has used his

power to appoint.

Condominium purchasers should have the

right to form an association from the day the

first condominium is sold and this association

should have access to all documents pertain-

ing to the condominiums and to the condo-

minium corporation during the period before

registration takes place and the purchasers

actually take over the condominium corpora-
tion. This is essential protection if condo-

minium owTiers are to get a fair deal and if the

problem that several speakers have referred

to in this debate, the shadow of doubt and

uncertainty which has descended on the con-

dominium as a concept in housing, is to be

cleared. We believe that condominium pur-
chasers need more protection than now exists

in the law in cases where the condominium

developer contracts out the management of

the building to a subsidiary of the developer.

Better standards is next on the list. New
standards should be developed, both for con-

struction and for noise-proofing in order to

ensure privacy for condominium owners and

the protection of their investment. These

standards should also be applied to new

apartments for rent.

Better management is next. A registration

scheme is needed in order to register condo-

minium management corporations when they

manage more than one building. They should

be required to file details of the names and

backgrounds of the people involved, of any
links with developers—that's very important—
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and of the condominiums for which they pro-
vide management services; also of any condo-
minium units which either the management
company or its principals own but do not

occupy. That is essential because of the con-

flict of interest that can emerge when a man-

agement company also owns and rents condo-

miniums. These management companies
should also be required to be bonded.

Next, better information: Ontario shouldn't

force condominium corporation directors to go
to school, the way that the member for York

West suggests, but it should begin to provide
a service of encouragement and technical

counselling to condominium owners and cor-

porations rather than only to developers. I

think it's unfair that developers have got all

the breaks and there has been no information

available to people who run the condo-
miniums after they're sold.

Community college courses should be avail-

able for condominium corporation directors

who wish to take advantage of them. Ontario

should establish a condominium hot-line at

Queen's Park to provide information and to

inform condominium corporations and di-

rectors regularly about the changes in legis-

lation, in regulations, and in other practices
or services which affect them. They should
not be solely dependent on a newspaper
published for private profit which may or may
not be for their service and benefit.

Next, we believe that The Condominium
Act needs to be reviewed once again, only
this time we believe the review should be
done with the active participation of con-

dominium owners and not just their de-

velopers.

Finally, we believe there should be a con-

tinuing mechanism so that condominium
needs are reflected and felt and heeded here
in this Legislature and in the government.
The members of the condominiupi inquiry as

we propose it should continue to serve as a

condominium advisory committee which
would report regularly to the Legislature and
to the public as further changes and improve-
ments in condominium law and practice are

required. This would give condominium own-
ers the say at Queen's Park which they now
lack.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member's
time has expired.

Mr. Cassidy: I have one more point, Mr.

Speaker.

We also believe it is ludicrous that Ontario
thinks of the condominiums-

Mr. B. Newman: Time.

Mr. Cassidy: —as a corporate law problem
rather than as a housing problem. One more
sentence.

Mr. Edighoffer: Time.

Mr. Cassidy: The responsibility for The
Condominium Act and all services related to

condominiums should be brought together in

the Ministry of Housing.

Those are 10 points which we think are

vital for adequate protection of condo-

piiniums.

Mr. Cunningham: Mr. Speaker, it may not

be in order at this time but I'd like to say
how inappropriate I found the remarks of the

member for Mississauga East (Mr. Gregory)
when he referred—I guess not in his capacity
as chairman of the select committee on truck

transportation on our highways—to the trip to

Europe by one of his members on that com-
mittee. I must say I found it not only

inappropriate but also inaccurate-

Mr. Gregory: That wasn't part of my
speech.

Mr. Cunningham: —and highly unpar-

liamentary. He said it.

Mr. Gregory: I didn't say it.

Mr. Cunningham: You did say it.

Mr. Gregory: I said it when I was heck-

ling; I asked about the trip.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Cunningham: Getting back to the

principle of the bill, we've had condominiums
in Ontario now for long over 10 years.

It's disapj>ointing to me to see that only now
we're starting to take a really intelligent look

at the situation. I certainly have a number in

my riding and 1 would say to you that it's

quite apparent it's going to be a trend that's

going to continue. I think that it's an intelli-

gent form of housing and one that's going to

be much more affordable for people in lower

incomes, or at least those individuals who
don't want to designate more than 50 per
cent of their income to acquiring a home.

The fact that we're looking at this at this

time has to be indicative of some of the diffi-

culties that exist within the process of govern-
ment in itself, or at least this government. I'm

glad that the Minister of Consumer and Com-
mercial Relations (Mr. Handleman) is here at

this time to catch just the tail end of these

remarks. I think it would be of great benefit

if Resolution No. 13, which I must commend
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the member for—I've forgotten where he's

from.

Mr. Lehik: York West.

Mr. Cunningham: York West—I must com-
mend him for his resolution. I think it would
be an inteligent solution to this problem. I

think we have to have a select committee of

people who are well-apprised of this situa-

tion—some lawyers and some of the peoj^le on
all sides of this House, who I know share our

concern. It is a real problem and I think that

we could get a great deal of benefit from
such a study.

The member for York West indicated in

his remarks—or implied—that he was the only
one who demonstrated some interest in this

particular regard. I'd share with the House,
just for the record, that in the last session the

member for Etobicoke (Mr. Philip),
who un-

fortunatel\ can't be with us, tabled Bill 67,
which was An Act to amend The Condo-
minium Act. I think in that particular piece
of private legislation, that particular member
indicated his own dissatisfaction with the

situation as it exists today, and the difficulties

that condominium owners are facing.

I would say that the time has come for

such a select committee to look at this prob-
lem. We see difficulties in rentals and in the

agreements between condominium developers
with jorospective tenants who sometimes live

there and exist at the expense of the people
who've taken the time and the interest to buy
these particular units.

I was drawn to the remark by the member
for York West on the subject of payment of

directors. The only inference I could get from

your remark in that particular regara is that

it would be done to curb dishonesty. I would

say to that member I don't think he's accurate
in that sentiment whatsoever. I don't think

that you can pay people to say that they
won't be dishonest. It's probably one of the
most inane things I've heard in this House
since I've been here,

Mr. Philip: It is designed to hurt the small

condominium.

Mr. Cunningham: I appreciate the concept
of registration; I appreciate the sentiment
echoed that it should be a self-regulating type
of system and in many ways keeping with the

thesis of The Home Warranties Act. I would

hope that sel:-regulation, with a great deal of

input by the condominium owners themselves,
would be a good thing. All I would say to you
at this ]X)int is that I would encourage the

minister rethink liis position on this particular
issue. It's one that is going to become more

complex and it's going to be a more serious

issue as people get more involved in the

development of condominiums. I think that

we would be well served by a select com-
mittee.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: These matters will be

discharged from the order paper.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Before moving the

adjournment, I just want to draw the atten-

tion of members that tomorrow's order will

be No. 8. The motion stands in the name of

the Minister of Energy (Mr. Timbrell) to dis-

cuss and debate the resolutions of the select

committee inquiring into Hydro's proposed
bulk power rate.

On motion by Hon. Mr. Handleman, the

House adjourned at 6 p.m.
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APPENDIX

(See page 4501)

Answers to questions were tabled as follows:

70. Mr. Foulds—Inquiry of the ministry: Could the ministry list the number of recom-
mendations of each select committee established during the 29th Legislature that have been

adopted as government policy, the number that have been rejected outright, and the number
that are still under active consideration? Could the ministry then list those recommendations
that have been adopted and give brief reasons for the adoption?

Answer by the Chairman of Cabinet:

Select Committees No. of Reports Recommendations

Land Drainage 2 (1 interim, 1 final) 105

Economic and Cultural Nationalism 8 (1 preliminary, 5 interim, 130
2 final)

Ontario Municipal Board 1 36
HEPCO-New Head Office Building 1 2
Motorized Snow Vehicles and All-terrain 2 (1 interim, 1 final) 70

Vehicles

Utilization of Educational Facilities 4 (3 interim, 1 final) 43

Company Law—1975 Report on Loan 1 142

and Trust Corps.

Total recommendations 528

All the recommendations have been carefully considered by the government, and many
have been accepted and implemented in whole or in part. Notably, the reports on land drain-

age, motorized snow vehicles and company law have been extensively implemented. An exam-
ination of the recommendations will show that, in many cases, they are extremely broad,

philosophical and directed toward long-term policy development. Consequently, any assessment

of the extent to which subsequent government policy has reflected the various committee

reports would be a highly subjective judgement. The recommendations and the government's

subsequent policy statement and legislation are all a matter of public record.
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Tuesday, November 9, 1976

The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

Mr. Grossman: Mr. Speaker, just before the

business of the day, I have with me some

pieces of the anniversary cake on the 25th

anniversary of Doctors Hospital, which we
are pleased to celebrate this week. I would

like to invite all the members of the assembly
after question period, except for those who

stay in the House, to join us in the govern-
ment members' caucus office for a piece-
there are 125—a piece of our 25th anniversary
cake.

Mr. Nixon: Are you serving tea?

Mr. Stokes: Let them eat cake!

Mr. Breithaupt: Will there be a 26th?

Mr. Speaker: Statements by the ministry.

MUNICIPAL VOTERS' LISTS

Hon. Mr. 'Meen: Mr. Speaker, during the

past week a controversy has arisen concern-

ing the accuracy of the voters' list in To-

ronto's Ward 6. Claims have been made that

a fair municipal election is not now possible.

Mr. Speaker, this is a very serious allega-

tion, and since the assessment division of my
ministry is responsible for conducting the an-

nual Ontario enumeration from which these

voters' lists, among other lists, are prepared, it

is imp'^'rative that I assure voters in Ward 6

and elsewhere that such a charge is un-

founded; and, indeed, every step available to

us has been and will continue to be taken to

ensure the accuracy of all final voters' lists

in the province.

As has been reported, Mr. Peter Budd, a

candidate in Ward 6, has sent a telegram to

me in which he requests that a new enumera-

tion be conducted in that ward. From my
investigation I have found no irregularities

which would warrant a second enumeration.

I am confident that provisions in The Munic-

ipal Elections Act will more than adequately
ensure the integrity of the final voters' list.

I believe it would be useful to put on
record just exactly what steps are followed

to create the final voters* list.

All information relating to property owner-

ship, school support and voter eligibility is

held in the standard assessment system com-

puter file of the assessment division of my
ministry. All ownership and tenancy changes
are recorded in this file each year, and in an

election vear municipal enumeration forms are

produced from this file covering every assess-

able unit, prior to the enumeration period.

Enumerators hired and trained specifically for

this purpose, visit all residential units In

order to check the accuracy of the information

on file. Changes indicated by the occupant of

the property are recorded and the file is up-
dated accordingly.

If no response is obtained on the enum-
erator's first call, he or she calls back at least

one more time. If there is still no response,

the enumeration notice is left at the door,

together with a prepaid return envelope and
with instmctions to the occupant to verify

the information on the notice and to return

it to the local assessment ofiBce if any cor-

rections are necessary.

Enumeration notices for commercial prop-
erties, both owner-occupied and rented, are

mailed to the occupant with instructions to

verify, and return the notice if corrections

are to be made.

Prior to the production of tlie preliminary
list of electors, a list of names in alpha-

betical sequence is produced for each munic-

ipality. At this time, this is checked in an

efi^ort to identify and remove any duplica-

tions. It is my ministry's policy not to exclude

names from the list which cannot be abso-

lutely verified as being the same individual,

on the basis of all information available such

as age, mailing address, Christian names and
initials, and school support. This assures a

voter that his name is not removed simply
because it is similar to someone else's.

Throughout this whole process every eflFort

is made by my ministry to obtain the correct

information. However, as in federal and pro-
vincial elections, the final onus is on the in-

dividual to ensure that he is correctly identi-

fied and qualified. The fact that errors and
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omissions can occur on a preliminary voters'

list is readily acknowledged, and for this very
reason provisions are made in the legislation

for the clerk of the municipality to revise this

list of electors.

In preparing the final list, the clerk is

dependent on the public's willingness to check

their eligibility as recorded on the preliminary
list of electors. In my opinion, these steps

providb more than adequate safeguards in

the preparation of an accurate voters' list. In

fact in a province-vdde review by my ministry

after the last municipal election, the volume

of revisions constituted less than one per cent

of the total number of voters listed. The

higher rate of changes in Ward 6 can be

attributed to the high density of commercial

development where the onus is clearly on the

occupant to respond to his enumeration notice.

If I may return to the case of Mr. Peter

Budd, a candidate for alderman in Ward 6

of the city of Toronto, sufficient accurate in-

formation was not available to exclude him
from the list for two commercial properties

which he occupies on Yonge Street. In both

cases the enumeration notices were mailed to

Mr. Budd, but it appears he chose not to

correct the errors on file and apparently did

not return the corrected forms to the assess-

ment office.

In light of all these circumstances, Mr.

Speaker, I feel that any call for a new enu-

meration in Ward 6 is unnecessary.

Mr. Speaker: Oral questions.

DOMTAR MILL CLOSING

Mr. Lewis: A question of the Minister of

Labour, Mr. Speaker: Has the Minister of

Labour looked into the announced closing of

the Georgetown mill of Domtar Fine Papers
Limited with, if memory serves me, about 175

people to be thrown out of work? Has the

minister looked at the company's reasons for

closing the plant and some of the problems
the company alleges it has? Is the ministry
involved in any alternate work opportunities
for the employees?

Hon. B. Stephenson: The hon. Leader of

the Opposition is almost totally accurate in

his estimate of the number of employees. It

is exactly 176.

Yes, the ministry has been busily involved
in examining the reasons given by Domtar
regarding the need to close this plant; and
their reasons for suggesting that a reasonably
large number of the employees there may in

fact move to the other plant where they can

be employed. We are involved in an employ-
ment adjustment service within our ministry
and with the federal government.

Mr. Lewis: Supplementary: Since there are,

I believe, some 66 employees with more than

15 years of service, many of them now in

their 50s or beyond, is it possible for the

ministry to take charge of the alternative

employment opportunities and perhaps make
a progress report to the employees over the

next few weeks?

Hon. B. Stephenson. Each individual em-

ployee is interviewed in our programme, and

consultant services are provided in terms of

exploring job possibilities and job potentials,

and, indeed, the counsellors assist the em-

ployees in finding new jobs. Each one is dealt

with on an individual basis, and I'm sure that

they are aware of the activities which go on

within the employment adjustment pro-

gramme.

Mr. Reed: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker:
Would the minister be prepared to present

her findings on the alternative possibilities

and the results of the studies that her ministry

is doing at the present time?

Hon. B. Stephenson: This will be an on-

going programme for at least the next eight,

10 or 12 weeks, and at the end of that time

I'd be very pleased to provide the informa-

tion.

REFORESTATION PROGRAMME

Mr. Lewis: To the Minister of Natural Re-

sources: In light of the public controversy

over reforestation, will the minister be intro-

ducing supplementary estimates, as other

ministers are, within the next month or so to

be applied directly to a stepped-up regenera-
tion programme?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: That's a subject we'll

have to discuss within the government, and

when we're prepared to make that statement

it will be there.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: There could be a lot

of trees planted between now and March 31.

Mr. MacDonald: Supplementary: What did

the minister mean when he said in that meet-

ing up in northwestern Ontario that the gov-
ernment was a year and a half behind in its

reforestation? A year and a half behind what?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The comment I did

make in Red Lake and Ear Falls where 450

people at Red Lake supported the Reed pro-

posal—
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Mr. MacDonald: I'm not interested. I want
the answer to the question.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Two hundred people in

Ear Falls hailed the document as one of the

greatest documents in the history of north-

western Ontario.

Mr. Roy: They thought you were just

great, eh?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I indicated that in our

policy option for the year 2020, which guar-
antees that by the year 2020 we will have
9.1 million cunits of wood fibre available for

the industries of this province. We are ap-

proximately a year in a pause period, and
we will be catching up on this shortfall.

Mr. Nixon: You are not going to be here
in 1977.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Are you going to be here,
Bob?

Mr. Foulds: Supplementary: Is it not a fact

that unless the minister gets additional

moneys to spend on forest management re-

generation, he is into timber mining instead

of reforestation of a renewable resource?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: No, Mr. Speaker, we're
not in timber mining at all. We're in forest

management and forest harvesting.

Mr. MacDonald: That's what the foresters

say.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: In fact, I would say to

the hon. member since we embarked on a

very ambitious industrial expansion of the re-

sources of northern Ontario in which we've

brought a new paper mill into his community,
a new waferboard plant into his community,
a new waferboard plant into Atikokan, a new
pulp mill-an expanded pulp mill—in the

riding of the member for Lake Nipigon (Mr.

Stokes), that we are now reviewing our 2020

programme. In fact we're looking for a 2050

programme, which will guarantee that by the

year 2050 we will have over 12 million cunits

of wood fibre available for that particular

Mr. Foulds: Point of order: I know that the

minister did not intend to mislead the House,
but in fact there is not a new pulp mill in

my community. There was an expanded one.

WINTER WORKS PROJECTS

Mr. Lewis: May I ask the Premier, in the

light of the unemployment figures which

emerged I guess today, is there any intention

on the part of cabinet for a special winter
works undertaking—a special winter works

programme?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I haven't

looked at the figures carefully myself yet. I

think they are marginally less than a year
ago, which is somewhat encouraging. They
still are much higher than I think any of us

would like to see. We're not contemplating
at this moment a particular winter works

project, say comparable to the elm tree pro-
gramme or matters of that kind. The Treas-

urer (Mr. McKeough) and the government
are constantly monitoring the economic situa-

tion, of course, but we are not contemplating
a programme of that nature at this moment.

[2:15]

Ms. Bryden: Supplementary to the Premier,
Mr. Speaker: Is he not aware that the season-

ally adjusted figure is up from 6.1 per cent to

6.3 per cent, and that 20,000 more workers
are out of work?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I understand

there are 20,000 more workers out of work,

seasonally adjusted, than a month ago, yes.

UNITED ASBESTOS PLANT

Mr. Lewis: Just one question to the Min-
ister of Natural Resources: May I ask him a

question which will, miraculously, bring credit

to his ministry rather than disrepute?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: In that tone?

Mr. Lewis: May I? Thank you. I feel

strongly about it.

Mr. Laughren: He won't know how to

handle it.

Mr. Lewis: Could the minister give much

greater currency and publication to the recent

test results at Matachewan, which while they
still indicate significant room for improve-

ment, show also very important improvements
since the previous series of tests, and demon-

strate I think, that when you put—or would
the minister not agree with me—that when

you put really severe pressure on a company
like United Asbestos they can end up im-

plementing the changes that they said initially

were not possible?
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Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Speaker, certainly

I'd be glad to take that suggestion. I'm sure

the hon. Leader of the Opposition is aware
that we are providing his caucus-

Mr. Lewis: Yes.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: —with regular reports
of the testing that's going on. If he wants to

speed those up, we'll attempt to work very

closely with the Ministry of Health and get
those out to him as quickly as we can.

Mr. Lewis: Okay. May I ask a supple-

mentary: Has the minister conducted—these
tests are now mid-October, with some major
plant changes in process—has the ministry
taken another series of tests in the last three

to four weeks?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I could check on that,

Mr. Speaker, but I would say that our staff

is there on a weekly basis and there have
been tests coming out on a fairly regular
basis. Just the exact timing of that I'm not

sure, but I'll get the information for him.

Mr. Lewis: No further questions, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Bain: Supplementary: I'd just like to

inquire of the minister: Does he feel that

he's had sufiBcient staff to monitor mines
across this province? Considering that this

portion of his ministry will be transferred

into the Ministry of Labour, tf it hasn't had
sufiBcient staff, what target does he feel is

necessary in order to carry out an ongoing
monitoring system so that we don't only deal

with problem areas, but have the whole area

of mining adequately covered and monitored?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I think this question will

be adequately answered in the weeks ahead,
as the branch gets moved into a new ministry

and as we co-ordinate our activities with

regard to the inspection of that particular

industry. I'm sure the member will be looking
forward to the results of that change.

LINGUISTIC RIGHTS

Mr. Breithaupt: Mr. Speaker, a question of

the Minister of Labomr: Is the minister aware

that in the Sudbury district the International

Nickel Company permits as its working lan-

guage only the English language and that the

8,000-odd Inco workers from this 30 per cent

francophone area of Ontario must pass job

examinations for categories printed in English

only, are able to lodge grievances in English

only and have available to them a safety in-

struction manual printed in English only?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I had
not been aware of it until I read about the

grievance lodged by a francophone worker

at Inco who has complained that he was
unable to lodge his grievance in his own
language. We have been exploring this prob-
lem and we will be reporting to the House
later about it.

Mr. Breithaupt: One supplementary, Mr.

Speaker, to this matter of linguistic rights:

Will the minister enter into any general
review of the various areas of heavy industry,

where particular safety problems might occur

quite quickly, to ensure that there is proper

availability of safety manuals and instruc-

tions in the particular languages that might
be used substantially by the members of the

work force, whether, for example, it might
be the need for the Italian language in

Toronto or some other language to ensure

that the workers are getting the best possible

balance of protection in these cases?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Since occupational

safety and health is one of the highest priority

activities in the Ministry of Labour and since

communication is a very important part of

that activity, we shall most certainly be at-

tempting to ensure that communication is as

complete as possible in all of the languages
which are necessary.

Mr. Laughren: In view of the fact that

mining is under the jurisdiction of the Min-
ister of Natural Resources (Mr. Bernier) still,

I believe, would she check with him, in view
of the fact that he already knew that this

problem existed and had not done anything
about it?

Hon. B. Stephenson: The responsibility for

this activity will remain under the Ministry
of Natural Resources until this House agrees
to the legislation which we have proposed,
which I hope will be in the not-too-distant

future. In the meantime, I shall be pleased to

consult with my colleague.

Mr. di Santo: I'd like to ask the Minister

of Labour whatever happened to the pilot

safety project in Italian and does she consider

that that kind of project can meet the needs

of the Italian workers in Metro Toronto?

Hon. B. Stephenson: The results of the

Italian project are not entirely tabulated as

yet. I think it was a useful exercise. I do not

think it can meet the needs completely, but

I think it is one way of making lltalian-speak-
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ing workers aware of the availability of assist-

ance when they have problems in terms of

health and safety.

DEATH OF INCO WORKER

Mr. Breithaupt: A question of the Minister

of Natural Resources: Is the minister aware
of the inquest into the death of an Inco

worker, Samuel Beals, and the recommenda-
tion of the coroner's jury calling for changes
in The Mining Act regarding, in particular,
the re-railing of ore oars? If so, does he plan
to correct this dangerous situation which ap-

parently occurs daily in the mines?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Yes, I am very much
aware of that. In fact, we have la committee
within the government now working very

closely with labour, with industry and with

my own ministry in bringing forward and

recommending changes to The Mining Act.

I will personally make sure that they are

aware of the recommendations of the coro-

ner's inquest.

Mr. Laughren: Supplementary: While the

minister is recommending changes, would he
also recommend that miners tnemselves be
allowed to sit on inquest committees when
there are fatalities in the mining industry?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Yes, I would be glad to

recommend that to the committee looking at

revisions to The Mining Act for their con-

sideration.

INTERMEDIATE CAPACITY
TRANSPORT SYSTEM

Mr. Breithaupt: A final question to the

Minisiter of Transportation and Communica-
tions: Can the minister report to us on the

progress of the intermediate capacity transit

programme undertaken by UTDC, specifically
whether it's under budget, over budget or

whatever it may be? Secondly, why have we
had no announcement as yet concerning the

location of the proposed test track, which

appears to be long overdue?

Hon. Mr. Snow: The programme is pro-

ceeding on schedule. I have not had a report

recently from the corporation as to the

budget; I've not had any report, however,
that it is any different than what was bud-

geted. I expect within the next two weeks to

be able to make an annoimcement to the

House on the location of the test track site.

Mr. Breithaupt: When he makes that state-

ment, would the minister as well give us the

information, since there has been a great deal

of controversy over the state of UTDC's finan-

ces, with respect to exactly how much money
the government will have injected at that

time into this corporation for the ICTS project
or any other project?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Yes.

Mr. Roy: I have a supplementary dealing
with this particular project. In view of the

fact, as I understood it, that in the Krauss-

Maffei situation we were left with parts, test

tracks and everything else in Munich, have
we been making use of all that equipment?
If we have, has the minister got his little sign
out saying that it is part of the Ontario gov-
ernment contribution?

Mr. Breithaupt: He is getting decals made.

Mr. Nixon: They don't emphasize that any
more.

Hon. Mr. Snow: The UTDC did make con-

siderable use, I understand, of the test facili-

ties in Munich.

Mr. Roy: In Munich?

Hon. Mr. Snow: They made all the use

they required of what was available to them.

They're not using them at the present time.

Mr. Roy: Supplementary on this?

Mr. Speaker: One more supplementary.

Mr. Roy: Could the minister just be more

specific and tell us what use was made of it,

in view of the fact that that test track out

there, as I understood it, was for vehicles

without wheels and the vehicles proposed in

the new programme have wheels?

Mr. Ruston: Can it go around corners?

Hon. Mr. Snow: I don't believe they make
use of the test track for the current interpiedi-
ate capacity system at all. i believe they did

make use of it to test out certain other com-

ponents.

'Mr. Peterson: Are you for or against the

wheel?

Mr. Speaker: Was that the final question?

Mr. Breithaupt: Yes, Mr. Speaker, thank

you.

TEXTILE EMPLOYMENT

Mr. Samis: A question of the Minister of

Industry and Tourism: Can the minister tell

us what special action he is prepared to take
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to help find alternative sources of employ-
ment in the Millhaven area in view of the

fact that 216 employees were perpianently
laid off last week, in view of the fact that

of 452 employees laid off in the spring only
100 have been called back and in view of

the fact that the federal government doesn't

seem to be willing to move further than the

action announced recently? And in saying

that, Mr. Speaker, I do recognize the efforts

of the minister to pressure the federal govern-
ment.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Mr. Speaker, I am sure

it would be of interest to the House that

representatives of the textile field, to which
we are referring in this question, along with

provincial representatives, will be meeting
with Mr. Chretien later this week to discuss

the possibilities and the alternatives that the

federal government might be able to imple-
ment to try to bring back the Canadian
market and thereby secure some of the em-

ployment. Until that meeting has concluded,

sir, I have no further comments to make,
other than that Ontario will be making a

very strong case at that meeting.

Mr. Samis: Supplementary: I wonder if the

minister could explain a statement in the

November 4 issue of the Kingston Whig-
Standard, made by the member for Prince

Edward-Lennox (Mr. Taylor), who said that

he knew of some plans for the area and

explained: "I know there will be other

developments that will assist and they should

gel soon." Does the member know of sopie-

thing that the minister doesn't in this regard?

Mr. Roy: It wouldn't be the first time, eh,

Claude?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Mr. Speaker, I would
have to consult with the member for Prince

Edward-Lennox to find out which particular

project he was referring to. But let me
assure the hon. mejnber for Cornwall (Mr.

Samis) there are several projects we are

looking at in that particular area-

Mr. Roy: Remember Edwardsburgh?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: —whether they be a

direct supplement for the textile industry, I'm
not prepared to say at this moment.

Mr. McKessock: Mr. Speaker, by way of

supplementary, I'd like to assure the Minister

of Industry and Tourism that this isn't just

happening in the other member's area. In

Markdale yesterday-

Some Hon. members: Question!

Mr. McKessock: —they got notice that in

eight weeks' time their only factory is closing

down, and in Palmerston there is a similar

situation. Can the minister tell me why the

companies are moving out of Ontario to

Montreal in these two cases?

Mr. Lewis: It is in anticipation.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Are you kidding? They
are on their way back.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Mr. Speaker, in defence

of Ontario companies, I would have to say
I am not aware of any great number of

them—

Mr. Breithaupt: Rene Levesque made them
an ofi^er they couldn't refuse.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: —indeed, I am not

aware of any one in particular that is moving
in that particular direction at this moment.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: It's a one-way
street.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Their leader was ahead

of his time.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: And I would think that

until some time after November 15 there will

be very few decisions made about moving
in that direction.

BUS DECAL PROGRAMME

Mr. Peterson: A question of the Minister of

Transportation and Communications, Mr.

Speaker: I would like to pursue, if I may, the

matter we were discussing yesterday when the

minister was saved by the bell. Could the

minister tell me the total cost in the province
of Ontario of his programme to put these

decals on the sides of the various buses?

Hon. Mr. Snow: It is my understanding that

there are roughly 4,500 transit vehicles in

the province; that includes buses, streetcars

and subway cars. As I stated yesterday, the

cost of the decals is 71 cents each and the

cost of the installation would be very minimal.

They are very simple decals to install.

Mr. Peterson: Is the minister aware of

Michael Warren's comment that in Metro

Toronto alone it will probably cost $25,000 to

implement this programme because they have

to move decals and the many complications in

the programme?

Mr. Shore: Better check those figures for

him.
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Mr. Peterson: Is the minister aware of that

and what is his response?

Hon. Mr. Snow: I am very much aware of

Mr. Warren's comments. He is completely
ojff-base on that comment-

Mr. Lewis: Michael Warren?

Hon. Mr. Snow: —as he has been on several

other comments.

Some Hon. members: Oh, oh.

Mr. Peterson: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker?

Mr. Speaker: One final supplementary on
this by the hon. member.

Mr. Peterson: Does the minister not feel,

in view of the restraint programmes that the

rest of his cabinet colleagues are talking

about, that if he is going to do it, at least he
should put on the decal that it is being paid
for by the taxpayers of Ontario and not his

government?

Hon. Mr. Davis: So are the machines.

Hon. Mr. Snow: I think that is one and
the same thing.

Hon. W. Newman: Aren't you proud of the

province?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Speaker: Is this a supplementary?

Mr. Roy: Yes.

Mr. Speaker: All right. One final supple-

m^-nhiry on this question.

Mr. Roy: By way of supplementary, I

wonder if the minister might explain if the

decal, as he calls it, has to go pursuant to the

instructions at the front of the curved roof

panel above the right front wheel shield just

to the right of the "no smoking" decal? Is

that exactly where he wants it? Why does he
bother with this—

[2:30]

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Snow: A letter went out from

my ministry to the transit authorities request-

ing that this decal be installed. It did request
that it be installed preferably in a certain

location. I did not see the wording of that

particular letter before it went out.

Mr. Peterson: Are you denying responsi-
bility?

Hon. Mr. Snow: It is not necessary as far

as I am concerned that the decal be in that

particular location, if it interferes with—

Mr. Roy: A no smoking sign.

Hon. Mr. Snow: —the colour scheme or

another insignia of the transit authority.

Mr. Mancini: You know where it should be.

Hon. Mr. Snow: As soon as this was

brought to my attention I made that known to

the operators.

Mr. Roy: Are you going to put signs in

front of schools?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: No, that is what your
federal friends do.

Mr. S. Smith: Put them on the hospitals.

Mr. Lewis: John, relax.

Mr. Roy: Try to control yours, Mr. Rhodes.

Hon. Mr. Davis: How was your meeting
with Pierre, Stuart?

Mr. S. Smith: Next time I will bring you
a cigar.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Minister of Trans-

portation and Communications has the answer

to a question asked yesterday.

ICE STORM DAMAGE

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, yesterday
the hon. member for Essex North (Mr.

Ruston) raised a question regarding a supple-

mentary grant which was made available, I

believe, to a municipality within his riding,

relating to the additional costs that munic-

ipality had from the severe ice storm in

western Ontario last year. He inquired as to

whether that was the only municipality which

got such a grant and whether it was because

the mayor of that municipality is a PC
candidate.

I'd like to answer that question a little

more fully than when I replied yesterday.
The following municipalities got supple-

mentary grants relating to the ice storm:

The town of Ridgetown; the town of Forest;
the town of Petrolia; the town of Wallace-

burg; the city of St. Thomas; the town of

Exeter; the regional municipality of Niagara;
the city of Port Colborne; the town of Fort

Erie; the township of Wainfleet; and the

township of East Williams. That makes a

total of 11 municipalities which got a total

allocation of $138,600 for this purpose. I
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was unable to determine definitely but to

my knowledge, the mayors of all 11 of those

municipalities are not Conservative candidates.

Mr. Roy: Your recruitment is down in

that area.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Look at your own re-

cruitment.

Mr. Roy: You have to give them odd

jobs like looking at condominiums.

ONTARIO HYDRO SUSPENSIONS

Mr. Bain: I'd like to direct a question to

the Minister of Energy. Would he direct

Ontario Hydro to cease and desist its pro-

gramme of suspending for one day all em-

ployees who joined in the national day of

protest on October 14 against the anti-

inflation programme? Would he further in-

struct or persuade Ontario Hydro to restore

the day's pay of all those who have been
so unjustly suspended and docked a day's

pay?

Mr. Kerrio: They gave two days' sus-

pension.

Hon. Mr. Timbrel! : Mr. Speaker, the answer
to the first part is, no. The answer to the

second part is, no.

Mr. Peterson: Says he with a sneer.

Mr. Bain: A supplementary: Does the

minister not think that his attitude and the

attitude of Ontario Hydro is going to accom-

plish nothing positive? Does he not feel it is

going to further disturb relations between

management and the workers?

Mr. Speaker: We are debating the question
now. Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Maybe they will

stay at work next time.

REMOVAL OF TEXTBOOKS

Mr. Givens: A question of the Minister of

Education: How does the minister reply to

the accusations levelled at him by Professor

Kenneth McNaught of the department of

history of the University of Toronto, who
has charged that he is directly culpable of

thought control, censorship and supine sur-

render because he acquiesced to the removal
of a number of textbooks from the list of

books approved for use in Ontario schools

because of the intervention of Professors L.

M. Kenny, and J. R. Blackburn of the Uni-

versity of Toronto's Islamic studies depart-
ment and by the Canadian Society of

Moslems?

Hon. Mr. Wells: Mr. Speaker, I plead
not guilty.

Mr. Roy: Plead insanity.

Mr. Givens: Mr. Speaker, is there indeed
an ofiice in the minister's department which
deals with the question of censorship of books
on the ministry's approved list for use in

Ontario schools and what are the criteria that

such a person uses with respect to the censor-

ship of such books?

Hon. Mr. Wells: Well, let me say, Mr.

Speaker, that we don't censor any books and
we certainly would never consider censoring
books.

Mr. Peterson: Well, what about Roy? Does
Roy agree with you?

Hon. Mr. Wells: Our concern is tliat there

be used in this province textbooks that are

free of bias. Now, I realize when I say that,

that that's a very difficult thing to achieve

because to one person what is biased and
what should be taken out because it is out-

right bias is perhaps to another person a

case of censorship. But we try to achiexe in

the textbooks that are used in the schools

of this province no sex bias—now in saying
that I don't mean that every book that is

used in this province doesn't have sex stereo-

typing because there still are some that do—
because we can't remove all books and have
books that fulfil that criterion overnight.

We are trying to remove racial bias par-

ticularly as it pertains to the native peoples
of this country; a bias which is today thought
to be out of place but 20 years ago perhaps
was not—so it is a very difficult area.

In regard to the books that you are re-

ferring to concerning the Islamic religion and

Moslems, we have been working over the

last year and a half, not with the people from
the University of Toronto but the Council of

Moslem Societies and some very reputable

people in this province, concerning certain

textbooks which they felt cast some biased

slur on the Islamic religion.

After much discussion with them we de-

cided to remove several of them from our

Circular 14 list and we have under considera-

tion several others but certainly the kind of

charges attributed by the good professor at

the university against what we are doing, I

think, are unfounded. All we are trying to do
is achieve in this province a situation where
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no group can charge that the textbooks used

in our schools are casting unfair bias on an-

other racial group. But I would be the last

one to suggest we should ever consider cen-

sorship and I think it's a very fine line—we
have to tread that fine line but we have to

be concerned about bias in textbooks.

Mr. Givens: Supplementary: Does the min-

ister personally look at these books that his

ministry has occasion to remove from the ap-

proved list?

Hon. Mr. Wells: I purposely try to not look

at the books because I don't want people to

attribute political bias to what we do and

really unless someone has—

Mr. Peterson: That's a refreshing change.

Hon. Mr. Wells: —specifically drawn it to

my attention, I leave it to people in our

ministry, working with other groups, working
with the Ontario Human Rights Commission
and others, to do this job. Now what is basic-

ally done-

Mr. Mancini: Does Roy look at those

magazines?

Mr. R. S. Smith: I don't think you should
look at the budget either.

Hon. Mr. Wells: —is that we don't censor.

We will look for people who are publishing
new textbooks. We will look at the manu-
scripts and if there are indications of areas

that might have bias we will suggest to them
that these perhaps are areas where bias is

present. It is up to the publisher whether he
wants to publish that book then or not.

UNIVERSITY ENROLMENT DATA

Ms. Sandeman: A question for the Minister
of Colleges and Universities: Could the minis-
ter please tell us to what use the ministry
intends to put this massive collection of com-
puter data from Statistics Canada, USIS data

base, particularly in view of the fact that

most of the statistics contain therein a break-
down of university enrolment based on the

country of origin of the students and further

country of origin of students in individual

programmes and individual faculties, by uni-

versity?

Hon. Mr. Parrott: I must confess I haven't
seen that publication. If the member would
like to send it to me, I will take a look at it

later and report to the House.

Mr. Lewis: Supplementary: May I ask you
to look at it in the context of the concern

that it is causing in some of the university

circles over the use that might be made of

information quite as explicit as that in

identifying backgrounds of every individual

student in individual programmes? Some are

quite concerned.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: Yes, I will take a look

at it.

TOWNSEND SITE

Mr. Nixon: I have a question for the Min-

is'ter of Housing. Has he received notice from

the council of the regional municipality of

Haldimand-Norfolk requesting that the gov-
ernment's programme to go ahead with the

development of the new town on the Towns-
end site be postponed for a period of time

so that the serviced lots presently available in

the area will be used up, rather than going
on with the expenditure of funds for the serv-

icing of the town?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Yes, I received notice

that they had requested that there be a delay
in the project. No, they have not suggested
the reason was to use up the existing serviced

lots.

Mr. Nixon: Supplementary: I wonder if the

minister could tell us w'hat his response will

be to the request? Does he recall a report
that was commissioned within the Ministry of

Housing which was made public, I believe,

last June which recommended that the min-

istry set a new timetable, since there was a

real chance that up to $40 million in servic-

ing would be spent in the new townsite up
to three years before it might be required?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: It is my intention to

meet with the regional council, as it was their

request that we meet with them—myself and
two of my colleagues—to discuss what their

concerns are. We had not anticipated the

expenditure of funds for servicing to be three

years ahead of schedule. I think, as the hon.

member knows, the intention was that we
would be in a position to begin building

houses in that particular area in 1978, and
that the servicing would be available for the

initial stages of that development.

'Mr. Makarchuk: Supplementary: Is the

minister aware that if he suspends the devel-

opment of the Townsend site that will allow

the speculators in that area to jack up the

prices of land to exorbitant levels?

Hon. (Mr. Rhodes: I have never at any time

suggested that we would suspend develop-
ment of the site. As the hon. member knows.



4550 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

we have been progressing towards the goal
of having that land on stream and ready for

building in 1978. If the regional council of

Haldimand-Norfolk has some information that

we are not aware of, then, of course, we
would like to discuss it with them. There has

been some concern, I understand, expressed

by the regional council that our population

projections are overoptimistic. Our original

figures for the early part of that project in

1978 are not, I suggest, out of line with

those that are being used by the region. But
we want to discuss the matter with them.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Minister of Trans-

portation and Communications has the answer

to a previous question.

IMr. G. I. Miller: One further question.

Mr. Speaker: All right.

Mr. G. I. 'Miller: Is the townsite on
schedule at the present time?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: To the best of my
understanding, the planning process has gone

along and is now on schedule. We were and

still are anticipating that if things go as they
have been projected to go we would have

housing built by 1978.

CNR TRANSFER

Hon. Mr. Snow: Yesterday the hon. mem-
ber for Etobicoke (Mr. Philip) asked me a

question regarding the i>ossible transfer of

certain wheel-manufacturing facilities from
Toronto to Montreal by the CNR. I have had
an opportunity this morning, to make a pre-

liminary inquiry to the Canadian National

Railways. I have established the fact that

CNR has never had a wheel-manufatturing

facility in Toronto. CN advises that it does

certain processing of wheels and, I believe,

rebuilding of wheels in Toronto and that this

operation, which was done until recently at

its Toronto shop, has been transferred to

Montreal.

However, I am advised that a formerly
Montreal-based CNR maintenance operation,

requiring essentially the same type of em-

ployees and, I believe, maybe a slightly

larger number, has been moved to Toronto.
In essence, there wiU be no loss of jobs in

the Toronto area as a result of CNR changes
in its maintenance facilities.

OHIP DENTAL BENEFITS

Mr. Foulds: I have a question of the

Minister of Health: Is the minister aware

that changes implemented by OHIP in July

with regard to oral surgery have caused

severe hardships to many patients who have

been denied hospital care when such was

obviously necessary for health and safety

purposes?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I am very familiar with

the topic the hon, member discussed and I

am not sure he is correct in his conclusions.

Certain changes were made in the dental

benefits under OHIP which in effect elimi-

nated one of the abuses of the system—the

abuse that led to people having a number of

teeth taken out simply to qualify for free

dental coverage.

[2:45]

Mr. Bain: That is a case for a free dental

programme then.

Hon. F. S Miller: However, we left it

clearly evident any person who needed to be

in hospital for dental treatment because of

their general health or for any other reason—

for example, a severe heart patient, a child

who m«ay have epilepsy, this type of thing-
could have the coverage in hospital prear-

ranged. Some dentists were not quite familiar

with the new procedures; some also felt

we didn't accept their assessment or other

people's assessments properly. I've talked

about this within the last week or two with

the ODA. I believe the original misconcep-
tions and misunderstandings are being pretty

well worked out, and that in fact we are

paying for hospital benefits when a person
should be admitted to hospital for an\- den-

tal treatment.

Mr. Foulds: Supplementary: Would the

minister then consider the following cases

abuses, or does he think they should have

been admitted to hospital—which has been

rejected by OHIP—a 72-year-old-man who

requires extraction of 24 teeth and suffers

from chronic ulcer disease; a 62-year-old

gentleman requiring nine extractions who
had a lung removed-

Mr. Speaker: May I suggest we're going
into too much detail? I think you've quoted

enough examples.

Mr. Foulds: —a female patient, requiring
14 extractions, 73 years old with a chronic

ulcer?

Mr. Speaker: Thank you. Order, please.

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, I have
seen one or two that I think errors were
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made on. I'm quite willing to have any spe-

cific case that was denied looked at.

Mr. Foulds: One final supplementary: How
does the minister justify OHIP's direction to

two oral surgeons in lliunder Bay that they

cannot have their patients referred to a gen-
eral physician for a medical history before

they proceed with their surgery?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I'm not going to try to

until I find out something about it.

COMPANY RELOCATIONS

Mr. McKessock: A question of the Minister

of Industry and Tourism: In view of the fact

that the minister is not aware that Junior

Footwear, of Markdale, Mount Forest and

Aurora, is moving to Montreal, and also

Heritage Kitchens of Palmerston, and now
that the minister is aware, what is he pre-

pared to do to help these small towns that

desperately need these industries?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: I sent a note across to

the member asking him if he would inform

me of the companies because I'd be pleased
to look at the situation. The leather industry
in this province has been in trouble for a

great number of months, if not years, as a

result of, again, low cost imports coming into

this province and into the country. I will

take the names of the companies and have it

looked into. I think it's likely an amalgama-
tion.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT

Mr. Breaugh: Mr. Speaker, a question to

the Minister of Industry and Tourism: What
role did his ministry play in the establishment

of new CKD units for General Motors of

Canada in Tillsonburg and the parts and ser-

vice department in Woodstock? What incen-

tives did the ministry give to General Motors
to do that?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: We in the ministry have
not addied any incentives for General Motors
to locate in any of the different parts of the

province of Ontario. I will admit to this House
that the Minister of Treasm-y, Economics and

Intergovernmental Affairs, the Minister of

Housing, the Resources Development policy
field and myself have met with the executive

officers of that corporation to discuss their

future development plans in this province.

Mr. Breaugh: Supplementary: I wonder if

the minister—since he's not being very specific

about this—now has a policy of allocating un-

employment to industrial areas? In this in-

stance, he took 350 jobs out of that Oshawa
situation and put 60 people under the bene-

fits of tlie Workmen's Compensation Board

disability pension. Is that his policy in this

area, to allocate from existing industrial bases

to other areas of the province?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Mr. Si)eaker, we have

given advice and suggestions to private in-

vestors in this province, and in luring new
investors into the province as well. We have

never in this government taken the initiative

nor the position, nor are we intending to, to

start dictating to companies where they must

invest their dollars for industrial development
in the province of Ontario. We will try to

explain to those investors where we believe

their funds would be best invested in the

economic interests of the province of Ontario,

but in the final analysis the economic interests

of the companies must also be kept very

clearly in mind if they are to survive and

continue to produce an economy worthy of

the province of Ontario.

Mr. Moffatt: Supplementary: In the light of

the answer by the minister, I wonder if the

minister could assure us that he has read

the document tabled by the Treasurer last

May, entitled "The Durham Subregion," in

which it is indicated that a number of jobs

will have to be created in that area? If he has

read it would he please tell us how that jibes

with his statement this afternoon?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Mr. Speaker, we make
known to the industrialists coming into On-
tario or those presently here how we see the

advancement of the province of Ontario. In

that document—or in any of the other docu-

ments we've produced—it was not a compul-

sory direction for industry to go, but a very
clear indication of where the opportunities

and the potential will exist in Ontario.

SUMMER EMPLOYMENT
FOR STUDENTS

Mr. S. Smith: Mr. Speaker, a question for

the Minister of Colleges and Universities,

National Student Day and all that—

Hon. Mr. Davis: What is the "all that"?

Mr. S. Smith: Can the minister tell us

whether he's aware of the sftudent employ-
ment survey prepared by the Carleton stu-

dents' association in which it's indicated that

students who come from low-income homes
have had considerably more difficulty than
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other students have had) in finding summer
employment this year? Is he aware of this

study and has he (h*awn any imphcations from
that study with regard to future government
policy in student aid programmes?

Hon. Mr. Parrott: Yes, I'm very aware of it.

I had the pleasure of being at the University
of Western Ontario this morning and there

was a very excellent presentation which out-

lined that particular study plus many others.

I thought it was a good presentation and I

have taken a look at it.

I'm not quite prepared to agree with the

leader of the third party that one can draw
a straight-line relationship between the two
facts he presented. We're well aware that

there are differences in the socio-economic

mix. We're not too certain—and I don't think

anyone is yet prepared to state categorically
that they are certain—of the causative factors

of that socio-economic mix. We feel that with

the generous student assistance programme in

this province—I made the statement this

morning at Western that it's the most gener-
ous of any province in Canada and there was
not a single soul there who denied that or

indeed challenged it—I think with the gener-
ous student assistance programme of this

province, which is aimed directly at helping
those in the lower income brackets, we are

making a very strong effort to overcome that

factor.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary:
Has the minister any studies in his own min-

istry to determine whether or not it is a

fact that students from low-incojne house-

holds have the further disadvantage of being
unable to find summer employment? Can he

tell us whether he is drafting his new
policies to take that into account and what
he is going to do to take that into account?

Hon. Mr. Parrott: I would think that be-

fore too long the governpient's announce-
ment of next year's programmes will be made.
I think there are two or three programmes
which are well under way in that regard.

I have looked at that. We do not have a

direct study on the subject matter but I

think that involves more than just my min-

istry. Indeed, all the various ministries of this

government are concerned. I think the mem-
ber knows that a very extensive programme
was in place last year and I would expect it

would be in place in a future year.

Mr. Speaker: Just before we call on the

hon. Attorney General for an answer to a

question asked previously, perhaps we might

have the lights turned down now that the

cameras have gone? Thank you.

The hon. Attorney General.

Mr. Peterson: But the Attorney General is

getting up, Mr. Speaker. Get more lights for

him.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: I understand he'll throw

some light on another situation.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, I have

a preliminary—

Hon. Mr. Davis: Why is the member for

London Centre (Mr. Peterson) so worried

about the lights being on?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Let's hear the

answer. Order.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We're trying to conserve

energy.

Mr. Peterson: I'm worried about Roy.

RACIAL ATTACK

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, I have a

preliminary answer to a question the leader

of the Liberal Party asked in this Legis-

lature on October 26 and yesterday regarding

an alleged assault on September 30 during a

religious festival on Weston Road.

Upon receiving a letter and attached peti-

tion from Mr. R. N. Sarkar, dated October 9

and received in my office on October 21, I

requested that a full report on the incident

be made available to me.

I now understand that my colleague, the

Solicitor General (Mr. MacBeth), had made
a similar request of Chief Adamson on

October 7 in response to a query from the

member for York South (Mr. MacDonald)
and that he is in receipt of a preliminary

report dated October 19 from an inspector

of No. 12 division of the Metropolitan
Toronto police force.

I'm also informed that Chief Adamson

personally has appointed a sergeant from the

complaints bureau to investigate the piatter

further. It is anticipated by Chief Adamson
that a full, detailed report will not be avail-

able for about another 10 days. At the same

time, Mr. Speaker, I'd like to point out that

the incident of September 30 and the com-

plaints arising from the incident are being
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viewed most seriously, and consequently

I'jm satisfied that a very detailed investiga-

tion has been undertaken.

Mr. Roy: I wouldn't count on it.

Mr. Speaker: The oral question period has

expired.

Petitions.

Presenting reports.

MOTOR VEHICLE ACCIDENT
CLAIMS AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Speaker: Yesterday the hon. member
for Oakwood (Mr. Grande) introduced a bill

to amend The Motor Vehicle Accident Claims
Act. It has been brought to my attention that

as this bill calls for an expenditure of public
moneys it is out of order for a private mem-
ber and must be removed from the order

paper. The member has been so informed and
agrees.

REPORTS

Hon. Mr. Kerr presented the annual report
of the Ministry of the Environment for the

fiscal year ending March 31, 1975.

Hon Mr. Bernier: It is my pleasure, Mr.

Speaker, to present through you to the mem-
bers of the House the annual report of the

Algonquin Forestry Authority covering the

period beginning April 1, 1975, and ending
March 31, 1976. The report summarizes the

first full year of the authority under the oper-
ational direction of the general manager, Mr.

I. D. Bird, whose appointment became ef-

fective on April 1, 1975.

As the members are well aware, the au-

thority's objectives are defined in the Algon-

quin Provincial Park Master Plan, published

by my ministry in 1974. I am most pleased
with the progress achieved by the chairman.
Prof. Vidar Nordin, and his board of directors

of the authority in establishing a new venture

in an atmosphere of apprehension and contro-

versy.

The successful year recorded in this report
is a reflection of the excellent support and
collaboration of the forest industries as well

as other agencies and individuals, too nu-

merous to identify, who support the multiple-
use concept of park resources.

An hon. member: It is, coincidentally, after

the estimates—just a coincidence.

Mr. Speaker: Motions.

Introduction of bills.

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, as we are ap-

proaching November 11, the day of remem-
brance, could I on your behalf, sir, and on
behalf of the members of the Legislature,

bring the greetings of all of us to the Royal
Canadian Legion, who are bringing to a

close the celebration of the 50th anniversary
of their founding.

ANSWER TO WRITTEN QUESTION

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, before the

orders of the day I wish to table the answer
to question 141 standing on the notice paper.

(See sessional paper 131.)

Mr. Breithaupt: All that for one question?

Mr. Speaker: Orders of the day.

NOTICE OF MOTION No. 8

Hon. Mr. Timbrell moved resolution No. 8:

Resolved: that the order for adoption of the

final report of the select committee inquiring
into Hydro's proposed bulk power rates be

discharged but that the House adopt the fol-

lowing resolution in lieu thereof:

"That the Legislature adopt the policy
direction of the select committee's report and
the modifications as proposed by the govern-
ment to specific recommendations as follows":

III-7. (re bulk metering) That the Legis-
lature endorse the study of bulk metering

practices now being conducted by Ontario

Hydro and the municipal utilities to be com-

pleted within 12 months, and that, recommen-
dations from Ontario Hydro be considered by
the government at that time; and that, in the

interim, the Legislature further endorse the

moratorium on conversions to or from bulk

metering which has been initiated by the mu-

nicipal utilities;

III-ll. (re revolving capital pool for in-

dustry) That pending study by the govern-
ment as to the financial implications and

statutory requirements of a revolving capital

pool for industry, and as to whether this

would be the best technique to encourage

energy conservation by industry, a decision

on this recommendation be deferred;

III-18. (re peak reduction targets) That the

government make an interim report to the

Legislature within two months on the specific

peak demand reduction targets which are to
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be met by Ontario Hydro for each year over

the next 10 years, and the changes, legislative

and otherwise, which must be made to permit
a workable load management programme;

III-23. That pending the development of,

and experience with. Hydro's load manage-
ment programme, Ontario Hydro not further

reduce its targets for adding generation ca-

pacity in the next 10 years;

III-24. That pending the development of,

and experience with. Hydro's load manage-
ment programme, Ontario Hydro not develop
a new generation plan which would reduce
its planned growth in its generation capacity;

III-27. (re James Bay) That the government
request Ontario Hydro to continue its investi-

gations of the potential which might exist for

Ontario from developments of the hydro-
electric potential in the Baie James area of

Quebec; and that in view of public hearings

being held by the royal commission on elec-

tric power planning and their intent to make
recommendations to the government on hy-
dro-electric resource development in the prov-
ince, the government advise Ontario Hydro
that there will be no development of the

Albany River at this time;

111-28. (re examination of nuclear commit-

ment) That the Legislature endorse the review
of nuclear power being conducted by the

royal commission on electric power planning;

III-29 (iii) (re monitoring select committee)
That in order to permit sufficient time to im-

plement the recommendations approved by
the Legislature, consideration of a monitoring
select committee be deferred for one year;

IV-3. That, considering water power is an

energy resource in the same vein as coal,

uranium, oil and natural gas, Ontario Hydro
not be exempt from water power rentals.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, I offer

these few remarks at the beginning of the dis-

cussion and with the intention of making the

l^ulk of my comments at the conclusion of

the debate. The past five years has been a

period of intense scrutiny of Ontario Hydro.
The select committee's report on Ontario

Hydro's 1976 bulk power rates is but the

latest of a series of such examinations. Other
recent studies include: the advisory com-
mittee on energy. Task Force Hydro, the

Solandt commission, and the Ontario Energy
Board rate review and system expansion
hearings.

[3:00]

The work of the select committee without

question has made a valuable additional con-
tribution to that of the earlier studies. It car-

ried out an illuminating and constructive re-

view of Hydro. In addition, of course, the

royal commission on electric power planning
has been holding hearings for some time now
on the broader issues of Ontario Hydro's long-

range planning programme and is involving all

interested persons and groups in this major
review. As I stated last week, the government
accepts the tone and policy direction pro-

posed by the select committee.

Of the 40 recommendations made by the

select committee the government accepts 31

outright; others are accepted in principle with

only differences in details of implementation,

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Can we have some
order, please?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: In most instances, in

fact, we have already taken actions to put
these proposals into effect. For instance, the

select committee's recommendation III-22

reads as follows—that:

"Ontario Hydro change its planning process
to emphasize meeting Ontario's electrical en-

ergy needs after implementation of conserva-

tion and load management programmes, with
the minimum amount of new generation that

is consistent with sound planning."

The government has accepted this recom-
mendation and I have directed Ontario Hydro
to take fully into account implementation of

conservation and load management pro-

grammes in planning to meet Ontario's elec-

trical energy needs.

Similarly in recommendation III- 19, the

select committee proposed that:

"Ontario Hydro develop a measure of the

reliability of the generation system that in-

cludes all significant variables, and indicates

with the highest possible degree of clarity
and accuracy the frequency, duration and
scale of probable outages,"

The government agrees with this recom-
mendation, and accordingly T have directed

Ontario Hydro to continue its investigation
of the value to the customer of difi^erent sys-
tem reliability levels and to make an interim

report to me within six months. The report
should include an analysis of present and
future reliability levels under the present

generation station and transmission line con-

struction schedule.

Mr. Sargent: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order: Will the minister tell me what is the

use of the whole exercise if he has the right
to veto what he wants?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: That is not a point of

order.
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Mr. Sargent: It's a hell of a good point.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. Minister of

Energy will resume.

Mr. Sargent: It's an exercise in futility.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: That is not a point of

order.

Mr. Sargent: Nothing is going to happen.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. Minister of

Energy may continue.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Thank you, Mr. Speak-
er, A third example relates to recommendation
111-8, which proposes that:

"The Ontario government make available

additional research funds for the development
of energy-saving technology."

As the hon. members are aware, I recently
tabled information on the government's new
energy conservation initiatives which include

several research and development projects for

energy-saving technology including, for ex-

ample, solar heating and wind power. These
new initiatives represent a significant expan-
sion of the scope of our energy management
programme.

In addition, Ontario Hydro has significant

research and development programmes of its

own relating to energy-saving technology in

such areas as heat pumps, more efficient

transmission and distribution of electricity

and more efficient insulation of buildings.

In 1975 Hydro allocated $11 million on
research alone and still more was spent on

development. The complete list of responses

by the government, together with the reasons

underlying these responses, are set out in the

report I tabled last Thursday. It is not my
intention to repeat these details. I would like,

however, to touch on a few highlights so as

to put Ontario Hydro and electrical energy
into an overall energy policy framework. This
is particularly important with respect to On-
tario Hydro's capability to meet the future

demand for electricity.

When I met with the select committee just

prior to the Ministers of Energy conference
last February I stated that:

"Canada's energy future, given present pat-
terns about price, energy availability and

diminishing tolerance to energy producing
facilities, is serious. It is serious yet still

manageable. There is no doubt that as Cana-
dians we have some immediate and perhaps
painful decisions to make. We can no longer
afford to have it both ways. We can no longer
expect to keep energy available on demand
and with unfailing reliability in everlasting

quantities and yet at the same time expect
that the physical plants, whether refineries,

natural gas fields, electric generating stations,

transmission lines or whatever, will somehow
be unnecessary. We can no longer realisti-

cally expect energy to be cheap.

"That may not be an easy message to de-

liver. However, as you know, we in Ontario

must depend on receiving 80 per cent of our

energy needs from outside of this province.

And, as you are aware, some of those juris-

dictions are demanding higher and higher

prices for their energy resources. Even when
we do have some control on the supply of a

particular energy source, as with electricity,

we are finding that there are other factors

which dictate whether we can realistically

deliver all of the energy we estimate may be
needed at the price we have become accus-

tomed to paying.

"One such factor—and one which is becom-

ing increasingly important—is the availability

and the price of capital to finance the build-

ing of facilities. Energy policy-making is be-

coming more complex and more subject to

uncertainty. However, if I were to describe

our policy objectives in one sentence I should

say we are endeavouring to balance compet-
ing and conflicting objectives, wants and de-

sires, in order to ensure that the people of

Ontario have access to a variety of energy
alternatives at as low a price as possible,

keeping in mind our position with other juris-

dictions.

"As energy prices increase and become a

more visible and significant component of our

personal and business budgets we have not

only to look at the actual cost of energy,
but to become more conscious of the relative

costs vis-a-vis other provinces and countries.

"Ontario has an important role to play in

the Canadian energy scene. We are by far

the largest consuming province in Canada.
But as I have mentioned, we are especially
vulnerable to decisions made by others, par-

ticularly by governments over which we have
no control.

"In the past year we have taken a number
of important initiatives designed to protect
Ontario consumers and the competitiveness
of our industry. These are and will continue

to be the objectives of paramount import-
ance."

Mr. Speaker, these remarks, which I made
last February, clearly are very relevant to

this afternoon's debate.

Ontari^o Hydro has played a key role in

the economic and social development of this

province. The founding of Hydro in 1906

brought a new service of energy for tlie
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commerce and industry of the province and
lit up the homes and streets of our munic-

ipahties. The rural electrification programme
in the 1930s was a giant step forward fco:

the farmers of Ontario, which provided them
with power to modernize their farms and to

live in comfort. In the late 1940s the key
decision was made to standardize the system

frequency at 60 cycles, and this programme
set the stage for the postwar growtfh and

development of our provincial economy.

Ontario Hydro's future role in our province
is no less crucial than its past role. Clearly
we must be cognizant of the total energy
scene within whibh electricity plays its role

in Ontario life. Clearly, too, we should not

concentrate solely on the expansion of the

supply of energy. We must also limit our
demands.

There is no question that we must take

every appropriate measure to reduce wasteful

demand for electricity, as with other forms

of energy. The select committee came to that

conclusion and the government concurs with
its assessment. Starting in the fall of 1973,
the government, including Ontario Hydro, has

initiated numerous programmes to conserve

energy. These programmes will be expanded
significantly. Energy conservation must be-

come part of our way of life. Conservation

is essential if we are to cope with rapidly

rising costs for those non-renewable resources

which are required to manufacture electricity

—coal, crude oil, natural gas and uranium.
It is essential if we are to cope with the

rapidly rising construction costs and limited

financial resources, all of which undermine

Hydro's ability to keep electricity rates at

reasonable levels.

Conservation, however, can only reduce
the growth in demand. It cannot entirely
eliminate such growth, unless electricity is

rationed or its use is otherwise forceably
restrainccl. The government has rejected that

course as a matter of policy, except, of

course in times of crisis.

Contrary to the expectations of some,
neither the total consumption of energy nor

peak demand has decreased in 1976. In fact,

primary electricity consumption, that is, total

energy generated, is forecast to be up 6.8

per cent over 1975. Actual primary energy
consumption and peak demand in September
of this year were both up more than 10 per
cent from the equivalent figures in Septem-
ber, 1975.

Conservation will help to redu'ce future

increases in consumption and peak demand.
But nonetheless we can expect Ontario to

require more electrical energy each year, bar-

ring major crises.

One of the crucial issues, therefore, with
which the government has dealt over this

summer in its review of the select committee's

recommendations is: How much reduction

and growth of electricity demand can be

achieved, over what period of time, and how
can this reduction be efiFected in a publicly-

acceptable manner? A further and perhaps
overriding question which the government
asked is: How much risk should the con-

sumer be asked to accept? Or, to put it

another way, how likely it is that the con-

sumer will be unable to get the electricity he
or she wiU need in the future and how much
less expensive will electricity be as a result

of the additional risk assumed? I think the

select committee clearly established that Hy-
dro rates cannot be reduced appreciably even

though considerable extra risk is assumed by
the consumer.

I should emphasize there is no conflict

between the government's objectives and the

select committee's recommendations. Only our

appreciations of the level and the speed with

which the growth and demand for electricity

might realistically be reduced differ. Spe-

cifically, I refer to the prospects for further

cutting back on generating capacity expansion
on the basis of an assumed value for inter

connections with other utilities and on the

basis of reductions in peak demands through
load management.

Over the summer, Ontario Hydro again has

contacted the electrical utilities in other juris-

dictions surrounding us to determine the

potential for surplus power and to obtain in-

formation on which to base a reasonable

value for interconnections. The picture with

respect to the availability of surplus power is

not promising. In fact, power which Hydro
has purchased in the past from jurisdictions

such as Quebec will not be available once

the present "contracts terminate in 1977.

Similarly, the committee's recommendation

III-18, to reduce peak demand by a tar-

geted amount of one per cent per annum
to 1985, on examination is considered to be

too ambitious given the legislative, techno-

logical and other changes which would need
to be put in place first before any significant

impact can be made. A case in point is the

potential which exists to affect the peak load

by reducing the demand for residential water

heating. Here, the simple fact is that only
18 of the 353 electrical utilities in Ontario
now practise this kind of load management.
Time would be necessary in order to gear
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up those other utiUties where savings could

be effected.

Given this and the considerable doubt

which exists as to whether a one per cent

per annum reduction in peak demand is

even realistic the government has decided

that while it accepts the principle it cannot at

this time accept the target. Nonetheless, the

Ministry of Energy will quantify the poten-
tial for reducing the peak demand on the

electrical system through load management.

I will report to the Legislature on the

specific demand targets which are to be met

by Ontario Hydro for each year over the

next 10 years and the legislative changes
and otherwise which must be made to permit
a workable load management programme. I

expect to make that interim report in two

months.

I would hope that there is no misunder-

standing. Since July, 1975, Ontario Hydro
has reduced its construction programme over

the period from now until 1985 by $6.5

billion. It has meant a reduction in its

system expansion rate from the historic

growth rate of seven per cent to six per
cent per annum. This represents a delay of

1,000 megawatts of installed capacity in

1979 and more each year thereafter. It

means that 5,700 megawatts which would
have been available to meet consumer de-

mand in 1985 will not be available at that

time. That is almost three Pickerings.

In order to accommodate this loss of

capacity, Ontario Hydro will have to operate
with lower reserve margins thus increasing

the risk to the consumer. There is a limit

to how much risk the government feels the

consumer should bear, especially when he or

she will not benefit from appreciably lower

rates by further cuts in generating capacity.
In view of this, the government believes

the most prudent course is to direct Ontario

Hydro to continue with its revised system

expansion plan adopted erlier this year which
would increase generating capacity at an

average annual rate of six per cent.

In summary then, the government agrees
with the tone and the direction of the select

committee's report. Because events and sub-

sequent analysis have tended to overtake some
of the recommendations, a resolution calling
for the modification of certain recommenda-
tions has been made, dealing with bulk

metering, recommendation III-7; the estab-

lishment of a revolving capital pool for in-

dustry, recommendation III-ll; peak re-

duction targets, which is recommendation

III-18; reduction in generating capacity,
recommendation III-23; a new generation

plan, recommendation III-24; James Bay
development, III-27; examination of the

nuclear commitment, III-28; the monitoring
select committee, III-29; and water power
rentals, III-43.

[3:15]

I might say that by way of the assistance

of staff of the former select committee, the

three parties have agreed on amendments to

recommendations III-23, III-24, III-28 and

III-29, which I will table with the Clerk of

the House. In the circumstances, I believe

these to be responsible and appropriate modi-

fications to the select committee's report and

trust that the hon. members will agree to the

adoption of this resolution as amended.

Mr. Peterson: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker, is the minister going to read those

in at this time?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: No, I hadn't intended

to. The representatives of the other two

parties are familiar with them as we dis-

cussed them earlier on.

Mr. Peterson: At what point will they go
in the record, just for my own edification?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Correct me if I am
wrong, I believe the fact that I have tabled

them puts them into the record.

Mr. Peterson: I am sorry, Mr. Speaker,
could you give us a ruling on this?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: It has been suggested
that the Clerk can read them at the table

if you wish.

Mr. Peterson: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Clerk of the House: Mr. Timbrell moves:

*'(i) That, concurrent with Hydro's load

management programme and the establishing

of specific peak demand reduction targets

for each of the next 10 years. Hydro de-

velop a new generation plan which would
reduce its planned growth.

"(ii) The Ontario government appoint a

select committee as the appropriate public
forum to examine Hydro's nuclear commit-

ment not later than the fall of 1977.

"(iii) That the government commits itself to

the appointment of a monitoring select com-
mittee to commence work not later than the

fall of 1977."

Mr. Peterson: I am sorry, Mr. Speaker,

maybe I have the wrong understanding. Was
there a figure given to the planned growth?
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Was that not part of the agreement? Perhaps
I am misinformed.

Ms. Gigantes: Under load management?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. minister can

clarify that, if he wishes.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: The amendments as

tabled and just read into the record of the

House are as discussed among the hon. mem-
ber for Carleton East (Ms. Gigantes), the

hon. member for Halton-Burlington (Mr.

Reed) and myself. It did not include a

specific figure, no.

Ms. Gigantes: The reading of the minister's

new motions obviously changes the context

in which this debate is occurring. I think

what we have seen in his motions is an

acceptance more of the spirit of the select

committee's work than we had seen in his

initial response tabled last Thursday with
the House.

I will speak to the main points which are

contained in the minister's motions today, be-
cause I think they represent the very essence
of the recommendations and the spirit of the

recommendations of the select committee's
work. We have already had two mini-debates
which touched on the subject of the recom-
mendations of the select committee on Hydro
established last fall by this Legislature. The
report was tabled in June and was accom-
panied by brief comments from the opposi-
tion and government.

Just last week we debated the proposed
Hydro rates for 1977. Despite his glowing
words of praise for the work of the com-
mittee, despite his claim to welcome the

recommendations of the committee and de-

spite the initiative he has undertaken in re-

sponse to those recommendations, despite all

these things the minister still does not seem
to grasp the spirit of the report produced by
the select committee. I say that, even in the

light of the motions which we see from him
today.

In the months since the report was tabled,
the minister has had a period of time, several

months, to consider the details of the com-
mittee's work. He has had time to reflect on
the import of the broad scope of the con-
clusions reached by the select committee. His
considered response was tabled in the Legis-
lature five days ago.

While it is heartening to see how much of
our work has already been accepted, and in-

deed today he accepts more of the import
of our work, I had and I have some real
concern about the way in which some im-

portant elements in our recommendations
were neglected or rejected by the minister
and stiU seem to be given grudging accept-
ance.

As a background to the points I'd like to

make, I would like to refer to chapter III,

section 4, of the report of the select com-
mittee. It is the section of the report about
which all the members of the committee felt

very strongly. It is entitled "Ensuring Ade-

quate Follow-up." I quote from the first two

paragraphs:

"It is essential that these recommendations
be seen not in isolation but as integral parts
of the whole new direction. The report must
be viewed in its entirety, as the new direction

is a substantial redirection for both Ontario

Hydro and the government.

"The new direction will also require a

substantial change to the government's ap-

proach to energy. The traditional arm's-length

approach to Ontario Hydro is changed by
the joint compiitment to conservation and
load management objectives. A more vigorous

government role in electric energy is set out

—from increasing the extent of industrial elec-

tricity generation to working towards energy
eflBciency standards for appliances. And there

will be a new urgency to articulate an over-

all energy policy for the province.

"The committee expects that the govern-
ment, in formulating its energy policy, will

follow the committee's lead in taking immedi-
ate action before flexibility is lost, to build

an economy that deals more realistically with

the wise and eflBcient use of our energy re-

sources."

I want to stress and re-stress the import-
ance of those paragraphs. Anyone who has

the patience to read back through the

volimies of transcripts of the proceedings of

our committee will come time and again to

prolonged discussions that we had about how
we could, to the best of our ability, bring
about a change in the fundamental attitudes

of Ontario Hydro and the government which
oversees our gigantic public energy corpo-
ration.

I think I can speak for all members of the

committee, Mr. Speaker, when I say to you
that we were preoccupied with the need for

a new understanding and a new policy on
Ontario's energy future. That preoccupation
was a direct reflection of our conviction that

Ontario will not have an easy energy future,

even if we adopt the best of policies. We
came, on the committee, to the awful com-

prehension that our province will be vulner-

able and must be wise.
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I need not remind you, Mr. Speaker, of
the makeup of the select committee. We
came from all the parties represented here in

this House. We were senior members of the

Legislature and very junior members. We
were lawyers, teachers, businessmen, farmers,
actors, firemen and politicians. Politicians

above all. And we agreed unanimously on

every phrase of the report.

Let me refer you at this point, Mr. Speaker,
to pages two and three of the minister's re-

sponse to our report tabled last Thursday.
He says: "The select committee is but one
of a series of examinations of the electric

power planning system generally"—he re-

peated those words today—"and of Ontario

Hydro specifically, initiated by the govern-
ment in the past few years on various aspects
of Hydro's operations and its relationship to

the government."

iHe goes on to list six bodies which were
commissioned to examine Hydro since 1970—
everything from the Ontario Advisory Com-
mittee on Energy through to the current

royal commission on electric power planning,
the Porter commission. He sees the select

committee as "but one of" those.

iMr. Speaker, I insist that the work of the
select committee was not "but one of" a

series of examinations of Ontario Hydro. It

was absolutely without parallel in modern

Hydro history. It was a political examination
of our public energy corporation by members
of all political parties represented in this

House, and it came to unanimous conclusions

about the letter and the spirit of what we
called a new public policy direction for On-
tario Hydro.

I stress this point, because I think it was
the missing link in the minister's understand-

ing in his initial response, and indeed in his

response today, to the approach that we have

developed in our report. Our report was done
by politicians, people who seek public o£Bce
and are paid to represent the needs and guard
the future of the residents of this province.
We were not experts on power planning sys-

tems. We were not familiar with the engineer-

ing or the physics or chemistry of power
generation. We weren't trained as systems

analysts. We were not economists. We knew
little about the mysteries of Wall Street. We
were politicians. We were helped by three

excellent staff people, and we learned enough
to make us fully aware of how little we knew
and how very important questions have not
been asked or answered about Hydro in the

period from 1970 to 1976, the period the

minister refers to.

We politicians were being paid to find the

questions which experts and government ap-
pointees will not find. We were being paid to

find those questions and to lay out the way to

some answers, and we did—and we agreed on

every question and on every direction em-
bod'ied in the report.

The Minister of Energy has seen and will

see many reports on Hydro, but none have
been of this nature. I hope that the minister

will come to understand the diflFerence be-

tween reports which are produced by ap-
pointed experts or appointed non-experts and

reports which are produced by politicians. Let
me illustrate what I mean by mentioning a
few specific points in the minister's response
to our report which trouble me.

Let's look first at Hydro's plans to expand
generation in the next 10 years. Hydro is now
ofiFering delays in expansion on some plants
and cancellations. Bruce C will be cancelled,
Bruce D, Wesleyville and Darlington post-

poned two years, and six other projects will

be postponed one year.

The committee recommended, as recom-
mendation III-23, that Hydro further reduce
its plans for generation expansion in the next
10 years. On page 11 of his response, the
minister rejected this recommendation and
as usual he employed the old threats, the old
'TDrownmail"-blackouts, brownouts and what
he calls "allocation of electricity," which is an

interesting new refinement on the same theme.
He pointed out what the committee already
knew and had reported to him, that according
to current Hydiro estimates the deferral of

Bruce B or Darlington would be unhkely to

decrease the charges to Hydro's customers in
the next 10 years.

(What he failed to acknowledge, and what
he fails to acknowledge today, is our judge-
ment that though the deferrals would not be

likely to reduce rates significantly in the next
10 years, they would produce savings of three-

quarters of a billion dollars to Hydro in those
10 years and would have an impact on rates

to customers between 1985 and 1990, an im-

pact which we must plan to create. That's our

responsibility.

Let me turn to another response by the

minister which concerned me. Recommenda-
tion III-18 of our report called for Ontario

Hydro to "adopt immediately a programme
specifically aimed at reducing peak demand
by a target amount of one per cent per annupi
per year."

This is a very important recommendation,
because it's a recommendation which is in

addition to our outline of the necessity for



4560 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

general conservation. We noted, as a prelude
to our recommendation, that we recognized
that peak load management requires careful

planning and a flexible approach, that it has

been employed in other countries with proven
success, and that, given Hydro's current posi-

tion of excess generating capacity, it offers

no problems to Ontario in the early years of

experimentation .

We also noted that we were setting the

one per cent target because this target would
be—and this, Mr. Speaker, is a very temperate

expression of opinion—"an effective way of

providing a focus and incentive for immediate

action."

We set the target because we thought this

target might be achievable. We thought that

Hydro could, if it would, probably set out

a programme which would give a cumulative

saving of 10 per cent of peak load within the

next 10 years. We're now told by the min-

ister that he will bring us a report in two
months on this subject. I hope it will meet

some of the standards that we set. We set

the target because we thought Hydro would
not feel the necessity of trying out a serious

programme of peak load management unless

it was committed to a 10-year target.

Let me quote from the minister's response,

from page nine of his reply to our recom-

mendation: "While load management is ac-

cepted in principle the specific target pro-

posed by the select committee is too ambi-

tious, given the technological and other

difficulties inherent in its achievement."

What we were recomemnding in our target

amounts to a cut in increased demand of

about 2,500 megawatts by 1985, the equival-

ent of a Pickering unit.

It's a very serious recommendation and we
considered it with great seriousness. We de-

cided that it does not mean that Ontario

factory workers will have to work from 7 p.m.
to 7 a.m. and Ontario women will have to

use their clothes dryers on the midnight shift,

though this is the scenario that the Treasurer

has been bull-homing in anxious public ears.

We decided that Hydro needs a target now.
The Minister of Energy decided that we can
afford to wait and we have to wait now
another two months. The Minister of Energy
didn't share our sense of urgency; he didn't

share our understanding of how slowly a

giant institution reacts to need for change.
Let me quote once again from our recom-

mendations, page III-21. We say, "With Hy-
dro's approach, the risk is that too little wdll

be done too late."

13:30]

When we approved that statement in our

report we had full recognition of what we
were saying. We have that fear.

I will cite another example of the gap
between the minister and the committee. Our
committee heard expert testimony, the best

of expert testimony, on the subject of con-

servation and space heating. I should point
out that the greatest increase in demand for

electrical energy in this province is coming
and has come for the past few years from the

commercial sector. The commercial sector in-

cludes such sources of demand as schools,

hospitals, shopping malls, car sales outfits,

apartment towers and highrise hotels. That's

where the demand on our Ontario electrical

system is really zooming.

Our committee heard testimony from ex-

perts in space heating on this specific subject

and we learned that commercial structures

can now be designed so that they are almost

completely energy self-suflBcient. We weighed
the evidence presented to us and we recom-

mended the following: "The Ontario govern-
ment establish energy eflBcient standards at an

economically optimal level for all new copti-

mercial structures." That's not a tough recom-

mendation.

We knew it was quite economic for new
commercial structures to meet these standards.

AH that we would require is that large gov-
ernment and business structures do not con-

tinue unnecessarily to gobble up our future

supply of electricity. This is the response
we got, and I quote from page six of the

minister's reply, which he labels "accepted."

"In February, 1976, the Minister of Gov-
ernment Services (Mrs. Scrivener) announced
that new provincial govenmient buildings
with more than 70,000 square feet of floor

space must meet energy eflBcient standards.

The Ministry of Energy, with the support of

other ministries participating in the energy

management programme, has initiated a study
entitled Energy Budget for Commercial and

Institutional Bufldings. The pmpose of the

study is to establish reasonable norms of

energy requirements for both existing and

proposed buildings"—listen to this—"which

may eventually be published through the

Ontario Building Code as guidehnes for an-

nual energy use in buildings."

Mr. Speaker, I ask you—where is the Min-
ister of Government Services planning to

build that we haven't heard about? Why is

the minister talking about "may eventually be

published" when the technology is here? I

must underline the point because this was a

recommendation which the minister said he

accepted.
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Let me turn from a point which the min-

ister said he accepted to one which he says
he accepts in modified form. 1 refer to our

recommendation III-28, which says, "The On-

tario government appoint a select committee

as the appropriate pubHc forum to examine

Hydro's nuclear commitment."

This was a serious recommendation. It was
made not by experts, not by appointees, but

by politicians who had informed tihemselves

enough to become seriously concerned about

the future of people who live in this province
and will have to live with the results of Hy-
dro's current plans for expansion of nuclear

generation of electricity. We had informed

ourselves enough to know that we were not

well enough informed to make a judgement.
We were also very tired by the months of

hearings and none of us was at all eager to

take on more hearings of tlie same burden,
either then or in the near future. We had
been appointed, after all, to solve the prob-
lem of the 25 per cent increase in Hydro rates

for 1976. We had done much more than that

and we had worked through to June, 1976.

For what? Only to feel the irritation of the

public and our own colleagues in each party
that we had "allowed" Hydro to increase its

rates by 22 per cent in 1976. And that we
had insisted that Hydro publish its predic-
tions of rates for 1977, 1978 and 1979 for

which we are now also taking the blame.

I say this not because we expected more

sympathy than we got but precisely because
we knew, as politicians, how little sympathy
we would get but thought it our duty. We
knew how unappealing another select com-
mittee would look to us and our critics, and
we knew we didn't want to have to partici-

pate in another select committee of this kind.

In spite of all this, we came to the consid-

ered, reluctant conclusion that we must rec-

ommend another select committee to examine

Hydro's nuclear commitment. I will not at-

tempt to put the reasons for our concern at

this time about that nuclear commitment. I

will refer to chapter III of our report and
the detailed discussion of this question in

many sections of the transcript of the hearings
of the select committee. Let me simply quote
from the minister's response to our recom-

mendation, his initial response of select com-
mittee review. On page 14; it is a reply:

"Accepted in Modified Form," is the head-
line. "The principle of a review of Ontario's

commitment to nuclear power is accepted. In-

deed, this was initiated with the appointment
of a royal commission on electric power plan-
ning. The chairman of the royal commission,
Dr. Arthur Porter, has recently announced a

programme for a review of the part nuclear

power should play in Ontario's system. This

programme is extensive and will involve the

public and all interested groups. In view of

the royal commission's activities a select com-
mittee would be an unnecessary duplication
and expense."

I am relatively new to politics, but I was
not alone in my judgement that the forum for

a thorough examination of our nuclear com-
mitment should be a forum of politicians, a

select committee. When we made our judge-
ment, we knew of the existence of the Porter

royal commission. Dr. Porter himself had been
before us to tell us how Ontario would par-

ticipate in the future of Hydro from- 1985 to

1995. But we were, and still are, politicians
and we know the difference between exper-
tise and common sense. We know the power
that information carries and we know how iU-

equipped the ordinary person in Ontario is,

if he or she wants to question Hydro on com-
mon-sense grounds, to question Hydro as non-

experts.

I have come to feel very strongly aibout the

efficacy of appointed bodies: They are useful

when everything is going right; they are an

impediment when things get sticky—every-

thing from the boards of health in Ontario to

the board of Ontario Hydro. They are ap-

pointed, their mandate is to manage, and they
are not chosen or paid to do more than

manage.
A royal commission is different. A royal

commission has a wider mandate. A royal

commission is usually set up by a government
which does not want to get a message right

now; maybe a few years from now, maybe
never.

In Canada, we've had some superb royal
commissions. But these royal commissions

concern subjects on which ordinary people
could give testimony from their own personal

experiences on health, on taxation, labour

disputes, and similar questions. But few ordi-

nary, non-experts in Ontario can relate their

personal knowledge to a royal commission on

nuclear power planning.

The Porter royal commission is another in

the series of appointed bodies which reviews

expert testimony. Some of the members of

the Porter commission are experts themselves

in this field. This is not good enough, and we
know it is not good enough. From Sweden
and the United States we are learning that

nuclear power planning and the choices it

involves must ultimately involve political deci-

sions. Politicians must inform themselves, de-

clare themselves and provide leadership on

the question of nuclear power.
If war is too important to be left to the

generals, nuclear power planning is too im-
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portant to be left to the engineers. Too much
is at stake for us to leave die question about

nuclear power planning to the experts. As

responsible politicians we must face up to our

responsibilities and make our decisions before

the options are closed off by experts.

I have attempted to give specific examples
of what I feel is a general attitude on the

part of the minister toward Ontario Hydro.
His attitude has difiFered substantially from
the approach which was developed in the

report of the select committee. I will remain

apprehensive about his attitude until the

government proves by its action that it

accepts a duty to guide our gigantic public
electrical energy corporation in new ways.

If we are ever going to regain public
control of Ontario Hydro the time is now.
We may never have another chance. I hope
the minister will come to understand more

fully the gravity with which the select com-
mittee approached its work and I hope he
will also come to understand more fully the

sense of urgency with which we outlined a
new public policy direction for Ontario Hydro.

There is much that is new and promising
in the minister's response. As we see today,
the minister's response is modified daily.

Today we get more modification in his re-

sponse to our report. I hope for more. There
is much that is new and promising—

Hon. Mr. Kerr: You are getting to him,
Evelyn, you are getting to him. Sounds

pretty suspicious to me.

Mr. Moffatt: Even though he isn't here,
he is listening.

Ms. Gigantes: There is much that is

still old and hesitant in his response. I hope
his views will continue to change, and I

hope they'll change quickly enough that we
still have time to change Ontario Hydro.

Mr. Reed: Mr. Speaker, to rise and en-
dorse the report of the select committee of

Ontario Hydro gives me the opportunity to

say to this House that the functioning of this

select committee and the result of its work
is an example of the better things minority
government has to offer. If all of our de-

liberations rose to the level attained by this

committee, and if the results were as fruit-

ful, we would have good government indeed.
I think it is obvious by the very nature of

this report, its expansive deliberations and
its pointed yet constructive recommendations,
that we see the product of genuine dedication
and a pooling of talent that is indeed rare.

The adoption of this report and, more

importantly, the apphcation of this report,
will result in constructive change in the

operation of Ontario Hydro which will allow

it to evolve creatively and effectively and to

provide a standard of service to the people of

Ontario unparalleled in North America.

Hindsight is always better than foresight,

and those of us who have studied the report
in detail, and indeed have been part of its

creation, cannot help but wonder why the

questions that are asked, deliberated on and

hopefully answered in this report were not

considered 15 or 20 years ago when Ontario

Hydro made the necessary decision to enter

the age of thermal generation in this province.
It is indeed this transition that has been
the cause of so many of the problems that

face Ontario Hydro today. One can speculate
that if we had become serious about con-

servation, renewable energy development and
renewable resource maintenance, if we had
had the vision at that time to implement the

load management techniques so necessary
with thermal generation, it would be safe to

say that the increases in rates that are upon
us now would not have occurred on nearly
the same scale. But then, as I have said,

hindsight is always better than foresight.

We trust that this report will change the

attitude in which electric power is generated,
marketed and used. We hope it will teach

us to give electric power a much higher
value than we have in the past—not so much
monetarily as in the terms of the grade of

energy that is delivered. Ontario Hydro has
been told in this report to broaden its con-

cept of what it actually does. It has been
told that with the employment of certain

management techniques, it can even have a
certain amount of control over the amount
of electricity that is used and the degree of

peaking. It has been told that it must not
continue to consider itself the only creator

of electric power in this province. It has
been told that in terms of reserves, in terms
of the value it must place on interconnections
with other provinces and parts of the United

States, and with its development of capital
for future expansion, that the time has come
to leave the luxuries behind and become
practical and Spartan.

In paying tribute to my colleagues on that

select committee—colleagues of all parties in

this case—I want you to know, Mr. Speaker,
that I was pleasantly surprised and encour-

aged by the fact that the politics of the
occasion did not cause conflict often. And
I must adknit that at least once, I was the

perpetrator of that political injection into the
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select committee. If there was an absence or

blank spot in this report—an area of omission,

if you like—it was the in-depth consideration

of the fact that Ontario Hydro's size and

the magnitude of its movements as it has

grown have made it diflBcuIt to avoid ad-

versely affecting people. So I became Peck's

bad boy in order to point out to the select

committee how I felt about that effect that

Ontario Hydro has on people. The medium I

used was the Bradley-Georgetown corridor,

one of the interconnecting links of a large ex-

pansion programme. That, because of the

implementation of this report I piay say,

may yet prove to be redundant in the over-

all scheme of electric generation in this

province.

[3:45]

The select committee ruled that the issue

was not central to the terms of reference to

the committee's work and that was so stated

in the select committee report. Because of

its omission, of course, there are a few of

us—some of us on the committee and some
who are not—w'ho must continue the fight to

make Ontario Hydro aware that it must

change its methods of dealing with people
or face resistance worse yet than the situa-

tion I have been so closely connected with.

There are some specific areas of the report
that I would like to allude to. First is the

recommendation that a forum be provided

through the select committee process to hold

a full scale debate on nuclear power. It is

obvious that we are drawing to the time

when we must make a decision not as to

whether we will have nuclear power in On-
tario but whether we will plan and work to-

ward the second generation of nuclear plants,

those which will be using recycled rods and

burning plutonium.

I think every one of us realizes that be-

cause of decisions that were made 20 years

ago or more we must face the reality of the

nuclear system and play out its life cycle.

It is the feeling of the setect committee that

this large scale commitment that will even-

tually herald the entry into the plutonium

age should be a decision made after full

scale public debate and not an after-the-fact

discussion, as we are presently having.

I would urge the government to consider

that this is one of the key recommendations
for the long term. I was particularly dis-

tressed to see a section of the amendment
of the minister which would relegate the

nuclear debate to the royal commission on
electric power planning and endorse and

recognize that commission through the

amendment.

Let me point out, first of all, that the

royal commission has not yet finished its

deliberations. The House could not, if it

wanted to, endorse recommendations that do
not yet exist. I would envisage the very im-

portant findings of the Porter commission

as being a basic part of the input to the

select committee that is recommended in our

report, and I am pleased the minister has

reconsidered his position on this matter.

Secondly, I would like to refer to those

parts of the amendment put forward by the

minister that would take away the challenge
we gave to Ontario Hydro to continue to

refine its projected needs for expansion and

change its long range goals from six per
cent per year imposed by the restraints of

the Treasurer to the further redtiction en-

dorsed by this select committee. To this

date, so far as we know, there has been no

new evidence which would give any sub-

stance to the premise that the generating

target must remain at six per cent. We cur-

rently enjoy a reserve margin over peak,
that magic peak which occurs for a few
hours every February, of over 35 per cent

and upwards of 38 per cent.

We also recognize that there are certain

aspects of the expansion programme which
cannot be turned back without great eco-

nomic loss. The select committee recognized
this and as a result left it up to Hydro to

choose the brightest economic path. The

point is, though, if we don't set goals we
will never achieve the desired results. We
recognize that the end results of this effort

toward load management are as yet un-

proven and must be established, but at the

same time we will continue to endorse the

objectives originally laid down by the select

committee.

Thirdly, I would like to refer for a few
moments to the proposal that would amend
the select committee's intention to re-form in

the spring of 1977 in order to monitor the

progress that has been made by the govern-
ment and Ontario Hydro on this subject. The

government's amendment to the establishment

of a select committee in the fall of 1977

rather than the spring points out that the

spring of 1977 is perhaps too early for enough
concrete change to have taken place to make
the re-forming of the select committee worth-

while, and with that aspect, Ave do agree and

will concede that the select committee should

be re-formed in the fall of 1977 rather than

the spring. However, we continue to hold the

government to a commitment to that re-forma-

tion rather than to a "consideration of." The
differentiation must be made distinct and

clear.
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There are certain recommendations in the

report which show clearly that Hydro must
utilize as many resources as are available

within the borders of this province. With
some we are favoured with a sophisticated
and highly developed technology. I refer to

the further development of hydraulic power
in the province, especialy those small on-site

locations which can be developed on existing
dam installations and sites in southern On-
tario and can be run on a remote basis.

I urge Ontario Hydro to attack this eco-

nomically feasible challenge immediately. As
members know, the select committee also

recommended that the hydraulic potential of
the Albany River system and that area of

northern Ontario be examined so that On-
tario receives the maximum reasonable ben-
efits. The government has accepted this

proposal in a modified form, deleting any
possible development of the Albany River
area.

I wonder, at the present time, if that

amendment to the original proposal was not
made from a more political consideration than
a practical one, considering the recent con-
flict over the development of natural resources
in the north of Ontario. I wish to go on
record as mentioning that I am sure there
is no one on the select committee who is not

deeply concerned and aware of the rights of
native peoples in northern Ontario. That is

precisely why the word "reasonable" was in-

jected into that proposal.

We want to make it clear that not one of
us would want to proceed with development
in the north without first having consultation
with and participation of the native peoples.
I am sure members recognize that that con-
cern has been made very clear in the recom-
mendation of the select committee.

I would also like to ask why is the minister

revising this recommendation since its inten-
tions have already been stated? Does he truly
feel that the amended recommendation is

more fluent and expressive? I wonder.

I would like to deal with some areas on
which we all have agreed but I think are
worth stating, considering that their subject
matter is new to Ontario Hydro and presents
some of the area of broadening that the cor-

poration will undergo in years to come. First
is the whole area of that subject known as
solar power which might be more adequately
described as renewable resource utilization

since it encompasses subject areas such as
the production of energy from plant life and
wind power as well as the direct utflization
of the sun's rays.

I had the good fortune to spend a week
this summer at the solar energy conference in

Winnipeg which was attended by more than

2,000 delegates. We were presented with a

picture of the potential of solar power—using
it as the all-inclusive phrase—that would give
us great reassurance for the future standard
of living in Ontario if we will only under-
take to develop and adapt it to our circum-
stances.

The United States has led the way. With a

commitment of roughly 50 cents per person
in that country they have unleashed a multi-

tude of development projects which are al-

ready beginning to show great promise. The
province of Ontario must not be allowed to

take a back seat in these matters and a similar

commitment on the part of this government
would help to assure Ontario of its share of

the industrial potential of the manufacture of

solar products and the resulting energy in the

future.

Can you imagine, Mr. Speaker, the positive

impact on the economy of this province if 50

per cent of our imported energy was redirected

to the utilization of renewable resources

within the boundaries of this province? Can
you imagine the impact on agriculture that

would grow the products which make the

energy? Can you imagine the impact on

manufacturing, on the process of distillation

and all of those other attendant bonuses in

the economy? Can you imagine the effect on
our provincial balance of payments?
We do have a long way to go in the de-

velopment of renewable resources but the

economic potential is tremendous. If we do
not make this decision and begin now to

move in that direction, we will once again
be buying technology and hardware from our

neighbours to the south. Let us proceed in

this matter with imagination and vision.

I would like to refer as well to the recom-
mendation regarding industrial generation of

electric power. Industrial generation or, as it

is more commonly known, co-generation, is

one of the ways in which the thermal system
can be made more efficient. As I have said

often, and it is a well-known fact, two-thirds

of the energy we put into a thermal generat-

ing plant at the present time is lost as waste
heat. With co-generation, a great proportion
of that waste heat can be utilized by industry
as processed steam or in-plant heating. It is

up to the government to encourage that de-

velopment in every way possible. I am
pleased to see that resolution in the select

committee report.

The economics of co-generation are obvious
and the eflBciencies gained as a conservation
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measure are obvious. The techniques, the

technology, is not new, having been highly

developed in Europe because of the thermal

configuration which they have had to deal

with for some generations. This thrust will

provide one of the great alternatives to the

vast expansion programme now contemplated
and under way by Ontario Hydro.

As you can see, Mr. Speaker, it is the select

committee approach involving more than the

government party that has brought these

issues out of stagnation. Minority government
appears to have its effect, even on the Minis-

ter of Energy himself. A year ago I chal-

lenged the minister during estimates about
his priorities and why a more concentrated
commitment was not being given to the de-

velopment of renewable resources. The minis-

ter simply denied the feasibility at that time.

Last Thursday in the House the Minister of

Energy announced increased concentration

on the development of renewable resources.

Finally, in summary I should like to state

my party's position on the select committee

report. We feel that this report, being a

combination of a combined party effort, is

one of the most important documents address-

ing the problems of Ontario Hydro that has
ever been put together.

Mr. Lane: I would like to take part in this

debate this afternoon. I wasn't an original
member of the committee, as I replaced the
member for Parry Sound (Mr. Maeck), but I

was a member of the committee during the

early part of this year. We had a good com-
mittee, a very concerned committee, a great
chairman and great members on die com-
mittee to work with and an excellent staff. I

think we made some very good, sensible

recommendations .

I think that the affluent society in which
we have been living for the past few years
has allowed many of us to waste too much,
and one of the things we have wasted is

energy. We are all guilty of using more heat,

light and power in our homes and places of
business than is required. Most of us drive
our cars when we could perhaps stay at home
or walk to work, thus saving some gasoline
and energy. I think we should be concerned
about these things. We should train ourselves
and our families to save in as many ways
as possible, especially on energy.

Ontario Hydro has made some cutbacks,
as a result of the recommendations made by
the select committee, but I doubt that it

would be wise for them to continue to make
further cutbacks. While I have said we all

must save on power and energy, I don't think

the people of this province are ready to accept
brownouts or blackouts because the capacity
to generate power has not been developed.

For the past three or four years Ontario

Hydro has been looking at a possible site for

a power generating station that would be
located on the north shore of Lake Huron. I

am rather surprised that they are still talking
and thinking about a site at La Cloche Island

because this particular area is in the bound-
aries of the north Georgian Bay recreation

area. Even though some people in piy riding
would like to see this type of development
in that area, it doesn't make any sense to

me at all. However, it does make a great
deal of sense to me that this type of oper-
ation should and could be located at Spragge
or Blind River where the jobs are really

needed.

[4:00]

I think the power is going to be needed
in the not-too-distant future. I would say that

Hydro should get on with the job and should

not be hampered by further studies. I under-

stand the Porter commission will report on
all of these things some way down the road

and—

Mr. Foulds: Coal power or nuclear?

Mr. Lane: —I, for one, in the north, and
I think many more people, think we're

studied to death in the north. Let's get on
with some development.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Speaker, I just want to

speak very briefly about the report of the

select committee and the governjnent's re-

sponse to it with respect to Ontario Hydro
and perhaps to echo some of the matters
raised by my colleague, the member for

Carleton East (Ms. Gigantes).

I think the concern and the uneasiness
which we in this party felt about the govern-
ment's response to the report, not only now
but in its initial response after it was tabled

in the Legislature earlier this year, was a
sense of whether the governjment in fact was
committed to the title of the report, whether
in fact it was cojnmitted to "A New Public

Policy Direction for Ontario Hydro."

I may say that the acceptance today of

two modifications of the proposed amend-
ments to the report, suggested by the govern-
pient in its response, goes some way to

relieve that sense that I have of a lack of

positive commitment by the government to

the purposes of the report. But I still have
those misgivings. Perhaps they're now only

reservations, but there's an element of mis-
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giving about them and I want to spend a

;ninute or two emphasizing what we beheve

we were trying to say in the report, leaving

aside many of the specific recommendations

which are dealt with in some detail in the

report and have been stated to be acceptable

to the government.

The very first recommendation that we
made to the government was that "the On-
tario government develop and clearly articu-

late government policy towards Ontario

Hydro." Then, in the chapter of the report

dealing with ensuring an adequate follow-up,

we dealt with the consequences to Hydro of

an acceptance of this new direction and the

concern which we had that if this Legis-

lature as a body, through a select committee

of the assembly, did not have the opportunity
to monitor and follow-up the implementation
of the recommendations in the report by
Hydro, that a good deal of the momentum
would be lost; indeed, it would lead us to

believe that the government itself was not

prepared to accept the implications of the

major recommendation, the very first recom-

mendation, about the need for an acceptance

by the government of responsibility for the

policy of Ontario Hydro.

We said in that particular recommendation

relating to the select copimittee, which we
had hoped to be set up in the spring of 19T7
liut which the government now is committed
to set up by the fall of 1977: "It is of funda-

mental importance that until the redirection

becomes clearly established Hydro policy,

steps taken by Ontario Hydro to implement
the thrust of the report be monitored

periodically in an organized manner." It was
with that purpose in mind that we recom-
mended the appointment of the select com-

mittee, which has been accepted by the

government for appointment.

It was also designed to give the govern-
ment, concurrently with that opportunity, the

sense of responsibility for the i>olicy of On-
tario Hydro and to give to this assembly a

clear and continuing statement of the i>olicy

that is to be adopted by the government for

Ontario Hydro. In a very real sense we are

saying that the time has come that the re-

SDonsibility for Ontario Hydro's policy be
that of the government and that the account-

abilitv be to this assembly through the kind

of select committee which was envisaged in

our report.

It is not too far an analogy to say that we
are saying about Ontario Hydro what we say
in the estimates, that the government must be

responsible to the assembly, either by legis-

lation or in the estimates of the House, for

the policies which are embodied in the esti-

mates and in the budget and in the Speech
from the Throne and in the legislative pro-

gramme of the government. We are now
saying that in addition to that, at this particu-

lar pKDint in time in the history and develop-
ment of Ontario and the demands of a

sound energy policy, the government is re-

sponsible for that policy and that this

assembly is the place to which the govern-
ment must account for the implementation
of that policy.

I am delighted that the government has

seen fit to modify its position since last week
and to accept the appointment of that select

committee of the assembly.

I want to spend just one or two minutes

on my concerns about the James Bay area.

My concern about the James Bay area relates

mainly to the developments which have taken

place in commitments and feelings which I

have had for some considerable time about

that whole area of the province. I'm not

engaged in beating anyone over the head
about the questions of whether Reed Paper
should or should not proceed, or what the

relationship to that project should be.

I have been, over a i)eriod of time, more
and more convinced that the northwestern

part of the province of Ontario, the very
watershed that we were talking about in this

report with respect to the possible ];)Otential

for electric power development, requires an

overall look by the government to determine

the course which we are going to take, and
that that overall look would best be carried

out through a commission similar to the

Berger commission, to which reference has

been made by the leader of this party. It is

no longer possible to isolate one particular
area of the north for one particular potential

purpose, but the whole of the northwestern

part of the province must be looked at as a

whole and dealt with that way if we are

going to understand the extent to which it is

p)ossible to carry out development in the

north, with particular attention to the people
who live in that part of the country and with

particular attention to the very special re-

lationship which this government must have
with the Indians li\ang in that area under

Treaty No. 9, and to a lesser extent under

Treaty No. 3.

In a sense, the overview or perspective
from northwestern Ontario through, as we
recommend and urge the government to

accept, a Berger-type royal commission, which
would look into the renegotiation of Treaty
No. 9 to which this government is a party, to
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which the province of Ontario is a party, an

over-view of the possibilities of restoring the

forest industry in northwestern Ontario and
the way in which that industry is to be ex-

ploited in the future, is of paramount impor-
tance. Coupled with that, of course, is the

necessity to look at the availability of hydro-
electric power in the James Bay watershed.

I do want to make certain that the assembly
is aware of what we were talking about when
we made the recommendation about the

watershed, and I quote from the report:

"Finally, the committee is concerned about

Ontario Hydro's apparent failure to give
serious consideration to the hydro-electric
potential of the watershed flowing into James

Bay—both the systems in Ontario and! those in

Quebec.

"The committee is aware of the difficulties

in getting electrical energy from either area.

In northern Ontario, the concerns of the

native people and environmental problems
will have to be dealt with before any de-

velopment can take place.

"This increases the urgency for starting

studies and inquiries now. And, if Ontario is

to gain any benefit from the Quebec Baie

James potential, the government of Ontario

will have to initiate negotiations with the

government of Quebec. All the more reasons

for setting out the parameters of an accept-
able arrangement and doing preliminary cal-

culations of the economics of such a venture.

"It is quite possible that the whole develop-
ment of the James Bay watershed should be
considered in the context of national energy
policy, which would require the involvement
of the goverrunent of Canada. The committee
found Hydro's reluctance to give serious con-

sideration to this potential frustrating and'

perplexing." And it was on that basis we
made the recommendation that: 'The Ontario

government accept the responsibility now for

taking all necessary actions to ensure that

Ontario receive the maximum reasonable

benefit from the hydro-electric potential of

the James Bay watershed."

I'm saying to the government it is our

perspective at the present time that that

particular recommendation cannot be dealt

with in isolation and we therefore have

accepted—not necessarily the exact termin-

ology of the government's proposal in its

acceptance or in its response to our recom-
mendation—but we have said that that is

one of the ingredients which must be a part
of an overall commission study of the Berger
type in the whole of northwestern Ontario. It

is for that reason, amongst the other reasons

which I have enunciated, that we stand by
that policy and we urge the government to

come to that conclusion itself as soon as

possible and to deal with northwestern On-
tario in that particular way.

The other amendment which the govern-
ment accepted, or the other modification of

its response which the government accepted,
was to take into account that Ontario Hydro
and the government had to be committed to

a load management policy and that that

commitment would, in a very real sense,
be measured both by the alacrity with which
the interim report, which is referred to in

the government's response, will come before

the assembly.

I would assume that that would be early
in the next session of this parliament. It

would be evidence that that commitment
would also be sustained, for us if, as has

apparently been accepted by the government,
concurrent with the targets being set down
for load management, that Ontario Hydro
would be instructed concurrently with the

achievement of those targets to so modify
its generation plan that there would be no

delay in implementing a plan which would

igive efl?ect to the load management target.

With those modifications of the response
of the government we are pleased to see

that I believe the ministry and the govern-
ment have now an understanding, at least to

some extent, of the immense redirection by
way of commitment that the select com-
mittee felt was entirely necessary if it were

going to be possible to deal adequately with

the responsibility of the assembly to the gov-
ernment to make certain that the government
account properly to the people of Ontario

for the overall energy policy of this province
in which hydro-electric power or electric

power from whatever its sources plays, and
will play in the future, such a necessarily

large part.

When we talk about the nuclear option
and our anxiety when we heard from the

government that it was not prepared to

have a select committee of the assembly deal

with the nuclear option, but rather wanted
us to accept it as part of the Porter royal
commission you can understand the reasons

why we felt that way. It seemed to us to

be an indispensable part of the political pro-
cess at this time in Ontario that the ques-
tion of nuclear option should be dealt with

by elected representatives responsible to the

people of the province for the commitment,
if commitment there be, and the nature and
extent of that commitment to the nuclear

option in the province.
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I am prepared, as anyone in the assembly

is, that if that is the commitment that

should be made so be it. If it is not the

commitment that should be made and if

there are other alternative methods by which
the energy needs of this province can be met
in a reasonable way with a smaller or much
smaller nuclear component, well again, that

is what we have to decide. But the very

important fact that we must recognize is that

that commitment is almost at the point where
it is irreversible, that the combination of

government enthusiasm and the enthusiasm

by Hydro and of industry generally, has

brought us to the point that there has not

been a public examination of the nuclear

option. There has been no real understand-

ing by the people of the province of On-
tario of what it means to be committed

irreversibly to that particular option.

[4:15]

There are many ways in which that can
be stated and I don't intend to try to state it

in cosmic terms. I'm speaking only about the

kind of nuclear commitment to which the

province is presently committed and which
must be examined in all of its aspects in

order to make certain whether or not we
should embark irreversibly on that commit-
ment and on that role.

It is for that reason that we believe the

cultural, social, long-term, long-range impatts
of the nuclear option have now to be ex-

amined with the full objective recognition
that it may well be that, if it is possible to

do so, we discard the nuclear option and

rely on alternative sources of energy. All of

those things can only come out if we have
an objective look at that problem through a

select committee of the assembly which is

not engaged in justifying the Candu nuclear

reactor as against other types of reactors in

the world; not engaged in playing down what-
ever accident may happen within the nuclear

establishment already in the province of On-
tario; and not engaged in leaving to the

scientific community only the dread effects

of radiation on the people who may oome in

contact with radioactive material produced in

this province.

It must be so objectively looked at that if

the conclusions make sense and we can come
to a decision about our commitment to the

nucbar option in a reasonable and intelligent

way we will do so. But we must have the

courage and the skill and the ability to reject
that option if it is not a feasible one in the

long term, having regard to the envirormient

in which we live; the long-term needs of the

people who will come after us in this prov-

ince; and the need to protect the health and

well-being of the people in Ontario at the

present time. All of those matters can only
be looked at within the framework of a select

committee of the assembly composed of per-
sons who are representative of people in the

province by election; who are responsible to

people in the province through that election;

and who are answerable through the demo-
cratic process.

I have respect for Dr. Porter and I have

respect for the work which that commission

is trying to do, but any other alternative

would have been totally unacceptable to this

party. I'm delighted that the government has

seen fit to modify its attitude so far as that

is concerned.

I may say that one of the sensitive areas

or communities in the whole of the nuclear

option has been Sweden which has been very
much in the news, particularly during the last

election because the present Prime Minister of

Sweden highlighted his coix^em as part of the

election campaign at that time. The reason it

was highlighted in that election campaign
was not because somebody suddenly picked it

out of the air as an Issue which was going to

be discussed but because in 1974 in Sweden
there was a tremendous upsurge of public
concern about their commitment to the

nuclear option.

As a result of that concern, as I under-

stand it, and I believe it to be true, some
6,000 groups in Sweden were funded through
the government and given the capacity and
the opportimity to become publicly involved

in the debate which was going on about the

nuclear option. Where it stands at the present

time, all I know is that I have heard that

the new government in Sweden is committed
to a national referendum in 1978 on the

nuclear option. For us, in Canada, we are not

used to the national referendum.

In a country such as Sweden which, since

1974, has been concerned and deeply con-

cerned about that nuclear option and has

gone through a process of public education

and public involvement about it, then one

can well imagine that it is possible in 1978
for them to put, by way of national refer-

endum, the whole question of whether or not

there should be any continuance of nuclear

activity within Sweden,

Somehow or othex, the selett committee of

this assembly on the nuclear option, which
will be appointed not later than the fall of

next year to commence its work in that field,

should be involved in the same kind of ex-

tensive public education and public involve-
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ment activity so that when the time oomes
we in this assembly can determine, perhaps
for the first time in the life of the province
of Ontario, that there should he a provincial
referendum on the whole question of whether
the commitment should continue to the

nuclear option or whether it should be ceased

and stopped entirely.

I know that in this day and age it sounds

almost impossible to suggest that we will

reverse the present commitment by the gov-

ernment, by industry and by Ontario Hydro
to the nuclear option, but I say to the as-

sembly that unless the select Committee en-

visages that kind of option available to it

that it will reverse the nuclear option and
look at the problem objectively with the aid

of whatever scientific information is available,

but recognizing that it is an indispensable

part of the political process that the eco-

nomic, cultural, environmental and historical

results of that overview of the nuclear option
must be taken, then I say that select com-
mittee will not be doing the job as I envisage

it, because I would like to understand that at

the end of the work of that committee it

won't say, "Well, we have no other alterna-

tive but to go on with the nuclear option."
That committee should be in a position wliere,

if it has to say there shall be no more nutlear

development in the province of Ontario and
we will dismantle what has taken place, that

option has to be clearly available to that

committee. I seriously hope and anticipate
that whoever are members of that committee
will recognize the importance which we in

this party assign to that particular work.

With those remarks, I am pleased with the

extent of the commitment, I hope that the

minister, in his response to this debate today,
will underline and reinforce and remove for-

ever any reservations or misgivings I might
have about the commitment of the govern-
ment of the province of Ontario to this re-

direction of policy, and the articulation and
enunciation of that policy by the government,
in order that we in this assembly can share

our role of being certain that the account-

ability for energy policy resides in the gov-
ernment and that they must be accountable
to this assembly for that policy.

Mr. Peterson: Mr. Speaker, I would like

to speak very briefly on this, if I may. I

must say that this is one of the happiest days
that I have had in this House in the sense
that I think that we are seeing for the first

time, in my view at least, some real appre-
ciation and understanding of the Hydro pic-
ture and, in a broader sense, of the energy
pictm-e.

I don't understand the reasons why—and I

guess at this point it's irrelevant why the min-

ister has changed his position from last week—
but all I can do is applaud him for changing
his position. I think it's a good thing and I

personally feel very good about the fact that

he has done that.

I don't think it's the kind of day that we
need harsh criticism. I think it's the kind of

day that we all have to rise up and support
the kind of commitment, at least as it is on

paper, and I will be anxious also to hear the

minister's response and what kind of serious

commitment he has to this situation.

I think it's interesting, however, to note

the lack of trust that his entire House—not

just on this side of the House but all the

members of that committee—had in the Min-

istry of Energy. This was manifested in a

very serious recommendation in this report

that a select committee should be set up to

monitor the progress of Hydro and of the

Ministry of Energy. This was clearly part of

this report, and it says to me very clearly

that because there wasn't the trust, we
weren't prepared to let that very serious

series of options and suggestions be left solely

with the Minister of Energy.

But you know all of that is behind us—I

hope it is behind us—and I hope there will

be no problem in the future, regardless if

there is an election or not or whatever the

outcome of that election is. I hope very des-

perately, for the sake of this province, that

the minister, the Premier and the cabinet will

carry forward with these very solid series of

recommendations. As one who has been most

critical of Hydro and of the minister, and

the entire government on this issue, I think

it is cause for great hope today. I am not as

cynical as some of my friends to the right: I

think there is real cause for celebration today.

Mr. Bain: Is your leader cynical?

Mr. Peterson: In many respects it under-

lines a view that I have had about the Minis-

try of Energy. I think it has been treated far

too long as a junior ministry. I think it is

time that ministry was brought up front into

a very important position with a lot of clout

in the cabinet, so that it can have its impact
felt on all of the decisions that the govern-
ment makes, because there are very few

things that government has power over today
that are more powerful and gives as wide an

influence as the whole matter of energy. That

person, or that group, or that government that

controls energy policy today can control in

many respects, the destiny of this province
and of this country.
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I don't think there has been enough ap-

preciation of that. I don't think there is

enough attention paid to how serious and

powerful a device it is in government's hands

to control all sorts of things—human settle-

ments, population growth, the whole land-use

question and all the other issues that are

attendant with it. Because it has such an

impact on our rate of inflation, on our entire

economy, it has to be integrated, it has to be

a powerful part of virtually any policy arti-

culated by the government.

I say to you respectfully, it has been

treated as a junior ministry, and it shouldn't

be. The Minister of Energy should be right

up front, he should have a say in all of the

important policies that are brought down by
any government.

As I said, I don't want to be terribly critical

because I am happy about the result of it.

I am happy that finally, after all this time,

it has come along that the minister is going
to apply his mind to the report. The only

thing that bothers me is that it didn't hap-

pen a litde faster.

As you recall, last week in this House we
debated Hydro rates for next year. There are

many of these suggestions, that if imple-
mented several years ago—and this report
should have been done several years ago by
an all-party legislative political committee as

opposed to a technical one—it would have
had a very serious impact on the rates that

we are paying today, and indeed the natiure

and the quality of the electrical service that

we have in this province today. It is long
overdue. But then again, I am trying to be

positive and I think we should be grateftJ
for the small mercies that have been afforded

us on this particular day. I regret it has been
so long, and I regret, in some respects, the

way it has had to come about.

I just want to draw attention to one thing.

It is the first, and probably the most im-

portant recommendation of this entire report
which has been bought wholesale by the

government. That recommendation is that this

government requires a policy toward Hydro,
which I think the majority of the members
of that committee would say, in fact, they
have not had—Hydro has run virtually on its

own. They have been the authors, virtually

the authors of all of the jyolicies and all of

the plans, running in many respects outside

of government. That can no longer be. The
times have changed, the mandate has got to

change. Government clearly has to spell out

what it requires from Hydro and Hydro has

to respond to that without any ifs, ands or

buts.

You know. Professor Nelles in his book
wrote about Hydro and the history of Hydro
saying that Hydro is in and out of politics

as it suited the disposition and the present

politics of the situation, as it suited the man-

agement of Hydro and the government of the

day. I would respectfully submit to you, Mr.

Speaker, that this can no longer be the case.

We clearly have to recognize that Hydro is

government controlled, is responsible to the

government and to this Legislature, and

clearly the policy has to rest here. Govern-
ment either has to stand or fall on the

responsibility that it brings to the manage-
ment of that great huge organization which
has in many respect the worst of non-re-

gulated industry, and the worst of free enter-

prise. It is too big; it is too important; it is

too big an employer and has too big an effect

on everyone's Iffe in this province to let it

ever again drift in the sea as it has been

drifting.

[4:30]

In conclusion, let me say I'm happy it has

happened. I'm happy with the capitulation of

the minister. I too want to be convinced of

his sincerity in implementing this. He will be

a better minister and it will be a better gov-
ernment if they do start conscientiously today

implementing this very fine series of pro-

posals.

Mr. Drea: As a preamble to about three

specific points in this report which I would
like to discuss, I think it extremely significant

that the practice we are following today sets

a precedent concerning the reports of legis-

lative committee, particularly those of select

committees. Until this report, those who
worked on select committees and who were

part of them found out the results of their

efforts, frankly, by reading the newspapers
and finding out if, as and when government
was prepared to adopt any, a substantial

amount or, indeed, all of the proposals.

I think this practice not only lends itself to

Hydro. I think it is significant that it has

begun with this Hydro report because of its

importance to the province, I think it ex-

tends—pardon?

IMs. Gigantes: That's the benefit of a

minority government.

Mr. Drea: Not necessarily. It extends

throughout the whole select committee pro-
cess. I regard this as a very i>ositive d^emon-

stration by this government, unlike the present
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hiatus in Ottawa where on some days there

is a form of energy policy and on others

virtually none, that this government is now
committed to an energy policy for the par-
ticular form of energy it does have control

over, and that is the electrical field.

One of the more significant recommenda-
tions in this report is the one by which On-
tario Hydro will change its planning process
to begin emphasizing the implementation of

conservation and the most important part of

conservation, that is, load management. It is

very significant that with the recommendation
of the committee some months before, even

prior to the acceptance by the government of

this proposal, there was a great stimulus to

the people who are really going to have to

work on it and in the end determine whether
or not conservation and more effective load

management can be made to work in this

province. I speak of the local utilities and the

Ontario Municipal Electric Association.

I am very proud that in my own area, the

Scarborough Public Utilities Commission has

presented to the government a most imagina-
tive and at the same time a most practical

proposal for a load management programme
which may very well change the entire opera-
tions of public utilities across this province.
It is an imaginative programme ibecause it

involves the ripple control technique which is

a way of forcing conservation on the customer
without the customer suffering any ill benefits.

It is a proposal that v^dll ultimately save the

consumers an enormous amount of money but,
more significantly, will allow a new approach
to planning the generation capacity for the

future.

One of the concerns at the present time is

that it is all very well to talk today about

limiting future developments in generation,
but concern is that what we limit today may
very well come back to haunt us 10, 12 or 15

years down the road. I am convinced that

with energy conservation and peak load con-
trol we can make the existing system so

much more flexible, so much more able to

handle upturns in demand and so much better

able to smooth out the peaks and valleys that

have prodbced such a strain upon not only
the generation capacity but the distribution

capacity of the local utilities, that in the
future the success of load management plan-
ning may very well overshadow that of gener-
ation planning. Frankly, for the past 50 years
generation planning has been the dominant
factor in the policies of Ontario Hydro.

(My only concern with the question of

setting specific targets and demand reductions
is not in principle, but I do not think w© can

treat electrical energy in this province in iso-

lation from certain other developments that

are taking place in the energy field. I wouldn't

have any qualms if we were assured in this

country of an adequate and continuing source

of energy from oil or from natural gas.

iQuite frankly, what concerns me is the con-

version by industry, by necessity, from natural

gas into electrical energy. The fact that there

is not a national energy policy concerning
natural gas, at least not a coherent one, puts
more strain upon the existing Hydro system
because industry more and more is not going
to leave itself dependent upon one energy
source. It is going increasingly to convert to

electrical energy. Since that involves the very
industrial growth, the standard of living and
the ability of this province to sustain a stand-

ard of living which is for the good and wel-

fare of all the people, I think it should be a

very deep concern when looking ahead to-

ward what we really face in terms of demand
and in terms of increasing demand.

While I do not share the very grave con-

cerns of some about the future of nuclear

power, at least in this country and at least

with the techniques and the plants developed
by Ontario Hydro, I do feel, because of the

tremendous emotionalism raised by the very
mention of nuclear power or nuclear genera-
tion or nuclear plants, that indeed a select

committee will provide a very salutary effect.

It's very interesting that, despite the frantic

emotionalism and the plebiscites that were
held upon nuclear power in the United States

—and I don't consider that to be the way to

decide whether a nuclear commitment should

go on or be stopped—not one of those plebis-

cites was successful in stopping the continua-

tion of nuclear power.

There is no doubt that the future of this

province is harnessed to nuclear power. The

obligation is to provide nuclear power that

will be a safe, efficient and continuing source

of electrical energy, not only for industry
but indeed for the entire community.

Mr. Lewis: What about the disposal prob-
lem?

Mr. Drea: I don't have the qualms that

you have about the disposal problem.

Mr. Haggerty: Recycle it, Frank.

Mr. Bain: What is your solution?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order please. The
hon. member for Scarborough Centre has

the floor.



4572 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

Mr. Drea: Unlike some people I do not

consider myself to be an instant expert on

nuclear energy. I am suggesting I do not

share the emotional qualms. I have said

that the select committee, even if it cannot

come up with solutions to very particular

and very specific problems concerning the

nuclear energy of the future, the second

generation of it, at the very least it will

provide a very salutary effect upon the

emotionalism that unfortunately is clouding
this issue; particularly emotionalism that con-

cerns certain factors that go on in the United

States or other countries and do not neces-

sarily go on here.

In conclusion, I wish to compliment the

minister. With the amendments that have

been made today, 33 out of the 40 recom-

mendations of the select committee have been

adopted by government. There are firm com-
mitments to accept them, to implement them
and to make sure that they are carried out.

I think this indicates the record of a select

committee that started out with a very

specific and a very narrow task, which was
to consider the rates for 1976, that after

considering those rates under tremendous
time constraints did expand itself into looking

through the curtain of those rates into the

entire system of Hydro, and now has pro-
duced the kind of proposals that will permit
the province to develop a policy whereby
the energy challenges not only can be met
but will be met in the most eflBcient way
and at the lowest possible rate to the con-

Mr. MacDonald: When I spoke briefly on
the occasion of the tabling of this report,
"A New Public Policy Direction for Ontario

Hydro," in June, I stated that it was one of

the most satisfying select committees that

I had been a part of in my 21 years in the

Legislature. That satisfaction derived not

only from the fact that I had the privilege
of chairing the committee, but also because
I felt that the combination of the efforts

of the committee members and of the staff

had produced a report which was genuinely
going to provide a new public policy direction

for Hydro.

Perhaps if there was any underlining that

needed, the minister has given it in terms
of his fairly complete acceptance of the

report and now, with further amendments
today, a near complete acceptance. Indeed,
I think, if I may just correct the hon. mem-
ber for Scarborough Centre (Mr. Drea), he's

even done his government's record a little

injustice. My tabulation in the first instance

was that there were 30 accepted totally, five

accepted on a modified basis, two accepted
in principle and three rejected. With the

amendments, I think there are really about

39 accepted with some medications and some
small changes, and one little one with re-

gard to water rentals, which we'll not argue

over, still sits there as rejected.

However, let's forget those statistics. I

think it is a commitment on the part of the

government to proceed with the implementa-
tion of a report to an extent that I am con-

fident has never taken place before, per-

haps ever, in the history of the province of

Ontario.

[4:45]

I want to accept congratulations for the

committee for a good report. I want to ex-

tend congratulations to the government for

recognizing it as such and moving so quickly
to accept it in its implementation. There is

not much need for extended comment, in view
of this unaninimity and the mechanisms that

have been established for implementing it,

but there are two or three areas that I do
want to touch on briefly. I want to express

particular satisfaction at the government's

acceptance today of the appointment, not

later than next fall, of a select committee to

look into the whole nuclear option.

Hon. members are very much aware of the

almost incredible growing concern that is

arising all across the world, resulting in the

postponement and in some instances of the

cancellation of the building of nuclear plants.

Whether or not one accepts the qualms with

regard to the nuclear option, I suggest that

really isn't the point at this stage. The point
is that one has to provide an appropriate
kind of public forum to take a look at this,

to calm the apprehension, and I think there

is no institution that is going to be served

by that more than Hydro. If Hydro is going
to find a growing public expression of doubt
about the cornerstone of its generation policy,
ff governments are constantly going to be the

butt of political flak with regard to a

dangerous process of generating energy, surely
it's in the interests of people, in the interest

of everybody concerned, to resolve those

di£Bculties to whatever extent they can be
resolved.

In fact, just let me pause here to interject

a mildly irrelevant point to show how very
confused this issue can become. The public

image is, and the world generally has

accepted the proposition, that the Democratic
Socialist government in Sweden was defeated

because of the nuclear issue. The facts are
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that that party lost three-tenths of one per
cent in votes, and that the Conservative

party that won the election and became the

government lost two per cent of the vote and

becapne the government because it got the

support of two small parties, whose votes

went up and both of whom were in support
of the Social Democratic position in support
of nuclear energy.

Here you have a public image that Sweden
had rejected this, whereas any objective

analysis of the figures comes to the alter-

native conclusion. In a way that is analogous,
I think, to what we have to do, which is to

get at the facts and resolve them. I have
no illusions that perhaps this thing is so shot

through with emotions now that even if one
does get the facts some people are going to

have difficulty changing their piinds. At least

I think it is an important exercise and pro-
vides a vehicle for a sort of a therapeutic

outlet, as it were.

Let me touch on only one topic in some-

thing of a substantive way with regard to

this report. One of the fascinating things
that emerged in the course of the committee's

deliberation and is highlighted in the report
is what is referred to as the capital crunch
that Hydro is now having to face. Hydro's
operations in the past, difficult as they may
have been, were very, very simple by com-
parison with their problems in the future.

In the past, they forecast what their needs
were and their track record in terms of

forecasting their needs was a very good one.

They then turned to the engineers and said:

"Here are our needs down through the years
for the next 10 years. What is the appropri-
ate mix of new generators to be created to

be able to produce that electricity?" After

the engineers had come to their conclusions,

they turned to the financial boys in Hydro
who, in turn, worked with Bay Street and
New York and said: "Let's get the money."
Th-^re was no problem in getting the money.
Until two or three years ago they never had
to borrow more than $500 million, $600
million or $700 million, which was a whoUy
manageable kind of proposition.

Mr. Haggerty: That's peanuts.

Mr. MacDonald: That's peanuts, that's

right. But, as you know, Hydro's capital
needs in the last two or three years had
mounted until they were getting close to $2
billion and, because of a situation that the

government generally faced, the provincial
Treasurer (Mr. McKeough) intervened and
has fixed for this year, next year and 1978

a ceiling of $1.5 biHion as all the capital that

is going to be available to Hydro. So Hydro
now has to reverse its whole process of oper-
ation. It takes a look and says, "What is our

available capital?" Having decided what that

is, they say, "What is the best mix of gen-
erating plants that we can build with that

capital?" Then, finally, they say, "What can
we do to reduce our forecast electricity
needs so that we won't have brownouts, so

that our generating capacity is going to meet
those needs fully?" That is not only a funda-

mental, that kind of reversal of process, but
it is almost mind-boggling in its ramifications.

What I want to draw to the attention of

the House is a table that is Exhibit II-3,

which is a forecast of the substantial financ-

ing gap for Hydro in the 1980s. Without go-

ing through all the stages of the years that

lie between here and 1982, the last one that

is illustrated on the graph, we find that the

capital availability in 1982, is in the range of

approximately $2.5 billion, while the borrow-

ing requirements for Hydro in that year are

going to be just a shade under $4 billion. In

short, in 1982, as we look down the road at

this stage there's going to be a gap of $1.5
billion in capital that at the moment doesn't

look as if it is going to be available.

Quite frankly, I almost hesitate to ask

anybody how they are going to grapple with

that problem. That's an extremely difficult

kind of situation. Indeed, I think it's going to

get worse. I've seen figures elsewhere, in

terms of forecasts beyond 1982, which saw

Hydro's needs going up to $4.5 billion, to

$5 billion and to $5.2 billion.

We are going to be faced with what was
termed in the report as a capital crunch. One
can see the proportions of that capital crunch
when the gap between the requirements and
available capital in 1982 is going to be almost

$1.5 billion and a ceiling has been placed on
available capital by the provincial Treasurer
for these three years; one can see a crunch of

monumental proportions.

I think it underlines the very great neces-

sity, in this new direction in public policy, for

moving in two or three areas. First, it seems
to me^and this doesn't escape wholly the capi-
tal crunch—that we've got to look at those

alternative sources of power that may be
available. I think the public today have tended
to accept the idea that there is a ready solu-

tion just around the comer in terms of solar

energy. But as to whether or not and to what
extent we can develop solar energy, unfor-

tunately we're still only at really an experi-
mental stage; we should have started a gener-
ation or two ago and been at a stage where
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we would be in a position to assess the poten-
tial contribution of solar energy, but we're

not. However, solar energy and other alterna-

tive sources have got to be examined.

There has got to be not only great stress

on conservation, and the minister has not only
got to get Ergie on buttons, but he's got to

get energetic in terms of setting targets and

making certain that those targets are lived

up to. Once again, I don't think one should
have any illusions as to the difficulties inher-

ent in this, because to a considerable extent

it's going to require some degree of changing
lifestyle as far as residential and perhaps com-
mercial use of electricity is concerned. It is

perhaps not only goine to change lifestyle but
industrial patterns and production procedures
in the whole industrial sector. So that's going
to be difficult. But it must be tackled in spite
of its difficulties, because that capital crunch
is really staring us in the face.

Mr. Nixon: Well, I thought he was sup-

posed to get Joulie, not Ergie.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: That is 10 million ergs.

Mr. MacDonald: For once this government
wasn't expansive; it was content with a little

erg instead of 10 million of them.

Mr. Nixon: No, an erg is a unit of work,
not of energy.

Mr. MacDonald: The final area where the

government's bringing in a further amend-
ment as an acknowledgement of an even
firmer recognition on their part is in refer-

ence to this necessity of setting targets for

the reduction of the peak load.

I don't know whether the public has really

grasped the point that when one builds a

hydro system such as we have in the prov-
ince of Ontario, there may be one or perhaps
more than one generating plant which is

sitting there to be used only for a few minutes

every day or for a few days every year. It

enables the system to meet that peak on the

graph when the requirements are needed—
toward 6 o'clock at night toward Christmas
and on into January depending on weather
conditions during the course of the year. They
think that in some fashion or other we can
shave those peaks and fill in the valleys to

obviate the need to have that extra generat-
ing plant.

We are saving hundreds of millions of dol-

lars in terms of new capital requirements.
Now it gets to almost a billion or more dol-

lars and therefore something must be done.
What is now being recognized and accepted
in the further amendments is that if we are

going to set targets and work toward their

fulfilment, we should at the same time imme-

diately develop an alternative generation pro-
gramme which will reduce the size of Hydro
because there's just no way about it, Ii we
want to cut rates, the only way we can cut

rates is to do something to reduce the whole
size and the expansion of the system. In so

doing we are going to be able to meet the

overall objective of a system which won't re-

quire so much capital which, at this point,
looks as though it simply isn't going to be
available at the end of the next decade cm* so.

Most of these key recommendations sort of

focus on this question of the size of the sys-
tem and what can be done legitimately to

reduce that size and, therefore, lessen the

burden on the consumer without in any seri-

ous way eroding the reliability of the system
which in the past has been rather spectacu-
larly good.

My final point is once again to express

appreciation to the minister with particular
reference to his acceptance of the establish-

ment of a monitoring committee, not later

than the fall of 1977, to begin to take a look

at what's happening here. It is no criticism

of Hydro. It is just a recognition of the basic

fact that dealing with an institution as big
as Hydro is like trying to turn a battleship
around in the ocean. It is not going to happ)en
without a lot of concentration and redirection.

Hon. Mr. Timbrel!: I said that at your
committee meeting.

Mr. MacDonald: Did you? I wondered
where I had picked up that rather good
analogy. Very good. I sort of tucked it away
on my shelf and I was going to use it other

than in your presence and now it has slipped
out. I am sorry, but I give you credit for it.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: You can at least give
attribution.

Mr. MacDonald: Okay. I now attribute it

to you.

Mr. Renwick: I thought the minister was

talking about himself.

Mr. Foulds: It is certainly better than the

introductory speech you gave to this—

Mr. MacDonald: In case the minister and
I may appear to be getting too palsy on this

thing, let me say this: I think any ministry,

particularly a new ministry, trying to cope
with an institution like Hydro, even though it

is more sensitive to government intervention

and to government's right to lay down policy,

is going to be strengthened in fulfilling its

obligations if it has the backing of a select
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committee as the voice and the involvement

of the Legislature.

If there's one serious fault in the history of

Hydro, it has been that for reasons which are

understandable in the earlier years but which
became less justifiable in later years, Hydro
has operated almost as a law unto itself. I

am not letting any secrets out when I say
that on the government back-benches many
times in the last generation, for example,
there was as much anger and frustration with

regard to what was going on in Hydro, the

difficulty of finding out what was going on
and the attitude of Hydro toward government
and members, as there was on the opposition
side of the House.

I have illustrated that point by saying that

it was my conviction that the government
appointed Bob Macaulay, who was one of

the most effective gadflies in the world, as

vice-chairman of Hydro in the late 1950s

just to go in and find out what was going on
in that institution. Unfortunately, Bob became
interested in other things and whatever the

benefit of that little sojourn of his it was
never sort of passed on because he got out of

politics.

[5:00]

Finally, Hydro now has become something
that the Legislature is aware of, and has had
an opportunity to look into. Indeed it was a

rare privilege—I speak personally now—it was
a rare privilege to have the opportunity to

have what was a crash-course in terms of

the examination of the operations of Hydro.
Some of its achievements are very, very
creditable achievements. But some of the

concerns expressed in the past are still there.

It seems to me the operation of a select

committee to monitor and make certain this

new direction in policy is being fulfilled, to

assist the minister in his process in doing
that, is a very important part of this report
and a very important part of the govern-
ment's acceptance of it.

Mr. Eakins: For years the provincial gov-
ernment has permitted, yes, and even encour-

aged, Ontario Hydro to operate without
efiFective legislative control. Establishment of

the select committee was the first attempt to

really inquire into Hydro's activities. Perhaps
the real question at issue is: Why has the

government permitted such independence of

action in an area in which it has direct juris-

dictional responsibility?

In 1974 the Hydro rate increase was 10

per cent; in 1975 the increase to municipali-
ties was 12.4 per cent, to direct industrial

customers 15.2 per cent; in 1976, 22 per

cent was the figure; and for 1977 the re-

quested increase was 30.3 per cent. Exponen-
tial growth has, it seems, become a matter of

Hydro policy at every level. Whether this is

necessitated by consumer demand, or whether
it places an unnecessary financial burden

upon Ontario taxpayers would seem to be a

matter of no importance to either Hydro or

the provincial government.

Last October, in the Throne Speech the

government appealed to the people of On-
tario to be resolute in the fight against in-

flation. The government also decided that the

national anti-inflation programme should

apply directly to the public sector in Ontario.

In all fairness, how can the government call

upon the people of Ontario to accept the

anti-inflation restrictions on salary increases,

and at the same time permit the imposition of

increases in OHIP premiums, hydro rates,

and so on, which far exceed the anti-inflation

guidelines?

Hydro's rate of expansion is not inevitable.

It already has been demonstrated that capital

expansion can be reduced. When the Treas-

urer issued a directive that spending must be
reduced by $iy2 billion a year, Hydro cut

their targets from seven per cent to six per
cent in annual growth. Two months previ-

ously, they had said that this was impossible,
but they reduced the targets in approximately
three weeks.

We believe a capital load management
programme would reduce the increase in de-

mand stiU further. I believe 5.4 per cent is a

reasonable rate of increase which would result

in ultimate savings in cost to the consumer.

Rig'ht now we have sufficient reserve capacity
—I believe there is 38 per cent reserve over

and above the peak consumption.

Hydro has failed to reduce peak consump-
tion by incentive pricing. It has not changed
its pricing method to encourage energy con-

servation. Although Hydro's own figures for

1975 demonstrate the cost per kilowatt for

thermo-nuclear electricity is about eight times

that for hydraulic power, the government has

made such a firm commitment to nuclear

power electricity that hydraulic plants have
been closed down rather than repaired and
refitted.

Throughout the world the entire question
of nuclear power is being re-evaluated. This

is the situation in Japan, Holland, and in

Scandanavia. In Britain, a royal commission
has recently warned against the major com-
mitment to nuclear power for electricity, cit-

ing the danger of nuclear waste and the en-

tirely credible possibility that terrorists might
seize nuclear materials.



4576 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

For environmental as well as financial rea-

sons Hydro should scale down expansionist

policies, concentrating, I believe, upon energy

conservatiion, load management, and other

methods of reducing generating capacity tar-

gets. The funding of Ontario Hydro plans for

future expansion places an unreasonable and

well-nigh intolerable financial burden upon
the people of this province.

Ontario Hydro can no longer be permitted
to operate outside the control of this Legisla-
ture. It is the responsibility of the Premier

(Mr. Davis) and his ministers to ensure that

Hydro is accountable to the people of On-
tario through their elected representatives.

Mr. Acting Speaker: I understand that on
th ; normal rotation the hon. member for

Duff^erin-Simcoe ( Mr. McCague ) would be
the n?xt speaker. The Chair is not aware of

anv other arrangements made by the House
leaders on allocation of time or rotation of

speakers. Perhaps we could be advised and
abide by the wishes of the House leaders.

Mr. Haggerty: Mr. Speaker, I thought from
what our critic indicated to me, that there

was an hour's time allotment for each party
and the speakers were to follow on that basis.

So I imagine the debate should end at about
6 o'clock.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The Chair is not

awaro of any arrangements or understanding
that the House leaders may have had.

Hon. Mr. Timbrel!: Mr. Speaker, perhaps
I could attempt to clarify this. I understand
that the House leaders did, in fact, make
some arrangement that each of the parties
would have about an hour. With regard to

the question of rotation, since the previous

speakers for the government party have used

up about 35 minutes of the hour allocated to

our party, I've conferred with my Colleagues
and the decision was that the rotation should
continue within the time limits for each of

the opposition parties and then I would use
whatever time is left on beihalf of the govern-
ment party and wind up the debate, if that's

acceptable to you, sir, and to the members
of the House.

Mr. MacDonald: In short, you speak at

about 5:30 at the latest and it rotates here

until 5:30?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Yes.

'Mr. Acting Speaker: The hon. member for

Duff^erin-Simcoe .

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, the point
I just made was that there will be no further

speakers from the government side except

myself, who will wind up the debate; until

that point it would rotate between the two

opposition parties.

Mr. Bain: Mr. Speaker, because of the

constraints of time I will attempt to remain

quite brief. The gravity of today's debate,

though, I think deserves some comment.

The fact that the government is wilhng to

accept a select committee that will investigate
the appropriateness of Hydro's nuclear com-

mitment, I think is significant. I wouldn't

want to be somewhat pessimistic or sceptical
of the conversion of the minister and the

government to the idea of a select committee,
but there has been a certain reluctance by
the government to accept it; indeed, the gov-
ernment does not have to set it up, according
to the motion we have in front of us, until the

fall of 1977. Krwwing the political climate in

Ontario, one never knows what will be the

situation in this House by the fall of 1977.

Mr. Conway: Come, come!

'Mr. Bain: But regardless of that, at least

we will have public participation. I think

that is the most important thing. We can't

take much solace in any commitment that

the government may or may not be making to

implement legislation, but I think a public

airing of the nuclear commitment is important.
I believe that there are a considerable num-
ber of problems with nuclear energy and,

contrary to some of the statements that have
been made by government members, they are

not mere technical problems or emotional
over-reactions.

The member for Scarborough Centre (Mr.

Drea) indicated that the most important

thing the select committee would do would
be to give people a chance to vent their

emotions, and thus defuse those emotions,

regarding nuclear energy. In fact, we do not

have in Canada, through the Candu reactor

system, a safer method of generating nuclear

energy than any other jurisdiction. Perhaps
the only area that has one that is generally

accepted to be especially dangerous is in the

Soviet Union. But our system is certainly

just as dangerous as the American one. I

would remind the minister that nuclear re-

actors, in essence, are bombs, and bombs do

explode. Just because none has exploded, that

might have to dio with something along the

line that there aren't very many yet and that

you have had a lot of very good, very cap-
able people, and extremely lucky people

looking after those nuclear reactors. With
the proliferation of nuclear reactors, you're
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bound to get a very serious accident and

you're bound to have devastation over a

very wide area; in essence, a nuclear ex-

plosion.

That is a problem that I think is very
severe. The government may say that this is

not going to happen, that we'll always be

able to meet the ohall-enge, that we'll always
have technicians who can short-circuit the

problems before they become a severe acci-

dent, but what are you going to do with the

nuclear waste?

The nuclear waste is not something on

which you have any clear-cut proposals.

Basically your attitude is that you'll bury

them, bury the problem, bury the waste and

hope that in the future there'll be a tech-

nological soMion as to what you're going
to do with this nuclear waste. I would sug-

gest that this is being optimistic to the point
jof being negligent. We don't have any

guarantees there will be any technology and

you know that, in fact, the storage containers

for nuclear waste will not last as long as

the life of the nuclear waste itself, so the

containers will disintegrate before the radio-

activity in the waste is gone.

I know some jurisdictions—I believe Brit-

ain is one of them—dispose of their nuclear

waste by dumping it in the ocean. The
Americans apparently pump it into under-

ground well systems—neat little things like

that. They never will be able to retrieve it.

You at least keep it around so if you do
ever come across a technology to do some-

thing with it, you can do that. But other

jurisdictions dispose of it in such a manner
that they are ensuring that in generations to

come this nuclear waste will become a very
severe environmental hazard that will have

repercussions not only for plant and animal

life, but for mankind as well.

The only possible solution I can see at the

moment is to place a moratorium on the

development of nuclear energy and as

quickly as possible phase out the existing
nuclear reactors. That debate will be the one
the select committee will get into and I be-

lieve the public hearings that will occur, and
address themselves to that kind of a question,
will be extremely useful.

The alternative sources. The minister is

perfectly aware most alternative sources are

a lot more eflBcient, in fact, in terms of

energy efiBciency, and conversion efficiency
than nuclear energy. Energy Probe says the

Candu nuclear power plant system is 30 per
cent efficient whereas our large hydro-elec-
tric turbines are 95 per cent efficient. Thirty
per cent efficient, I know, was not the tar-

get you may have anticipated but it is, in

fact, what has been the result. The Candu
nuclear realtors are extremely inefficient and

probably none of them will ever operate

anywhere near the capacity that was en-

visioned for them.

Other forms of energy such as wind and
solar energy are much more efficient and

again. Energy Probe, in the Renewable En-

ergy Handbook, indicates that we could, in

fact, supply all our needs in Canada with

any of the following and each one would

supply all our needs: Solar, thermal, photo-

voltaic, wind and geo-thermal.

Now, if this government had anticipated—
and in fact, it is this government that's before

us today—if this government had been plan-

ning at all and if Ontario Hydro had been

planning—because I feel that the government
and Ontario Hydro really are one and the

same—it would have been into some alterative

forms of research in the 1940s. We now
would have solar energy being supplied to

our cities and the people of this province and
the government would not need to try and
force nuclear energy down our throats with

the threat that our industry and our homes
and our factories and our schools will go
without light and power if we don't go along
with nuclear reactors.

[5:151

In essence, because it has never planned
ahead in the area of energy, the government
is now blackmailing us into accepting nuclear

reactors. Nuclear reactors are dangerous, we
can't dispose of the waste, and they are going
to get this province into something that in a

few years time none of us will want to be
into. As I said earUer, we must have a mora-
torium on the development of nuclear energy
and we must phase out the existing plants.

We also must get into a lot of research-

spend the money we're si)end'ing on nuclear

energy research and development on solar

energy. If necessary spend a little more and

get into a real crash programme so that we
can have solar energy coming on stream.

Perhaps before we get to the solar energy
coming on stream, we are going to have to

have very severe cutbacks in our consumption
of electricity. If we all have to go without

air-conditioning and electric toothbrushes and
electric can openers, worse things have hap-
pened.

Again, I welcome the establishment of the

select committee, and I'm sure that it will

get into some very fruitful discussions. I only

hope that the government will be diligent in

pursuing the recommendations of that com-
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mittee, and that it will begin to get away
from the nuclear commitment it has made.

I would just like to add that Ontario Hydro,
as far as I'm concerned, has been acting almost

as a private, independent entity. It's sup-

posed to have been responsible to the people
of this province through the government, but
it really hasn't been. Only from time to time

has the government scrutinized the operations
of Ontario Hydro and usually it always agreed
with Ontario Hydro. Now either this govern-
ment or Ontario Hydro is negligent in not

having planned properly so that we would
avoid any sort of development of nuclear

energy by default, because we couldn't do
otherwise. I think that is unsafe to get into

and it's something that the government has

to avoid at all costs.

I would simply like to leave with the mem-
bers a paraphrasing—and I don't claim to be

quoting him accurately—of Mr. Gofman in

Poisoned Power. He says thait an error on the

side of conservation in estimating a danger
can be at worst a delaying nuisance for the

promoters of the technology. An error on the

side of optimism leading to some under-

estimation of the true hazard can be extremely

costly to mankind.

Mr. Haggerty: I am pleased to enter into

the debate relating to the response of the

Ministry of Energy concerning the recom-
mendations of the select committee reviewing
the Ontario Hydro proposals to increase bulk

power rates for the year 1976.

As a member of that committee, the all-

party committee, we endorsed and supported
the 40 recommendations and I dion't think

there was any disagreement whatsoever. I

think the 40 recommendations were good
recommendations. The committee heard from
a number of knowledgeable witnesses who
represented a broad area of experts across the

North American continent, and I'm pleased
to commend the minister now in moving the

amendments that will further some of the

recommendations of that report, particularly
as it relates to recommendation III-29, that

in order to permit sufficient time to imple-
ment the recommendations approved by the

Legislature considering or monitoring the

select committee be deferred for one year,
and he did suggest or indicate to the House
that there was an amendment to that which
said a committee would be established some-
time in the early fall.

How well I can recall the member for

Brant-Oxford-Norfolk (Mr. Nixon), then the

leader of the official opposition, indicate to

the Legislature in November, 1973, that a

committee of the Legislature be established

to review Hydro rate increases for 1973. Pre-

viously the proposed Hydro rate increases

were approved by the government without

any particular review. The rate increase in

1973 was an average of 7.5 to 10 per cent

for the rural customers in Ontario. The ques-
tion again was the equity in the increase at

that time.

At the present time it is suggested that the

rate increase for 1977 will be 30.3 per cent,

which is above the recommendiations of the

select committee last year. The final action

taken by the government, through a minority

government, was to appoint the select com-
mittee to review the rates and I think it has

met with quite a success here in the Legis-
lature and tlirough this report.

Much of the difficulty now present in the

increased Hydro rates—I should say a sub-

stantial increase to consumers of approxi-

mately 60 per cent in a three-year period-
can be credited to the mismanagement of

Hydro goals for the expansion programme.

One recommendation of the select com-

mittee was to reduce this expansion pro-

gramme from 7 per cent to 5.4 per cent

growth. That perhaps has caused some diffi-

culties with the report and the interpretation

of it, but I think it has merit that we should

perhaps be heading for that goal. In the

past the expansion programme and the rate

of growth they had used when they cal-

culated their expansion programme I think

was far in excess of the needs for Hydro in

Ontario.

No doubt the increase in Hydro rates is

going to cause some difficulty to industry and

one can only quote from one of the persons

present at a number of the hearings of the

select committee dealing with the Ontario

Hydro rate proposals, Mr. Kenneth Voss, who
was chairman of AMPCO. And I would like

to quote what he said in his August, 1976

press release:

"Ontario must adopt power pricing policies

which promote economic utilization and con-

servation of electricity," the past chairman

of AMPCO said in June. Mr. Kenneth Voss

also criticized the Porter royal commission

on electrical power planning for acting

unilaterally in ignoring the priorities con-

tained in the terms of the reference.

He goes on to say:

"Ontario Hydro and its industrial users

could aid many smaller firms in the applica-

tion of sound conservation practices."

I think he put their case very well before

the committee. He continued:
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"We supported Ontario Hydro and the

province of Ontario in hearings before the

National Energy Board in Montreal opposing
an application to export nine mil power to

the United States from generating facilities

at Churchill Falls and James Bay. Our posi-
tion is that Canadian consumers should have
the first call on Canadian natural resources

and that we should not consider giving away
these resources when they may be employed
to a far greater benefit here at home."

When we look at that comment, I suppose
the other direction that the minister discussed

with the committee at the particular time was
there should be a national energy policy in

Canada. I think that is a most important

step, too.

"Contingent liabilities on Ontario Hydro
had increased in a 10-year period 163.2 per
cent to almost $5 biUion in two years, a sub-

stantial increase of 32.9 per cent from the

year 1975 to 1976 of almost $5 billion." An
expenditure that places the province in a

financial straitjacket.

One of the financial diflBculties where On-
tario Hydro has not produced is perhaps in

the revenue from exporting hydro to the

United States. There was supposed to be
substantial revenue gained by this; I think
it was estimated to be about $100 million

and there has been quite a shortfall in that

particular area.

This, in my opinion, means the government
has been misled in this area by the minister's

predecessor when he stated in the Legislature

—quoting from Hansard, Volume 4, 1973,

page 4632:

"Hon. Mr. McKeough: . . . the outstanding
success of Pickering has made it possible,
with permission, for Ontario Hydro to export
more power at a very good price, I might
say, which lowers the cost of power or has
the effect of reducing the cost of increasing
electrical power to the consumers of Ontario."

Now, that to me is a misleading statement.
I think this is where we got into our prob-
lems with Ontario Hydro and their expansion
programme. We had gsared Hydro to export
energy to the United States, and that's another
field of difficulties that we find ourselves in.

When you have competition from the province
of Quebec also wanting to export energy to
the United States, there's quite a field.

I suppose with the recession in the United
States they have not purchased the power the

previous minister had expected, il feel he is

the culprit here—in the cost of energy to the

province of Ontario. Through his guidance,
decisions were made to gear up Ontario

Hydro into huge, expansionary programmes
to export energy to the United States—at the

present time a complete failure. As a conse-

quence the people of the province of On-
tario now have to suffer tremendous hydro
rate increases. It's causing diflBculties not only
in the industrial field, but even for the home
consumer.

Just how far can you push the residents of

the province of Ontario on any energy cost?

I think the government has to take careful

consideration of any cost of energy to the

people of Ontario from this day forward. It

is a problem area.

The Power Commission Act, debated in the

Legislature in 1973, provided means for On-
tario Hydro to spend some $8 billion to $10
billion in a period of approximately eight

years. The member for Rainy River (Mr.

Reid) the party critic at that time, stated

the intent of the Act was "hydro at cost."

But then he added, "It will be hydro at un-

controllable cost."

I believe the member was right on.

The government has failed in this area of

hydro at cost. And the cost to the consumer
of any energy form is becoming out of the

reach of his income.

I do have a few other comments to back

up some of the arguments that have been

put to the minister here. I was concerned
about the article from the Ontario Economic
Council—The Effects of Energy Price Changes
on Commodity Prices, Interprovincial Trade
and Employment. These are on page three of

a press release from James R. Melvin, Ontario
Economic Council:

"Uniform price increases for petroleum
products in North America would favour
United States industry. This suggests that

there may be an economic justification for

maintaining a price differential between Ca-
ada and the United States. If Canada adopts
world prices for petroleum, as prices con-

tinue to rise, she will find herself more and
more at a price disadvantage relative to the

United States."

I think that the select committee when
they continue hearings in the fall should be

looking at this particular area—the uniform

price in Canada of all energy—which will be
reflected in the cost of hydro in Ontario.

As my colleagues have mentioned before,
I think we should be taking a good hard look

at the hydraulic facilities that have been

phased out in the past 10 or 15 years. We
should perhaps reconstruct these particular
sites. And as mentioned before there are some
areas of nuclear power generating in Ontario
that may cause difficulties in future years.
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There is a risk with any nuclear power. 1

would suggest a reasonable way to generate

electricity in Ontario is by using our hydraulic
resources. I understand there are a number of

areas in this particular field—some members
talked about the Albany watershed in the

James Bay area. I think the intent of the com-

mittee, when we mentioned this, was that the

government should be implementing environ-

mental studies now. Not saying that we
should get on with the project, but saying we
should be ready at almost any time to imple-
ment hydraulic electricity generating plants.
If we look at the announcement in the past
week about Reed Paper expanding in that

area and consider that other paper companies
are expanding in that particular area, then I

think we are going to have to look for addi-

tional hydro-electricity from our resources

area and in particular the Albany River.

[5:30]

I hope that the minister will appoint that

committee a lot earlier than the fall and that

we can continue with the 40 recommenda-
tions, which I think are going to set new
policy guidelines for Ontario Hydro. But I

say the fault for the Hydro increases at the

present time—and they are substantially high
—lies with the government, because it geared
itself for export.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Is there any further

debate? I understood from the comments that

were made earlier by the minister about the

allocation of time, that he would start his

reply around 5:30.

Mr. Conway: I think I can accommodate
that with one or two very brief remarks, Mr.

Speaker.

I did not want to let the opportunity pass
without positively acknowledging the minis-

ter's reconsideration of the select committee
on the question of nuclear energy, because I

doubt if there is anyone in this august
assembly who has a greater representation of

nuclear concern than I do in Renfrew North
and I do think that it is an extremely appro-
priate forum to take place at this point in

time.

I can tell you, sir, that I listened with a

great deal of interest both to the comments
of the member for Timiskaming (Mr. Bain)
and earlier from the member for Carleton
East (Ms. Gigantes) with respect to the role

of politics and politicians in such a debate,
but I just wanted to take this opportunity to

say on behalf of many of the people—and
there are several thousand in my riding—
whose livelihood is determined by and related

to the nuclear energy business, that those

people sometimes feel very chagrined at what
we politicians do in matters of high technical

concern and specificity and complexity. At
the present time, for example, we are faced
with the situation where the Port Hope mate-
rial is finding its way into the environs of

Renfrew North. I think it is an important
debate, one that I certainly support, and I

just wanted to take this opportunity to

acknowledge the minister's positive recon-

sideration of that. I think it's important. I

know the people in the atomic energy busi-

ness in Renfrew North will certainly appre-
ciate the opportunity, and for them I would

just like to take this opportunity to focus my
own acknowledgement of what I think is the

minister's very wise reconsideration.

Mr. Roy: Make 5,000 copies, Sean.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Is there any further

debate? The hon. minister.

Hon. Mr. Timbrel!: Mr. Speaker, I want to

start off my concluding remarks by reading
into the record some of the advice I have had
since the final report of the select committee
was tabled in the House in June of this year.

Following the tabling of the report, I

undertook to canvass a fairly wide cross-

section of the Ontario economy. I wrote to

trade unions. I wrote to various associations

involved in commerce, agriculture and other

fields. I wrote to such groups as the manu-
facturers' association and so on and, of

course, first and foremost, to Ontario Hydro
to ask for their advice on various aspects of

the report as tabled. I want, first of all, to

read into the record of the House, and sub-

sequently to table in the House, the response
which I had from the chairman of Ontario

Hydro. It's dated September 16, 1976, and
Ls addressed to myself:

"Dear Mr. Minister:

"The board of directors has carefully re-

viewed the June 1976 report of the Legis-
latiu-e's select committee entiUed *A New
Public Policy Direction for Ontario Hydro.'

"The board concurs with the general intent

of the committee's recommendations, which
in the board's view accurately reflect the

new social environment in which utilities

are now operated, the need for aggressive

conservation programmes and the urgent re-

quirement to develop and put into effect load

management techniques that will guarantee
the most efficient use of generating stations

and fuel resources in the constrained circum-

stances that lie ahead.
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"In developing its response to the select

committee's report, the Hydro board identi-

fied two major areas of uncertainty that can

only be resolved by the government of On-
tario.

"First is the need to reconcile the long-
term assessment of power system planning
being undertaken by the royal commission on
electric power planning and the specific

recommendations for immediate action made
by the select committee.

Second is the need to assess the socio-

economic impact of changing the planned
expansion of Ontario's electrical resources and
the need to define the respective roles of

government and Ontario Hydro in the per-
formance of that task.

The select compiittee accepted Hydro's
load forecast and agreed that its conservation

programme is an ambitious one. However, its

recommendations are based on an even more

stringent conservation programpie, a high

target for load management and an arbitrary

assumption concerning the level of assistance

that should be expected from those utilities

outside Ontario with which Ontario has inter-

connections.

While the board shares the committee's

view that every realistic initiative towards

the economical use of resources piust be

seized and carried forward, it faces three key
unknowns in reviewing its plans for the

expansion of the provincial power system.

"1. When and to what degree can changes
in the habits and behaviour of consumers be

expected to reduce the demand for electri-

city?

"2. To what extent can Ontario rely on
utilities in other provinces and in the United
States to provide assistance in meeting power
demands during critical periods? Most of

those utilities face similar constraints on the

financing and construction of new generating

capacity to those faced by Hydro.

"3. What is the future availability and

price of other forms of energy going to be?

"The select cojnmittee itself noted, 'as

conventional sources of energy become scarce

or prohibitively expensive, Ontario Hydro
may have a vital and much broader role to

play in protecting Ontario's energy future.'

"More recently you have indicated that a

trend to substitute electricity for fossil fuels

has begun and is predicted to continue. In
the long run the conclusions and recommenda-
tions of the Porter commission should provide
a basis for making judgements on these

questions. In the shorter run, to which the

recommendations of the select committee are

addressed. Hydro will be seeking and using
interim answers. The board's view is that

plans for expansion of the province's electrical

resources should be adjusted either up or

down to match future needs as they are

identified from tipie to time by the best

current forecasts.

"As I indicated in my letter last May to

Donald C. Macdonald, chairman of the

select committee, the board has serious mis-

givings about ordering further cutbacks in the

system expansion programjne before the bene-

fits and risks of such a decision are carefully

weighed. The $6.5 billion reduction in the

expansion programme over the last 12 months
has increased substantially the risk of having
insufiicient generating capacity to meet the

needs of the province in the early 1980s.

"To make deeper cuts without a thorough
assessment of the effects on the provincial

econopiy would, in the board's view, involve

risks of unacceptable proportions. No one

has yet assessed the implications of such a

move on the economic vitality of Ontario,

and the government would undoubtedly re-

quire a clearer understanding of them before

permitting further cuts to be made.

"While there are cost penalties associated

with overbuilding, the economic hazards of

underbuilding appear to be even jnore harm-
ful. With the long lead times now needed
for the construction of new power stations,

errors of judgement in planning can take 10

years or more to correct.

"In view of the magnitude, complexity and

interdependence of these issues, the board

has ordered a complete reassessment of the

corporation's current system expansion pro-

grammes, along with a review of all the

factors connected with it. We expect that the

study, which will commence forthwith, will

require from nine to 12 months of intensive

effort before we will be ready to evaluate

the committee's recommendation that the

prograpfime be altered.

"To be successful, the study will need the

full co-operation of several government min-

istries. The findings can then be reviewed

by the government as a basis for provincial

policy decisions. You will appreciate the

risks of declaring a complete moratorium on

all commitments and construction of plant
while this review is made.

"In an expansion programme, working to

in-service dates scheduled over the next 10

years, delay itself becomes a decision to cut

back the programme. The loss of 12 pionths
would be impossible to recover. As a result.
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the board believes that it is necessary to

move forward with some aspects of the work
associated with the Darlington and Atikokan
stations and with the acquisition of a new site

on the north shore of Lake Huron. The work
will include such time-consuming steps as

site preparation and environmental assess-

jnent but major equipment purchases will

not be made for these projects until their

present scheduling is reassessed as part of the

study we are commencing,
"The taking of these steps simply recog-

nizes the need to keep present options open
in view of the uncertainty of the situation.

During the past decade, Ontario Hydro has
been trying to respond to some dramatic

developments in the technological, economic
and social context in the type, sources and
costs of primary energy supplies—coal, oil,

natural gas and uranium; the development
and application of complex technologies for

energy conversion and the delivery of elec-

tricity; the construction and operation of

heavy water plants; a large, new and highly

sophisticated chemical manufacturing process;

inflationary increases in the cost of money,
equipment, materials and labour, causing very
large increases in the price of electricity;

capital availability constraints; rising public
concern about the environmental, economic
and social consequences of Ontario Hydro's
activities and the resultant review processes
with their effects upon schedules, costs and
general effectiveness of Hydro's operations.

"These developments have taken place
principally in the last three or four years and
have altered the order of the criteria by
which a system expansion plan is judged.
For example, system reliability and long-
term product costs have been replaced by
capital availability as the primary concern.
It is clearly evident that, as suggested by
the select committee, the priorities in Hydro's
planning environment have substantially

changed.

"The presently approved system expansion
programme, known as LRF 48, reflects two
cutbacks made during the past year as a
result of constraints imposed by government
directives. The second and more restrictive

of these directives was issued in January of

1976; that cutback, of necessity, was made
hurriedly with time for only very limited

analysis of the effect on the various criteria,

except for capital availability. Although ex-

pansion has been sharply curtailed, load fore-

casts have indicated little change in the steady
growth of power demand. To bridge the gap,
Hydro's conservation programme is being ac-

celerated and given high priority in order to

try and preseve an acceptable level of system

reliability.

"Ontario Hydro has, for many years, pre-

pared extensive analyses as a basis for making
choices among alternative plans. However, the

recent shift in the order of precedence of the

criteria used for judging programme alter-

natives has made analysis much more com-

plicated and difficult. Sophisticated analytical

techniques and masses of information which
have not been either available or needed
before are now required.

"Some of the work related to the study is

already in hand, and the remainder will pro-
ceed as quickly as possible. Because of the

extent of the cutbacks already made and the

lack of experience in North America of such

extensive load-growth reductions as those re-

commended by the select committee, the

study must include an assessment of the

economic and the social effects of changes
in the expansion plan insofar as that is prac-
ticable.

"Ontario Hydro has done some work in this

area and will be able to provide certain data

from reliability studies currently underway.
But the responsibility- for a major portion of

a socio-economic assessment will have to rest

with the government. The study will attempt
to evaluate all the key factors in the produc-
tion and delivery of electric energy under a

range of conditions encompassing all the per-

tinent recommendations of the select com-

mittee. These factors can be grouped broadly
as follows: Resources, including primary en-

ergy supply, system reserve, manpower and

finances; service, including quantity, quality,

price and value; and, finally, community ef-

fects, including economic, social and environ-

mental.

"Specifically, the study must encompass the

following: The socio-economic efiFects of

power system expansion on the Ontario com-

munity, including an assessment of the risk

and resultant impact of excess or deficiency

in system capability; an assessment of the

role of electricity in protecting Ontario's

energy future in relation to the availability

and price of fossil fuels; a definition of a load

plan that includes a programme for conser-

vation and load management together with

an assessment of the probabilities of achieving
different target loads; an analysis of reserve

capacity policy in terms of risk of failure to

supply demand; the effect on the price of

power and the associated value of reliability

to the community; an assessment of avail-

ability, security of supply and cost of primary

energy; the cost and reliability of various
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generation mixes; the financial implications of

system expansion, including the price of elec-

tricity, financial soundness and capital avail-

ability.

"The study will require extensive effort

within Hydro and substantial contributions by
appropriate government ministers. In many
respects it will be developmental and con-

tinuing in nature but only such an approach
can form the necessary ongoing basis for a

proper selection of policies to apply to system

expansion programmes of the future.

"The board believes the study will bring
the many variables and uncertainties into

clearer focus. It is an ambitious objective but
one that the corporation must pursue. Many
of the select committee's recommendations
concern matters of broad policy for your min-

istry and the government to decide. The
Hydro board, however, wishes to offer a com-
ment on one specific recommendation in this

category that related to the establishment of

a select committee as the appropriate public
forum to examine Ontario Hydro's nuclear

commitment.

"There is a clear need to achieve greater

public understanding of the benefits and risks

of nuclear energy but it would hardly seem

appropriate, particularly at this late date, to

exclude the nuclear debate from the broad
mandate given to the royal commission on
electrical power planning. The appointment
of a select committee to review the nuclear

question would, therefore, result in two in-

quiries running parallel and simultaneously.
This would blur rather than clarify the

public's understanding of the issue and the

alternatives.

"We suggest that a better way would be to

await the final report of the royal commission
and see if it meets the need expressed by the

select committee.

[5:45]

"The Hydro board believes that the report
of the select committee represents an im-

portant contribution to the understanding of
the role and place of electricity in the eco-

nomic and social structure of the province.
We ask that you place this response of the
board bef^ore the Legislature when the report
of the select committee is debated." It is

signed on behalf of the board by Robert B.

Taylor.

This I agreed to do, Mr. Speaker, and at

the same time I commended Hydro for the

initiative they have shown. There are a

couple of points there where obviously we
•did not accept the advice entirely, but I

think the initiative shown by Hydro in re-

viewing their system expansion programme
and the elements that go into it is commend-
able and is reflected, in fact, in the number
of the conclusions which the government ar-

rived at and which are included in our

response.

If I may, I also want to take a couple of

minutes to read some other responses that we
had from the private sector, if you will, Which

perhaps will give some indication to hon.

members opposite why we were so reluctant,

without further studies to which the govern-
ment has committed ourselves and Ontario

Hydro, to accept recommendations III-23 and
111-24 as they were written.

The first letter I want to read comes from
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and

Joiners of America. It reads as follows:

"It is predicted that 1,000 construction jobs
will be lost in the very near future owing to

these cutbacks in Hydro construction." That
is cutbacks already put in place. "And, of

course, not only will this affect employment
in the construction industry, but also will

affect employment for people in manufactur-

ing who supply the necessary materials and

equipment for Hydro projects.

"On behalf of the Ontario provincial coun-

cil, I would ask you to give serious reconsid-

eration to the provincial fiscal policies to

enable Ontario Hydro to complete their

planned construction projects as scheduled."

The next letter comes from Mr. Schultz,
the vice-president of Teamsters Union Local
879:

"Should we not continue these programmes
to the utmost of our abilities at this stage, we
will be certainly faced with power shortages

causing brownouts and blackouts to the ex-

tent that industry and the people of our

province, and the country for that matter, will

experience in the near future.

"What we would like to know is whether
or not it is cheaper to lay ofF thousands of
construction and industrial workers and feed
them on welfare roUs or unemployment in-

surance, or is it cheaper to employ these

workers on the worthwhile, needed energy
programmes now under construction and con-

tinuing those aheady slated for construction

and/or production."

The third of these responses came from
the Electrical and Electronic Manufacturers
Association of Canada. I quote again:

"We are totally opposed to this recom-

mendation, which does not recognize the

realities of the current energy situation and
will inevitably lead to disruption of the On-
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tario economy, outward migration of industry
and severe unemployment within 15 years."

And, finally, one from the Canadian Steel

Industries Construction Council:

"We are confident that you recognize the

serious implications of any action tending to

jeopardize the supply of electrical energy,
which has been the keystone in the develop-
ment of Ontario's industrial economy. At a

time when capital investment and employ-
ment are sorely needed, concerns of this kind

create a most unfortunate deterrent to new
investment and expansionary planning."

Obv'iOusly, we have not decided to go back
on the directives given to Ontario Hydro in

the summer of 1975 and in January of this

year. The cuts which have been made and
the delays which have been put in place in

the system expansion programme, will stand.

We have today put forward an amendment
to our amendment—I guess that is really what
it amounts to—which reads as follows and
would replace recommendations III-23 and
III-24:

"That concurrent with Hydro's load man-
agement programme and implementation of

specific peak demand reduction targets for

each of the next 10 years, Hydro develop
a new generation plan which would reduce
its planned growth."

Mr. Speaker, I think the material I have
just read into the record from Hydro and
from outside groups, both in the union move-
ment and in the industries, perhaps gives you
some idea of why we didn't feel we knew
enough, neither on this side of the House
nor on the opposite side, nor for that matter
at the corner of University and College-

Mr. MofiFatt: Just speak for yourself.

Hon. Mr. Timbrel! : —to be able to accept
the kinds of targets that were outlined in

the report of the select committee. We are

prepared to accept and have accepted, as

has Hydro, that we obviously have to do a

great deal of homework in the area of load

management. I commend, for instance, what
the Scarborough PUC has recommended.
The hon. member for Scarborough Centre
(Mr. Drea) has mentioned their proposal,
about which I will be meeting with repre-
sentatives, including, I believe, the chairman,
Mr. Cavanagh, in the next week or 10 days.
This is the kind of thing that we have to know
more about—

Mr. Nixon: What is the member for Scar-

borough Centre smiling about?

Mr. Conway: Let's hear it for the member
for Scarborough Centre. You may get into the

cabinet, Frank.

Mr. Drea: Don't you wish you could?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: —to be able to come
back to the House in the months ahead with

some clear indication of the amounts of

energy that can be reasonably expected to

be controlled through load management.

Mr. Nixon: That's a good boy, Frank.

Mr. Roy: Frank, I hear that Marvin is

going to beat you to the cabinet.

Mr. Nixon: You are going to be Mar\in's

parliamentary assistant.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: There are other factors,

of course, than those mentioned in the letters

or what I've previously said. First of all,

there's the question of load increase. With
all due respect to my friend from York

South (Mr. MacDonald), I want to correct

something that I read in a press release

from his oflBce regarding a speech he gave
in Barrie the other night. If I read that press
release correctly, he was saying that the

use of electricity, particularly industrial, was
down in Ontario this year. In point of fact,

it was up. I read figures into the record

earlier that indicate that it now appears in

1976 the use of primary energy will be up
6.8 per cent.

Mr. MacDonald: It was down in June,
wasn't it?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I don't recall the June
figures. I'm talking alx)ut the whole year. I

do know that in September it was up about
10 per cent. So that, in fact, we have to

take that into account.

Mr. Roy: You are talking ofiF the cuflF now,
are you?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: There is the question
of interconnections. I mentioned that we
have asked Hydro, and they have followed

through, to contact all of the utilities sur-

rounding Ontario and with whom we have
interconnections .

Mr. Conway: Marvin, don't leave Frank.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: The prospect for more
electricity from those jurisdictions—the two

provinces and those states—is not promising.
I mentioned earlier that the contracts which
we have with Manitoba and Quebec run
out in 1977 and we have no assurance that

we will be able to purchase any electricity
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on a firm basis from those jurisdictions after

those dates.

Mr. Roy: You were shot down by the

National Energy Board the other day.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Then there is the ques-
tion of energy conservation and how success-

ful conservation is going to be in terms of

the eflFort which is intensifying in the prov-

ince, not only on the part of the provincial

government but all local utilities and, I'm

pleased to say, many private and public
interest groups in the communities across the

province.

Finally, there is the question of the avail-

ability of other fuels. As I've said so many
times before when reviewing electricity

matters, we have to put it in the context

of the overall energy scene and not view it

in isolation from oil, natural gas and coal

problems and what the prospects are for

the future supplies of those fossil fuels.

Mr. Speaker, I want to correct one thing
which the member for Erie (Mr. Haggerty)
said. He indicated that the problem as he
sees it is due to the fact that the entire On-
tario Hydro system is committed to exports.
The member has now left the House, but I'll

point out to his colleagues or anybody else

who perhaps holds that view, that in point of

fact we in this province have only one firm

power contract for export. It is a 35-megawatt
contract in a system which is now about

17,000 or 18,000 megawatts.
It is true that we export power throughout

the rest of the year but it is on an interrup-
tible basis. We export it when it is available

in our system, when the capacity is surplus
to our system, and we sell it for a profit. This
has been commended year after year by the
Ontario Energy Board in reviewing the On-
tario Hydro rate proposal. In fact, as I recall,
the select committee in its first report even

urged Ontario Hydro to do everything pos-
sible to promote the sale of interruptible

power—I presume that meant to the Ameri-
cans as well as to anybody else that we could
sell it to, even in Canada-^because the profit
from that does flow back into the coffers of

Ontario Hydro and thereby softens their re-

quirements for borrowing and for current
revenues.

Mr. Roy: You are wrong.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, some
members seem to be under the impression-

Mr. Roy: It wasn't correct.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: The hon. member
should read the Energy Board reports of

1975 and 1976 before he says that, okay? I

want to read into the record too—

Mr. Roy: On a point of order, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: A point of order? The
hon. member for Ottawa East.

Mr. Roy: The minister tried to suggest by
some of his comments that we thought the

problem was the exports, and I just want to

correct the record to show that we don't think

that's the problem. We feel that the minister

is the problem.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, the valu-

able contributions of the member for Ottawa
East are always appreciated in this House.

Mr. Drea: He is working for his QC.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: 'If he's working for his

QC, that's a funny way to go albout it.

iMr. Roy: No, I'd have to be a Tory candi-

date to be a QC.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Automatic, automatic.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, I want to

read into the record of the House the terms of

reference of the royal commission on electric

power planning. Mr. Speaker, I have very
little time left, unless you'd like me to go past
6 o'clock until I finish.

These are the terms of reference of the

commission, commonly known as the Porter

commission.

"The royal commission on electric power

planning has been empowered and instructed

to:

"1. Examine the long-range electric power
planning concepts of Ontario Hydro for the

period 1983-93 and beyond and to report
its findings and recommendations to the gov-
ernment so that an approved framework can

be decided upon for Ontario Hydro in plan-

ning and implementing the electrical power
system in the best interests of the people of

Ontario;

2. Inquire comprehensively into Ontario

Hydro's long-range planning programme and
its relation to provincial planning; to domestic,

commercial and industrial utilization of elec-

trical energy; to environmental, energy and
socio-economic factors including, but not

limited to, matters such as electric load

growth, systems reliability, management of

heat discharged from generating stations, in-

terconnecting and power-pooling with neigh-

bouring utilities, export policies, economic
investment policies, land use, general princ-

iples on the siting of generating stations and
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transmission corridors, efficient utilization of

electrical energy and wise management (con-

servation ) of primary energy resources, power
generation tedhnology, security of fuel sup-

plies and operational consideration.

3. Deal primarily with the broader issues

relating to electric power planning and thus

serve to alleviate the need for re-examination

of these issues at subsequent hearings of

other hearing bodies on specific details such

as siting, rates, etc.

4, Consider and report on a priority basis

on the need for a north channel generating

station; a second 500 kv line from Bruce; a

500 kv supply to Kitchener; a 500 kv line

from Nanticoke to London; a 500 kv line in

the Ottawa-Cornwall area; and other projects
as mav be directed by the Lieutenant Gov-
ernor in Council."

I should also tell you that the membership
rf the royal commission is rather broad. We
have a physicist, an economist, a journalist,
a farmer—and only one engineer.

I oflFer the terms of reference and these

comments on the makeup of the commission
in response to some of the comments made
earlier that perhaps the government was
somehow trying to avoid the nuclear issue.

In point of fact, since the royal commission
was appointed I have, as have other minis-
ters of the government, madte it clear that

one of the primary questions to which they
must address themselves is this of nuclear

power. They also must avail themselves to

the people around the province and there's

probably no royal commission which has

travelled more broadly and into more diverse

communities than has the royal commission
on electric power planning.

One member suggested that they only
listen to experts. The royal commission, it is

true, has heard from experts but they are

listening to the people. If you would attend

any of their hearings—be they in Kingston,
in Ottawa, in the far north, in Toronto, in

London, in Kitchener, wherever—they are

listening to the people.

They advertise broadly and invite individ-
uals as well as organized groups to submit
their positions. But not just that—if they have

nothing more to submit than a question, a

concern, they want to hear those too. But
they are listening to the people.

Mr. Warner: Was your speech writer from
northwestern Ontario?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: The concern that was
outlined in the earlier position on the ques-
tion of a nuclear select committee is re-

flected in the amendment put to you today.
It is that we would like to see the royal
commission finish its work. We would like

to see the commission, in an unfettered way,
probe deeper into the question of nuclear

power as part of the broad question of elec-

trical energy as outlined in section 3 of the

terms of reference, and to present to the

assembly and to the government a report
that embraces all of the factors which come
into it.

The member for Timiskaming (Mr. Bain)
said that nuclear waste has been dumped in

oceans. I take it that he is suggesting that

nuclear fuel has been dumped in oceans. If

he knows of some I wish he would tell me.
I know of no instance where that has ever

happened.

He talked about the nuclear waste issue.

Unquestionably that's one of the things that

Porter has to look at as well. If he would
read what he has put out on the question
of the review of nuclear power he will see

that that is front and centre.

He suggests that Candu reactors are like

bombs. If he would read the literature, if

he would talk to people like Professor

Trainor at the University of Toronto, whom
I know very well as my school board trustee

and who is a member of your party. He
will tell you that that is wrong, that that is

impossible.

Mr. Bain: Can you guarantee they wiU
never blow up? You can guarantee that?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I guarantee I will fin-

ish in about five minutes.

On the question of alternative energy
sources and conservation, the hon. member
for Erie talked about a position paper of

AMPCO. I want to tell him that in the two

years that I have been Minister of Energy I

have been consistently trying to get out of

AMPCO some commitment to conser\'ation

and to the greater use of interruptible power.
I've had lots of letters from them but at no

point have they ever specifically answered

my request for a position. Really, when one
reads that letter one must put it in the

proper context that they have not come for-

ward with any sx>ecific recommendations on

what can be done.

[6:00]

Then there's the question of James Bay.
There again, I have to say that with wh^'
I know about the potential for the Albany
River, with what I know at this point about
the cost associated with getting power out

of the Albany River, I could not recommend
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to my colleagues in the government that any-

thing be done with it in teims of a hydro-
electric development.

The whole question of hydro-eleotric de-

velopment, the potential, is in the hands of

the royal commission. That is again a spe-
cific question to which they must addrc-

themselves and advise the government and
this assembly. What is the potential? At this

point I'm advised that we have tapped every

economically feasible hydraulic site in the

province of Ontario. At this point in tim-^

there is not another site sufficiently large to

be useful to the system, sufficiently economic
to be considered.

I'm glad the member for Erie has returned

on the question of exports, because we were

interrupted by a frivolous interjection by a

member from Ottawa. I want to repeat, now
that he's back in the House, that the expo'-t

of power is not one of the underlying prin-

ciples or goals of the expansion of the On-
tario Hydro system. It is not now; it has

never been; it will never be. We do ex-

port power but on an interruptible basis.

Mr. Haggerty: They are competing wi^h

Hydro-Quebec.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I want to put into the

record some figures. There has been some dis-

cussion which has been perhaps a little bit oflF

target.

Mr. Roy: Why don't you table them? They
are not very interesting.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: People have been com-

paring the various fuels which are used to

generate electricity and the cost of them. I

want^ to read into the record the cost figures
for four sources of electricity, namely urani-

um, coal, oil and gas. This includes all capital
costs.

At Pickering the co'Jt of power is eight
mills. At Lansing, which is coal, the cost of

power is 13 mills. At Lennox, which is oil and
one of the newest plants in the system, the
cost of power is 15 mills. At Heam, which is

one of tbe older plants and which is natural

gas, the cost of power is 16 mills.

Mr. Haggerty: Give us the cost of the
Adam Beck station.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: These are the kinds of

things I think we have to consider along with
the other issues of safety, the waste problem
and everything that goes into the nuclear

question.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, to con-

clude, a great deal-

Mr. Conway: Here comes the judge.

An hon. member: He is right.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: —has been said about
the first recommendation of the select com-
mittee which, for the benefit of the House,
I'll reread: "The Ontario government develop
and clearly articulate government policy to-

wards Ontario Hydro."
I think if we look at the 70-year history of

Ontario Hydro this really has been taken as

given by the various governments which have,
first of all, established and then worked with
and related to Ontario Hydro for these past
70 years.

Hydro has gone through several eras. First

there was the Sir Adam Beck era until his

death in 1926 I think. I can't remember the

name of the next chairman but through the

years of the 1930s, of the problems with the

contracts with Quebec, and finally in the—

Hon. Mr. Davis: Don't overlook the vice-

chairman.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I was coming to you.

Finally in the 1940s there were the decisions

of the provincial government to go through a

programme of rural electrification and, fol-

lowing on that, the decision to convert to 60-

cycle power in the province. Hydro has seen
a number of eras in its history.

If we are not into a new era we are enter-

ing one with the new demands on Ontario

Hydro; with the capital crunch, as my friend

from York South Hkes to call it; with the

demand from society indeed from govern-
ment, that more be done to control demand
and not just concentrate on supply. Hydro is

entering a new era.

Last week my friend from Carleton (Ms.

Gigantes) talked about the need to rattle On-
tario Hydro. I hope that when she has a

chance to read in Hansard the letter from the

chairman of Hydro she will realize that isn't

necessary. We have in the person of the

chairman of Hydro, in the persons of the

board of Hydro and in the senior manage-
ment—some of whom are in the House today
in the Speaker's gallery—some of the finest

people in the electrical utility business in

North America, They will and they do res-

pond to government directive.

Hon. Mr. Davis: It is the envy of every
public utility in North America.

Interjection. Mr. Roy: You are funny.
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Hon Mr. Timbrell: Under The Power Cor-

poration Act, there are about 24 or 25 cate-

gories of activity of Ontario Hydro for which

they must come to government for permission.
These include, of course, borrowing and capi-
tal works and a number of others.

Mr. Speaker, if you consider the changes
in The Power Corporation Act in the last

three years, if you consider, sir, the introduc-

tion of The Ministry of Energy Act, if you
consider the amendments to The Ontario

Energy Board Act with the provisions for

rate review, then you will see, sir, that what

we have done is to bring Ontario Hydro into

this new era.

I would say to the member for York South

that the work that has been done by his

select committee has been unquestionably in-

valuable, invaluable in airing a number of

issues and in assisting Hydro and the gov-
ernment in establishing what this new direc-

tion is going to be.

I want also, Mr. Speaker, if I may, to

table today with you the submission made

by my ministry to the royal commission in

Julv. 1976, that deals with the relationship

of Hydro to government, and clearly sets out

who is responsible for what, and what are

the processes for development of new policy
direction.

Mr. Conway: Have you read Nelles?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Yes, I have as a mat-

ter of fact. Not a bad book; a little out of

date, but not a bad book.

Mr. Conway: How about the conclusion?

Mr. Roy: Give us a prepared statement on

that.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. We
are into overtime now. Will you allow the

minister to complete his remarks?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Thank you, Mr. Speak-
er. I want to, in conclusion, thank again the

select committee but also to thank my staff

in the Ministry of Energy-

Mr. Roy: Yes, I think you should too. You
haven't said one original word all evening.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: —who have worked so

diligently in following up, not only during
the time of the life of the select cojnmittee—

Interjection.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: —but since the select

committee stood down, in assisting me in

developing the responses to the recommen-
dations of the—

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Will the members
from the Ottawa region stop being mis-

chievous?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Well said, Mr. Speaker,
well said.

Mr. Drea: Don't splutter, Albert, speak.

Mr. Roy: You are much too restrictive in

scope there, Mr. Speaker.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, I want to

just perhaps say this—that I look forward to

the next year or two working with the—

Mr. Conway: I bet.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Yes, I do, as a piatter

of fact.

Hon. Mr. Davis: As Minister of Energy too.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: And I will tell you
something. I will tell you something. In a

couple of years' time, I will even get you a

ticket for the Speaker's gallery. I will be

glad to do it for you because it is going to

be-

Mr. Conway: You are going to have to be

modern if you want to advance.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: —an exciting time.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. Will

the minister address his remarks through the

Chair and ignore the interjections?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, I will

come to you to get the ticket for him for

your gallery. I want to say this, Mr. Speaker,
that the next couple of years in the energy
field are going to be even more exciting than

those we have just come through. There is

so much changing in the area of energy

policy, not just electricity but all forms of

energy. The demand for conservation; the

de;nand for load-growth control—whatever

euphemism you want to use; the demands on

members of this House, not just on whoever

happens to be Minister of Energy, are going
to be tremendous—in setting examples and

giving leadership in every community of

this province. This is a good beginning. I

look forward to working with it even more.

iResolution as amended, conciured in.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, before mov-

ing the adjournment of the House, I would
indicate that we are meeting tomorrow after-

noon, and we will engage in some more

budget debate.

On motion by Hon. Mr. Welch, the House

adjourned at 6:10 p.m.
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The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

Mr. Speaker: Statements by the ministry.

REPORT ON NAME CHANGES

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr, Speaker, I am
pleased to present to the House today the re-

port of the Ontario Law Reform Commission
on changes of name.

As the commission states, "few things in

life are as personal or as significant as one's

name." The commiss'ion has endeavoured to

suggest practical reforms for the provincial
law concerning names and changing names,

shaping the law to bring it into greater har-

mony with the values and needs of contem-

porary Ontario. Indeed, the recommendations
of the commission are in large part based on
the responses to a study paper widely circu-

lated to the public by the commission.

The recommendations of the commission
have two maior thrusts. The first, which is

perhaps of greatest interest, is directed to-

ward the delicate issues of taking a name at

marriage and naming children at birth. With
respect to taking a name at marriage the basic

recommendation is that upon marriage each

spouse may choose a surname which may be
the person's own surname before marriage or

the surname of the person's spouse alone or
a hyphenated combination of both surnames.

Mr. Renwick: In what order?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: With respect to nam-

ing children at birth the commission recom-
mends that a married couple-

Mr. Cassidy: Why limit the alternatives?

Hon. Mr. MdMurtry: -^should be able to

give their children the husband's surname or
the wife's surname or a hyphenated combina-
tion of each spouse's surname.

The second major thrust of the report is

directed toward simplifying the procedures
necessary to effect the change of name if so
desired.

Mr. Gaunt: Just call it the Joe Clark
amendment.
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Hon. Mr. McMurtry: The Ontario Law Re-
form Commission recommends that where a

spouse at some time later wishes to change
the surname which was chosen upon mar-

riage, that spouse should be able to do so

simply by registering the change without a

formal application to court. Where it is stiU

necessary to apply to the court for a change
of name, the commission recommends that

the procedures be simplified, made more in-

formal and less expensive. For example, the

commission proposes that the change of name
anplications be heard in the provincial court,
the family division thereof; that a formal hear-

ing need not be held in all cases; that the
number of documents filed be greatly re-

duced; and advertising the change of name
be required only in exceptional cases.

I assure you that my colleagues and I will

give this report the serious consideration it

deserves;

EXPROPRIATION ORDER

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, on
October 20, 1976, the Lieutenant Governor
in Council directed, by an order in council,
the expropriation of certain properties made
pursuant to section 6(3) of The Expropriations
Act.

Under section 6(5) of the same Act, the

Attorney General is required, within 30 days
after the commencement of each session of

the legislative assembly, to lay before the

assembly a copy of each order made thereto-

fore under subsection (3).

Pursuant to this subsection, I will now
table the only order in coimcil passed prior
to this session of the House.

ROYAL AGRICULTURAL
WINTER FAIR

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, I want to

remind the House that the Royal Agricultural
Winter Fair opens Friday, November 12, at

Exhibition Place and runs until Saturday,
November 20.

Mr. Peterson: What class are you In?

Mr. Cunningham: Do you have a booth?
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Hon. W. Newman: Be careful now.

The Royal has grown bigger and better

every year since 1922. It is not only rural

Ontario's most prestigious annual judging
event but also a truly national show window
for the best in agriculture across Canada.
The 27 acres of exhibits range from cham-

pionship livestock through flower shows to

the cream of all our farm crops.

I hope all members will attend the fair at

least once to brush up on some of the finer

points of agriculture and see wh^ our

farmers have earned world-wide esteem for

raising everything from Aberdeen Angus to

zucchini.

An hon. member: Do you have a recipe?

Hon. W. Newman: If I'm not in the Legis-
lature every day next week, you'll know
where to find me, Mr. Speaker. I'll see you
at the Royal.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Mr. Eaton: You fellows want to go down
there; you might learn something.

Mr. Speaker: Oral questions.

acceptable settlement but never more than

was on the table previously? Is he prepared
to talk to the public health boards and to

suggest to them that since two weeks will

have passed by next Monday, after the

holiday, they have a responsibility to sit

down to attempt to find a resolution to this

very difficult problem?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, as I said

some few days ago, prior to the Minister of

Health enunciating very clearly the position
of the government, I would not reject this

possibihty. I would like to see, in the next

week or so, if some of these matters cannot
be resolved and I would be delighted to

comment in the House later on next week.

Mr. Deans: May I ask—the Premier says
he would like to see it resolved in the next

week or so and he's going to comment next

week—what is he going to comment on next

week that will have occurred if he's going to

wait a week or so for it to happen?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I would
comment on the suggestion of the acting
Leader of the Opposition, it is a question
as to whether or not a meeting of the boards
with me would serve any useful purpose.

PUBLIC HEALTH NURSES

Mr. Deans: Mr. Speaker, I have a ques-
tion for the Minister of Labour. Can the

Minister of Labour indicate whether there

have been any negotiations commenced be-

tween the public health boards and the

nurses' association after the most generous
offer of the Minister of Health (Mr. F. S.

Miller) last week?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I am
not sure that up to this date negotiations
have recommenced in any situation but on
the day the announcement was made by my
colleague, the Minister of Health, the director

of conciliation and mediation services in the

ministry immediately contacted both parties
to make them aware again of our willing-

ness—indeed, our eagerness—to assist them
to come to an agreed upon settlement which
we felt was now particularly possible in the

light of the improvements announced by the
Minister of Health.

Mr. Deans: Thank you. I wonder if I

can ask the Premier in regard to this same
matter: Is the Premier now in a position to

contact the public health boards, given that
his government has made the money avail-

able to effect what may or may not be an

MANPOWER POLICY

Mr. Deai^: I have another question for

the Minister of Laboiu: in her capacity as

the minister in charge of manpower policy.
Would she be able to tell the House today
what wide range of policies have come forth

from her ministry as a result of her respon-
sibilities for manpower policy which might
be applicable, given the increasing and rising

unemployment figures in the province of

Ontario?

Hon. B. Stephenson: No, Mr. Speaker, I

would not be prepared to make that state-

ment today. That programme is in the pro-
cess of being developed actively within the

Ontario Manpower Co-ordinating Committee.
I'm sure that as soon as the deliberations

are completed I will be making that state-

ment.

Mr. Deans: Would the minister agree with
me that there has been a minister in charge
of manpower policy now for at least three

years and to this date not one single policy
statement has come forth with regard to the

creation of jobs? Is there a job, any job,

in the province of Ontario which the minister

can identify as having come about as a result

of the manpower policy efforts?
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Mr. Breithaupt: Just the ministers.

Hon. B. Stephenjson: Mr. Speaker, I'm sure

the hon. member opposite is presenting his

point of view very clearly. I shall verify that

as a result of going through the past delib-

erations of that conraiittee. I have not been

responsible for it for that length of time-

Mr. Deans: No, but there has been—

Hon. B. Stephenson: —but the develop-

ment of that policy is part of the programme
of the committee this year.

Mr. Deans: A final supplementary: Does
the minister anticipate that there may be

some kind of policy statement emanating
from the ministry some time before the end

of this year to show what we could expect

in the way of initiatives from the govern-
ment with regard to the creation of much-
needed jobs, whether in the private or the

public sector, in the province of Ontario?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Northwestern Ontario

too?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, there

has been a good deal of encouragement on

the part of this government within the pri-

vate sector toward the development of em-

ployment opportunities in the province.

Mr. Deans: Tell me about them.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I will try, hopefully
before the end of this year, to present the

policy position as developed by the Ontario

Manpower Co-ordinating Committee.

TEACHER'S PENSION

Mr. Deans: I have a question of the

Minister of Education. Is the Minister of

Education aware of the situation with regard
to Mrs. Merle Shepley and the difficulty she

had over the receipt of her pension, which

appears to be a miscarriage of justice? Would
the minisiter be prepared to intervene per-

sonally to assure this lady that her pension
will be paid?

Hon. Mr. Wells: Mr. Speaker, I am aware
of this case and I am presently studying it.

I'm not prepared to say what the remedy
should be in this case, except to point out
that as far as I can ascertain at this minute
all the provisions of The Teachers' Super-
annuation Act and the regulations for which
the superannuation commission is given the

responsibility of administering were carried

out in this particular case. It may be that if

any remedy is to be effected, changes in the

Act or regulations would have to be made.

That's presently what I'm looking at and
I'm not prepared to say what we will do in

this case at this time.

Mr. Deans: By way of supplementary,
would the minister agree that since he has

reviewed the case, at least to some extent,

that it's a pretty large penalty to pay for

one very small mistake or misunderstanding
of the regulations?

Hon. Mr. Wells: I'd like to have my friend

look at all the information before I agree to

what he's said and before he arrives at that

conclusion.

RENT REVIEW

Mr. Deans: I have one final question for

the Minister of Consumer and Commercial
Relations: Am I to assume that it would not

be the minister's wish that there be a further

large number of applications before the rent

review commission if it were unnecessary
and would therefore cause delays in the ad-

ministration?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, I

don't quite follow the hon. member's ques-
tion. Perhaps he'd rephrase it.

Mr. Deans: Let me try it again. Would the

minister agree with me that it would be in

the best interests of everyone if the law

were clarified with regard to the termination

date of the legislation, with the effects now
being felt and the pressure now being put
on by certain landlords in an attempt to get

six-month leases or less, which will terminate

at the end of July next year?

Hon. Mi*. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, first

of all the termination date is in the legisla-

tion. It's as clear as it could possibly be.

Mr. Deans: Not in this one.

[2:15]

Hon. Mr. Handleman: I can state it again
-it's July 31, 1977. The amendments which

were brought in earlier this year indicate

quite clearly that any increase of eight per
cent or more authorized by a rent review

officer has status for 12 months from the

time the rent review officer issues his order,

or from the time there is a voluntary accept-
ance on the part of the tenant if it's an eight

per cent rent increase. Six-month leases

would have no status whatsoever regardless

of the futiure of the Act, simply because the

order extends for 12 months.
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Mr. Deans: By way of a supplementary

question, that's not what the regulation says,

and that's what worries me. The regulation
deals only, as I understand it, with orders

of the-

Mr. Speaker: Is there a question?

Mr. Deans: Am I correct in my under-

standing that the regulation deals only with

orders of the rent review officer?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: No, Mr. Speaker,
that's not correct. The amendments which
were brought in this year—not the original

legislation but new amendments—make it

quite clear that there is one increase in any
12-month period, regardless of the status

or length of the lease.

Mr. Cassidy: Does the minister not agree
there is need for clarification when land-

lords are clearly intending to raise their rents

by eight per cent now and then eight per
cent after July 31, when the rent review

commission will no longer exist in order to

give protection to the tenants? What pro-
tection does the government intend to offer

and how soon does the government intend to

announce its intentions about the extension

of rent review?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, first of

all, I don't know how much clearer it could

be, and I have just clarified it. I don't know
that any further protection is needed. No-

body can increase their rent eight per cent

now and eight per cent six months from now.
The Act does not permit it. That's where
the protection lies.

As I responded to the hon. member's leader

previously, when there is going to be any
announcement as to government policy with

regard to the future of the rent programme,
it will be made in the usual way.

Mr. Cassidy: After July 31 next year, who
will protect the tenants when they face

another rent increase and there's no rent

review officer around to help them?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Not you, Mike.

Mr. Hodgson: They are going to raise yoinr

rent, Mike.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, the

law will protect the tenants.

LAND SPECULATION
TAX EXEMPTION

Mr. S. Smith: Mr. Speaker, a question
for the Minister of Revenue: Can the minister

explain to the House what the reason was

for the order in council which exempted
Ronto Investments from having to pay land

speculation tax on a deal where, it's my under-

standing, they made a very rapid profit of $10
million on land which they bought from a

farmer and sold to Wimpey Homes without

having made any improvement on the land

other than a plan of subdivision? What is

the reason for this order in council exempting
them from that land speculation tax?

Hon. Mr. Meen: Mr. Speaker, that was
made some months ago. I'll have to refresh

my memory on it and I'll report back

to the House in due course.

Mr. Cassidy: You'd better make up a

good one.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
would the minister not agree that on the

face of it his original explanation, which was
that Wimpey would build homes, has no

application at all since it's not Wimpey that

was exempted from the tax but rather the

middle man?

Hon. Mr. Meen: No, I won't agree with

that, Mr. Speaker. The whole situation is

quite complex and it involves quite a number
of facets, and I think the House deserves a

more complete report than I would be able

to give in an off-the-cuff answer to the hon.

meml^er at the moment.

CORE CURRICULUM

Mr. S. Smith: A question of the Minister

of Education: Now that a memorandum
from his ministry confirms that the core

curriculum changes, however modest they

might be, are not in fact going to take place

except for students who enter the system

starting next year, can the minister explain

why those students presently in the system
will not receive the benefit of this same
modest improvement?

Hon. Mr. Wells: Mr. Speaker, of course,

the students within the system are receiving

a very excellent programme now.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Wells: To suggest there's some-

thing wrong with the programme that's

going on now begs the question.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Ask the member for

Kitchener-Wilmot (Mr. Sweeney); he helped
with it.

Hon. Mr. Wells: The fact really remains

that, as I'm sure the hon. member has
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preached many times on the platform in this

House-

Mr. Nixon: You were converted, you were
converted.

Hon. Mr. Wells: —and many others have,
it's a little unfair to change the rules on

people halfway through the game-

Mr. Conway: Especially when they can't

read.

Hon. Mr. Wells: And on reflection it was
felt that students who began school should

have the requirements for their diploma as

they were when they entered school.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Wells: I might tell my friend,
because he tends to miss some of the sig-

nificant things of our programme, which has

only incidentally been partially unfolded as

yet and which will have much more sub-
stance-

Mr. S. Smith: How much can you do in

one day?

Mr. Breithaupt: It is about time.

Hon. Mr. Wells: —and credibility than
the document that I read from the Liberal

Party-

Mr. Eakins: You were converted on a day's
notice.

Hon. Mr. Wells: —which is a very weak
document indeed.

An hen. member: You must have written
it yourself.

Mr. S. Smith: What you took out of it

was weak.

Hon. Mr. Wells: The key is not only the
core subjects that will be taken but the in-

stitution of a core curriculum in subjects that
are being taken. This, of comrse, will benefit

those students presently in school and operat-
ing under the old regulations until they
finish their graduation, as well as those who
begin school next September.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
could the minister explain to me, if some-

thing is of sufficient substance to issue a
memorandum outlining the credits that will

be required starting next year, if the thing
is worth doing at all why the present students
are not given the same benefit?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Wait till you get some
children in the system. You will find out just
how complicated it is.

Mr. Peterson: That is because you made
it complicated.

Mr. S. Smith: Why is it that the students

presently in school would, in fact, find them-
selves possibly without these basic subjects?

What harm could possibly be done by
asking them to take these subjects now? At
least phase it in. What harm could be
done?

Hon. Mr. Wells: Mr. Speaker, I will tell

you this is a fact, and I will guarantee it,

that no harm is being done. I have repeated
these figures time and time again, and the

former Leader of the Opposition-

Mr. Bain: The former official opposition.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —who had far more knowl-

edge.

Mr. S. Smith: Can we revert to statements?

Hon. Mr. Wells: —really continues to not
believe these subjects. If he reads the state-

ment he'll know we are instituting the core

programme because we want to take no
chances.

Mr. S. Smith: Why take chances with the

ones who are there now?

Hon. Mr. Wells: I want to tell my friend

that 100 per cent of the people in grades
nine and 10 at the present time are taking
English, 100 per cent are taking mathematics-

Mr. S. Smith: They may take it but they
can't spell it.

Hon. Mr. Wells: —89 per cent are taking
science and over 60 per cent are taking

geography at the present time.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You are being hard on
the teachers, you know.

Hon. Mr. Wells: So that really, to suggest
that by not making these rules apply to those

in the system, is a very fatuous argument.
I think he can come up with something a

little more constructive than that.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I am going
to point out that the interjections have not

added to the tenor of the question and answer

period and—
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Mr. S. Smith: Point that out to the Premier
as well, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We request
that they be kept to a minimum of zero,

please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Is there something less

than that?

Mr. Speaker: I hope so. The hon. member
for Kitchener-Wilmot with a supplementary.

Mr. Sweeney: We appreciate the fact that
100 per cent of the grade nine and 10
students are taking English, but the question
is are they taking the kind of English that
the minister had to define in his press release
of Oct. 6? That's the sincere question.

An hon. member: Right on.

Hon. Mr. Wells: Mr. Speaker, my friend
needs a course in listening, because just about
two minutes ago—

Mr. Kerrio: You need a course in teaching.

An hon. member: No, in English.

An hon. member: Do you really know
what you are doing over there?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Wells: -I said the other most
important part of our statement was the in-

stitution of a core in the programmes that
will be taught. The students presently in the
system taking English will be the beneficiaries
of that kind of reinstitution of something
into the system-

Mr. S. Smith: Oh, you are changing the
rules in the middle.

Hon. Mr. Wells: —just as the new ones,
because that kind of core will be present in
the courses that those people will be taking
also.

Mr. Nixon: He is a kind of ageing Dennis
Timbrell.

Hon. Mr. Wells: I can't beheve that the
hon. member wants to change the rules for
kids already in school insofar as their require-
ments for their diplomas.

Mr. S. Smith: Can't have it both ways.

Hon. Mr. Davis: That is what you think.

Mr. Ferris: Supplementary: Could the min-
ister state to us, because there seems to be
some confusion among the people who are

administering the system, if in fact there are

core ciuTiculum courses and if students do
not pass them, will they still qualify for their

high sohool diploma or will there be any de-

gradation or change in what is actually given
to recognize what that degree is?

Hon. Mr. Wells: No; that is a rather silly

question because—

Mr. Breithaupt: Try to answer it.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Wells: It's a rather silly question
because certainly if there are requirements for

their graduation diplomas, certainly they have
to pass them. Where did the hon. member
ever get the idea that they didn't?

Mr. Breithaupt: They don't have to pass
them; they just have to grow through them.

Mr. S. Smith: Where did we get that idea?

Oh, my goodness.

U.S. VISITORS TO ONTARIO

Mr. S. Smith: A question of the Minister of

Industry and Tourism: Is the minister aware
of the decline in the number of visitors to

Ontario from the United States, which this

year dechned by 11.2 per cent? And before
he tells me it is due to the bicentennial, is he
aware that this is a trend which has now gone
on for three years? If he is aware of that,

what action is his ministry planning to reverse

that trend?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Mr. Speaker, yes, I think

I have admitted on more than one occasion

that we are aware of the fact there has been
a downtrend in the number of toiuists coming
from the United States into Canada. That is

a general situation, not only in the province
of Ontario but indeed in all 10 provinces,
with Ontario hkely having the smallest de-
crease in that tourist traffic.

We continue to try to boost the American
market with better advertising and advertis-

ing located in the markets which we think

have the greatest potential for us. Later on,

early in the month of December, we shall be

meeting again with the federal authorities to

discuss their advertising programme in the

United States and how we can co-ordinate the

provincial advertising programmes, by which
we hope we will be able to secinre a greater

percentage of American flow back into this

country. While we admit there were some

shortcomings in the marketplace this current

year, we believe there's a potential for getting
it back to Canada.
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Mr. Peterson: Have you thought of a

change of government to attract tourists?

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
can the minister confirm that the executive

director within his ministry has been assisting
in petitioning the Treasurer's (Mr. McKeough)
office for special consideration with regard to

the tourist industry; and can he tell us wheth-
er he's had any success?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Yes, we have had a

great deal of success in dealing with the

Treasurer-

Mr. Peterson: You are the only ones.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: —because When we in-

dicated to him the trend of the tourist market
in the current year and that we felt there

was some need for special advertising pro-

grammes, particularly in the northern United
States-

Mr. Conway: Is your picture still on Times

Square?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: —I would say that my
colleagues in cabinet, including the Treasur-

er, agreed with the extra allocation of funds
that would allow us to run a special pro-

gramme, which has turned the percentage
upwards.

Mr. Breithaupt: Visit Chatham.

Mr. Samis: Supplementary: Since one of

the major complaints of American tourists

seems to be the excessive cost of gasoline,
and since Highway 401 is one of the major
routes for tourists in Ontario-

Mr. Breithaupt: It is a Jack Spence ques-
tion.

Mr. Samis: —can the minister tell us what
pressure he has exercised on his colleague
to try to do something about that situation?

Mr. Breithaupt: Talk to the member for

Kent-Elgin (Mr. Spence).

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Yes, it is with great

pleasure that I say to the House we have
had a tremendous amount of success in deal-

ing with the Minister of Transportation and
Communications (Mr. Snow) and in the re-

negotiation of the contracts with the major
oil companies along Highway 401 and the

major highways coming in from the United
States.

But let me remind this House, particularly
the third pai^y, that their friends in Ottawa
addfed 10 cents per gallon to the cost of

gasoline, which was another de^terrent to the
tourist industry.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Your friends.

Mr. S. Smith: Your tax is 19 cents.

Mr. Nixon: You are setting a new record.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Let's get on

with the question period.

Mr. Yakabuski: Supplementary: The minis-

ter, ini answering the original question,
mentioned there was consultation going on

with Ottawa with regard to tourist promotion
in this province. Is he aware that in a recent

ski magazine, which outlined various skiing
locations in Canada, mainly in the province
of Quebec-^but I might mention that Mus-
koka was mentioned too—Calabogie Peaks,

only 60 miles from the capital, was not men-
tioned in that ad whatsover?

Mr. Nixon: Is that near Killaloe?

Some hon. members: Shame!

Mr. Breithaupt: Resign. Resign!

Mr. Cassidy: You are losing eastern On-
tario.

An hon. member: Is there no answer?

Apparently there is no answer.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

COMPULSORY STERILIZATION
OF FEMALE EMPLOYEES

Mr. Breaugh: Mr. Speaker, I have a ques-
tion of the Minister of Health. Now that the

Ontario Human Rights Commission has made
the rather shocking recommendation to the

Minister of Labour that the compulsory
sterilization of female employee's is probably
legal in Ontario—

Hon. B. Stephenson: What?

Mr. Breaugh: —what will he do in re-

sponse to the letter that was sent to him on
October 27 by Mr. Symons, the chairman

of the Ontario Human Rights Commission?
It says:

"The commissioners were alarmed by the

medical evidence, which appeared to be con-

firmed in vir'tually all the literature examined
on the subject, that exposure to quantities

of lead oxide emissions could lead to fetal

injury. Moreover, medical evidence appear-
ed to indicate that injury to the fetus may
be brought about when either the father or

the mother is exposed to these conditions,

either directly or indirectly—by exposure, for
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example, to the clothing or personal effects

of those working in such conditions—"

Mr. Speaker: I believe the hon. piember
has read enough of it to identify the letter.

Is there a question?

[2:30]

Hon. B. Stephenson: On a point of personal

privilege, the statement made initially by the

hon. member for Oshawa is an interpretation,

I would gather, of the documents released by
the Human Rights Commission. It does not

in any way support the concept of copipul-

sory sterilization and I think that statement

should be withdrawn immediately.

Mr. Breaugh: Excuse me, Mr. Speaker, the

question was directed to the Minister of

Health.

Hon. F. S. Miller: I am not able to answer

it in any detail. I know the matter has been

under study ever since the battery plant was
discussed in the spring and until I see the

results I don't want to compent.

Mr. Breaugh: A .supplementary: Is it the

usuil procedure for the Human Rights Com-
mission to refer things to the minister's

office?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I don't think it's usual.

I think it's the first time.

FARM INCOME STABILIZATION PLAN

Mr. Riddell: Mr. Speaker, a question to

the Minister of Agriculture and Food-

Mr. Sweeney: Get the broom out.

Mr. Riddell: Due to the fact that there's

obvious confusion over the pieaning of actual

costs of production or cash costs in Bill 131,

could the minister indicate to me what items

will be included under cash costs? Will they
include such things as hired labour costs and
interest on operating capital, which we feel

is most essential?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. This bill is on
the order paper for debate—order, please. We
don't want to get into a lengthy question
and answer because it's an item—order, please
—which will be called for consideration, I

presume, in the near future. Does the min-
ister have a short answer, however?

Hon. W. Newman: Do you want a short

answer, Mr. Speaker? The answer is yes to

both parts. They are included in the cash

costs and I can give the jnember a list of

what's included in the cash costs if he likes.

Mr. Lewis: Yes, read the list.

Mr. S. Smith: It is very important,

Hon. W. Newman: All right. I will give
members the short form: taxes and drainage;
seed and seed treatment; fertilizer; sprays;

tractor and machinery—that's operating costs

—crop insurance; hired labour; interest on

operating capital.

Hon. Mr. Davis: If the jnember had done
his homework, he would have had no prob-
lems yesterday, but he didn't do it.

OTTAWA JOURNAL LOCKOUT

Mr. Cassidy: I have a question for the

Minister of Labour, Mr. Speaker.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Ottawa
Centre only. Order, please.

Mr. Cassidy: A question to the Minister of

Labour, Mr. Speaker: Can the minister report
on the lockout situation at the Ottawa

Journal and what the ministry or the govern-
ment is doing to try to bring about a settle-

ment?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Yes, Mr. Speaker.
The hon. piember knows, because I dis-

cussed it with him as late as the end of last

week, that the Ministry of Labour is actively

involved in attempting to bring the two

parties together in this situation. .

Mr. Cassidy: A supplementary: Can the

minister explain why neither the union nor

the management appears to be aware of any
direct contacts between them and Mr. Scott,

or other people in the ministry, on a regular
basis since the lockout began almost two
weeks ago?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I find that an interest-

ing comment. I really wonder from where
the information came to the hon. member. I

shall try to find out the source of the state-

ment he's jnade.

Mr. Cassidy: Is the minister aware that the

Journal has announced today that it intends

to resume negotiations with the pressmen,

stereotypers and mailers and has therefore

clearly stated its intention to try to break the

ITU and leave 85 printers out on the street?

Does the minister consider that is good-faith

bargaining?
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Hon. B. Stephenson: I was not aware that

the Ottawa Journal had made that statement

and I would remind the hon. member that

the union has the opportunity to lay a charge

before the Ontario Labour Relations Board

if it feels that this is an example of bad-faith

bargaining.

Mr. Cassidy: That's no answer at all.

UTDC-ONTC TRAIN DEAL

Mr. Sargent: Mr. Speaker, a question of

the Minister of Transportation and Com-
munications:—

Hon. Mr. Henderson: This is going to be

good.

Mr. Sargent: Will he please tell the House

why he bought trains for the Ontario

Northland Railway from Switzerland while

Amtrak in the United States is buying $10
million worth of LRTs from Montreal, from

Bombardier? If the Yanks can buy from us,

why can't we buy from Canadian firms in-

stead of going to Switzerland? Has the

Premier got a deal on there too?

Mr. S. Smith: He doesn't understand

German.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Snow: I think it is very easy
to explain, although there are several reasons,

perhaps the foremost being that the first two
trains we have purchased will be delivered

April 1 and will be in service by the end
of April. The second two trains will arrive

perhaps in August or September, 1977. We
estimate it would take from three to five

years to obtain delivery of new trains manu-
factured in Canada.

UTDC has purchased four trains for an
amount between $3.7 million and $3.8 mil-

lion delivered here in Canada, whereas the

cost of those four trains made in Quebec
probably would have been considerably over

$20 million.

Mr. Kerrio: Would the minister care to

advise the House how those people who
have those requirements would need that

much lead time that would catch us ordering,
on 50 per cent of the answer he has given,

strictly on lead time?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: What are you talking
about?

Mr. Kerrio: Where is the planning, that is

the question?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: It is delayed by the

member for Nipissing (Mr. R. S. Smith).

Hon. Mr. Snow: First of all let me explain

that, last September I believe, the federal

government put out a request for proposals
to supply new rail passenger equipment for

the service between Quebec City and
Montreal. Those proposals do not come in

until next February or March and jnay be
extended beyond that time. I do not expect
that a decision will be made as to which
trains the federal government will be pur-

chasing until perhaps at least close to a

year from now.

It is my understanding that it will take at

least three years from that time for the new
trains to be designed, finally developed and
constructed. We have looked into the possi-

bility of purchasing new train equipment for

Ontario Northland as part of an order the

federal government might place. Again, as I

stated, if we did that, I don't anticipate we
would have the new equipment for a mini-
mum of three years and it could be as long
as five years.

The particular trains we have purchased
are available and will be used in that five

year interim. My statement, when I an-

nounced the trains, said that we were not

bypassing the possibility of new Canadian

equipment but this equipment would be
utilized in the meantime.

Secondly, I might say it is my understand-

ing, from talking to officials of the railroads—

not only ONTO but CNR and CPR-that
there is no way any Canadian company can

gear up economically to build new rail pas-

senger equipment for less than perhaps 20 or

25 train sets.

How this arrangement which has been
made with Amtrak is being financed I do not
know. Amtrak, as 1 understand it, has entered

into some lease agreement with the Bombar-
dier Company to supply two trains on a trial

basis and the federal government has given a

guarantee that it will buy back those two

trains, for I believe $8.2 million, if after a

couple of years Amtrak isn't satisfied with
them. This is a promotion deal of some kind.

SHABAQUA CORNERS-
THUNDER BAY ROUTE

Mr. Angus: Mr. Speaker, a question of the
Minister of Transportation and Communica-
tions: With reference to the search by his

ministry for a route for a proposed four-lane

divided highway from Shabaqua Corners to

the city of Thunder Bay, could he advise this

House whether press reports originating from
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the staff of the ministry and indicating that

the route has been narrowed down to three
choices are correct? Has it been narrowed
down to three choices?

Hon. Mr. Snow: I will have to look into

that. I can't verify it. I know the selection of

that route is in the public participation proc-
ess. The different alternative routes have been

tabled, there have been public meetings, but
I am certainly not aware of any narrowing
down of the choices. I've not had a recom-
mendation back from my staff as to dropping
of any of the alternatives, which would be
the normal process.

Mr. Angus: Supplementary: Perhaps when
the minister is checking with his staff about
that aspect, could he find out why they are

saying one thing to the press—that is three

routes—and to the municipality of Paipoonge,
during a closed meeting on Tuesday, October

19, they stated they had selected the final

route and would the municipality pass a reso-

lution endorsing that route? Would he check
into that for me, please?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Yes, certainly Mr. Speaker,
I'll check into it. I doubt very much, though,
if my staff are giving different information to

different people.

An hen. member: Do you want to bet?

Hon. Mr. Snow: I want to bet, yes.

'Mr. Foulds: Supplementary: Does the min-
ister not think that it would be wise to hold
off a final choice of any proposed route, or

even the development of the divided high-

way, until his ministry sees what kind of

traffic patterns develop after the upgrading of

Highway 102, especially with the new bridge
over the three railway tracks and the Kaminis-

tikwia River, is completed, to see how that

shifts the traffic patterns in the area and
whether or not that takes off the current load

on Highways 11 and 17?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, first of all,

as I tried to explain a moment ago—obviously
the hon. member doesn't understand—

Mr. Foulds: I understand too well.

Hon. Mr. Snow: We have the public par-

ticipation process going on at this time.

There have been public meetings. The mu-
nicipalities involved are considering the

alternative routes. I'm sure those munic-

ipalities will be putting in resolutions as to

their recommendations. After all this process
has been completed then my staflF from the

northwestern region will be making a recom-

mendation to me as to the selection of a

route.

If I may quote an instance on Highway
17, on anodier section of Highway 17 between

Sudbury and Sault Ste. Marie, where there

were about five routes originally selected, we
did not narrow it down to one route because

the project is some years ahead in the plan-

ning stage, as is Thunder Bay. We did dis-

band three routes and have reserved rights
on two routes. So there are many different

ways of dealing with this particular type
of a planning process.

CABLE TELEVISION SERVICE

Mr. G. I. Miller: Mr. Speaker, I have
a question for the Minister of Housing con-

cerning cable television service to senior

citizens' residences in my riding. Can he

explain to me why cable television is being
refused by Ontario Housing in senior citizens'

residences on Scott Avenue in Simcoe, when
a similar residence on Arthur Street in the

same municipality has cable service installed?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: No, Mr. Speaker, I

cannot explain that. If the hon. member
would have dropped me a note on it I prob-
ably could have had an answer for him

today, but I'll find out.

Mr. Nixon: Is it true you don't like

senior citizens?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. That's not a

supplementary.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: No; I like senior citizens

but you're closer to them than I am.

Mr. Nixon: What did he say?

Mr. Philip: I wonder if the Minister of

Housing can explain why there has been this

continual fight between OHC and the cable

companies that has not been resolved for a

great number of months-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I believe that's

a general question, where the other one was

quite specific. There may be an opportunity
later to ask that separate question.

INFLUENZA VACCINATIONS

Mr. Williams: Mr. Speaker, a question of

the Minister of Health: Now that he has

given the green light to the swine flu

inoculation programme, would he recommend
that all of the members of the House seek
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inoculation; and if so what would be the

procedure to be followed?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, I am
tempted to exclude some members from the

programme. However, since it's been proven
safe, and since the Premier and I, in fact,

are getting our shots right after this question

period-

Mr. Lewis: Are you really?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Yes we are.

Mr. Lewis: You feel you fall within the

generic definition of swine?

Hon. F. S. Miller: HI only speak for myself.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Interjections.

[2:45]

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. F. S. Miller: I might say he and I

are not getting the same type.

Mr. Lewis: I should hope not.

Hon. Mr. Davis: He's older than I am.

Hon. F. S. Miller: Yes, I would recom-
mend that the members get it. In fact, I'd

suggest that if they're back in their riding

they should contact their MOH. I'm quite
sure that if members wanted us to have

something for members—in other words, our
health service within the ministry arrange
it—we could do that and have an inoculation

programme arranged at a specific time for

members of the Legislature.

Mr. Lewis: We could do it during the

private members' hour.

Mr. Sweeney: Is it true that only the swine
flu vaccine is now available?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. That's not

supplementary to the question.

An hon. member: Oh, certainly it is.

Mr. Speaker: You may ask that in a few
moments; we'll get to you. We're wasting
time now.

Mr. Breithaupt: Is it true there hasn't been
a case of swine flu in North America?

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

PREMIER WOODWORKING
Mr. Bounsall: A question of the Minister

of Labour: Would the minister inquire yet

again into the arrangement between the

Workmen's Compensation Board and Premier

Woodworking with respect to the situation

where Premier Woodworking appears to be
firing, rather abruptly and rather roughly in

terms of the firing, those injured workmen
whom they've employed by arrangement with
the Workmen's Compensation Board just

prior to the period at which the subsidy
paid by the Workmen's Compensation Board
to Premier Woodworking terminated?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I learned on Monday
that there was at least a rumour about that

this was happening and I have asked for an

explanation and an investigation by the
board on this matter.

Mr. Lupusella: Is the minister ready,
through the Workmen's Compensation Board,
to reinstate full compensation to those seven

injured workers who were fired by Premier

Woodworking—retroactive to the date on
which they were fired?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I'm sorry, I obviously
did not hear the middle portion of the ques-
tion and I'm not sure which workers the
hon. member was speaking about.

Mr. Lupusella: I'm going to rephrase my
statement by way of a supplementary: Is

the minister ready, through the Workmen's
Compensation Board, to reinstate full com-
pensation to those seven injured workers
who were fired by Premier Woodworking-
retroactive to the date on which they were
fired?

Hon. B. Stephenson: It would be obviously
premature for me to make any statement
about that at all until the investigation of the

problem is completed.

WINTARIO

Mr. B. Newman: I have a question of the
Minister of Culture and Recreation—and by
the way, Mr. Speaker, you bypassed us in the
rotation of asking questions.

Mr. Speaker: No, there was the hon. mem-
ber for Oriole (Mr. Williams), then over here,
and now we're getting to yoiu: party.

Mr. B. Newman: My question of the Min-
ister of Culture and Recreation is: How are

athletic supplies and equipment sent to the

various groups and organizations purchased
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under Wintario? Are these purchases made
on a tender basis in the first instance; and if

they are, who are the prime suppliers?

Hon. Mr. Welch: We've recently altered

the whole procedure. Rather than sending

equipment out in response to those applica-
tions for equipment, we're sending the cash

equivalent and encoiu-aging people to make
their purchases in their own communities
from distributors or retailers in their own
home areas.

Mr. B. Newman: How long has that policy
been in efiFect?

Hon. Mr. Welch: I think is was just cleared

about two or three weeks ago.

Mr. Sargent: Last night.

Interjections.

Mr. B. Newman: In the minister's letter to

me less than a week ago, he made mention
that he was going to change the policy, why
didn't he tell me at that time that he had
changed the policy?

Mr. Nixon: His deputy hadn't told him yet.

Hon. Mr. Welch: All I have shared with
the hon. member is the policy as it is in

answering his question. I take it that he
would support the fact that we are en-

couraging successful recipients to make their

purchases in their home area.

Mr. Bain: Supplementary: Could the min-
ister clarify a situation? Before he made the

change, when one ordered sports supplies
from a supplier were they allowed to sub-

stitute and send a cheaper brand than the

one the minister ordered?

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, if I have
understood the question, prior to this change
in policy we were following procedures which
had been employed for some years by the

office of the athletics commissioner in ac-

tually sending out the equipment. I don't

know that there were any particular con-
cerns with respect to the quality of the

goods sent out—if that is the hon. member's

question.

Mr. Cunningham: A supplementary over
here.

Mr. Bain: If I could clarify the question-

Mr. Speaker: Order. No, I think we'll go
to another supplementary over here. The
member for Huron-Bruce.

Mr. Gaunt: I'd like to know from the min-

ister if the number of requests has increased

substantially since Wintario has assumed this

role?

Hon. Mr. Welch: Unquestionably. It's very

popular.

Mr. Gaunt: To what extent?

Mr. Speaker: A new question here.

DEATH OF
CONSTRUCTION WORKER

Mr. Lupusella: A question to the Minister

of Laboiu:: Is the minister ready to initiate

a full investigation and report to the House

concerning the case of a 46-year-old work-

man, Herlander Santos, who fell 16 storeys

to his death on November 8, 1976, from an

extended loading platform on a building un-

der construction on Yonge Street in North

York?

Hon. B. Stephenson: No, Mr. Speaker, I

am not ready at this point to report to the

House about that matter. The investigation

is not as yet complete and when it is I shall

be pleased to report to the House.

While I'm on my feet, Mr. Speaker, could

I please—

Mr. Lewis: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I'm sorry.

Mr. Lupusella: A supplementary: In view

of the 30 rolls of safety fence which were

being lowered by crane on to the 12-by-18-

foot platform which fell on top of Mr. Santos

on the groimd, can the minister investigate

the safety conditions of the work place where
Mr. Santos was killed?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Yes, Mr. Speaker.

AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE

Mr. O'Neil: A question of the Minister of

Consumer and Commercial Relations: Can
the minister confirm complaints which have

been made to me that deaf persons are

assessed for unduly high car insurance pre-

miums? If this is so what steps does he plan
to take to correct the situation?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: I'm afraid I didn't

hear who the question referred to; I heard

something about high insurance rates. Did he

say dead persons are assessed—
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Mr. S. Smith: Deaf.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Would the hon.

member repeat the question?

Mr. Sweeney: Maybe you have had your
own-

Mr. O'Neil: I would hope that the min-

ister's premium rates are not too high. I'll

repeat the question.

Mr. Speaker: Order. Ask the question,

please.

Mr. O'Neil: Can the piinister confirm a

complaint which has been made to me that

deaf persons are assessed for unduly high
car insurance premiums? If this is so what

steps does he plan to take to correct the

situation?

Mr. Nixon: He read your lips.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Those complaints
have not been conveyed to pie, but I'd be

glad to check into it and reply to the hon.

member at a later date.

Mr. S. Smith: You haven't heard them,
have you?

Mr. Breithaupt: You haven't heard them.

Mr. Speaker: The oral question period has

expired.

POINT OF PRIVILEGE

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

privilege, the Minister of Consumer and
Cornmercial Relations gave an answer which
was not correct according to Bill 60, which
was passed by this House earlier in the year.
Section 5(2)(2a) and (3) of Bill 60 as amended
makes it clear that if a landlord wishes to

charge an eight per cent increase on a lease

beginning in January or February of this

year and then charge another increase after

the expiry of rent control, he has every legal

right to do so under the law as it presently
stands. I would ask the minister to withdraw
the erroneous material he gave to the House.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, my
interpretation of the sections is quite the

opposite of that of the hon. jnember. I'm

prepared to check into it.

Mr. Speaker: Thank you.

Order; this is not a debate. The hon. min-
ister indicated he would check into the

interpretation of the sections.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, I wish to serve

notice that I am dissatisfied with the—

Mr. Speaker: You will give notice in writ-

ing, in the usual way.

Petitions.

Presenting reports.

REPORTS

Hon. Mr. Bennett presented the annual

report of the Ontario Development Corpo-
rations for the fiscal year ending March 31,

1976.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: During the fiscal year
the corporations approved a total of 246
loans and guarantees for $27.4 million. In

addition there has been a marked increase in

the demand for the corporations' advisory
services by spiall businessmen and inventors

across the province.

The businesses assisted represent almost

every facet of secondary manufacturing in the

province with particular attention given to

Canadian-owned ventmres. Highlighting the

fiscal assistance have been the loans approved
under the tourist industry programme and

the Ontario business incentive programme
which together received a total of $16.2
million.

Demands for loans under the export sup-

port programme continued. Advances under

this programme are re-cycled which results

in support for a dollar volume of sales much

greater than the loan amounts authorized.

During the year the corporation achieved

a prixnary objective, which is to encourage
increased economic growth in the northern

and eastern parts of our province. These

areas, which represent 25 per cent of the

province's total population, received 63 per

cent of all the financial assistance provided

by the corporation.
'

Hon. Mr. Bemier: The way it should be.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: The corporations have

once again played an important role in the

area of job creation and retention. It is

estimated that a total of 3,906 new direct

jobs will be established as a result of the

corporations' activities in the fiscal year.

In addition to sending a copy of the

annual report to each member, I am attach-

ing a list of the loans made in their individual

constituencies.
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Mr. Lawlor fropi the standing administra-

tion of justice committee reported the follow-

ing resolution:

Resolved: That supply in the following
amounts and to defray the expenses of the

Ministry of the Attorney General be granted
to Her Majesty for the fiscal year ending
March 31, 1977:

Ministry of the Attorney General

Law officer of the

Crown programme $ 4,398,000

Adpiinistrative
services programme 22,177,000

Guardian and trustee

jservices programme 4,239,000
Crown legal services programjne 11,856,000

Legislative counsel

services programme 502,000
Courts administration programme 62,179,500
Administrative

tribunals prograpime 5,728,000

Mr. Speaker: Motions.

Introduction of bills.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, before call-

ing the orders for today, this might be the

appropriate time to indicate the order of
business for next week.

On Monday we will start with second

reading of Bill 139 and, of course, it being
Monday, at 5 o'clock there will be private
members' hour, when we will take under con-
sideration second reading of private member's
Bill 95. There will be no evening session on
Monday.
On Tuesday, if necessary, we will continue

with second reading of Bill 139 until com-
pleted and then turn to the legislation stand-

ing in the name of the Attorney General (Mr.
McMurtry) dealing with Bills 85, 140 and
141.

Mr. Deans: I would like to raise just one
matter, if I may. Since the government House
leader is putting it on the record, my col-

league the member for Lakeshore (Mr. Law-
lor) has asked me to ask that they not be dealt
with necessarily in that order. He would pre-
fer to deal with Bill 85 last. Is that reason-
able?

Mr. Breithaupt: I thought it was the inten-
tion to debate them in order, but it can be
the way the Attorney General wishes to call

them, I presume.

Mr. Deans: Anyway, my colleague has
asked if it would be possible.

Hon. Mr. Welch: The Attorney General
has no objections. We simply felt that we

would call them in numerical order. If there

is some other order, as long as we deal with
all three of them, that's fine. Are there any
other questions?

Mr. Breithaupt: Mr. Speaker, can we hear
from the Attorney General what the order

then shall be?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, I have
no personal preference whatever. I would like

to accommodate all the parties in the Legis-
lature and I would hope that perhaps the

justice critics for the two opposition parties

perhaps could agree on the order, which I

would be quite happy to live with.

Mr. Breithaupt: Fine. That would be satis-

factory.

Mr. Speaker: Orders of the day.

THIRD READINGS

The following bills were given third read-

ing upon motion:

Bill 130, An Act to amend The Planning
Act.

^

Bill 136, The Corporations Information Act,
1976.

Bill 137, An Act to amend The Business

Corporations Act.

Bill 138, An Act to amend The Corpora-
tions Act.

BUDGET DEBATE
(continued)

Resumption of the adjourned debate on the

amendment to the motion that this House ap-
proves in general the budgetary policy of the

government.

Mr. Nixon: I see that the Treasurer (Mr.

McKeough) is plarming to leave the chamber,
but I'm still delighted to have an opportunity
to bring to your attention, sir, and to those
who will be here in the Legislature, some of

my views having to do with the fiscal and
financial poHcies that have directed the afi^airs

of this province in recent months and to give
my opinions as to what the direction ought to

be in the future.

I feel that the most important and certainly
one of the most interesting documents that is

presented to us is the financial report of the

province of Ontario—not its budget, but in

JFact the accounting of where the moneys are
raised and how they are spent during the

previous fiscal year. The most recent one
came into our hands about a month ago and
it contained some points of interest that I



NOVEMBER 10, 1976 4607

want to use as more or less a structure for

the remarks I want to put before you, sir,

and the other members of the House.

On page 4, I read from the report as fol-

lows:

". . . the province implemented a series of

tax cuts and incentive programmes during
1975. These measures in brief were; a reduc-

tion of the retail siales tax from seven per cent

to five per cent from April 7"—just before the

election—"to December 31, 1975"—just after

the election. I'm interpolating, Mr. Speaker,
for your convenience—"rebating to consumers

the entire sales tax on new cars purchased
from July 7"—just before the election, Mr.

Speaker—"to December 31, 1975"—just after,

and third—"providing a $1,500 grant to first

time home buyers from April 7"—just before

the election—"to December 31, 1975"—just
after. "By the end of 1975 . . . and as of Jan-

uary 1, 1976, the home buyers' grants pro-

gramme ended and the retail sales tax was
returned to seven per cent. The total cost of

these temporary measures is estimated at

$590 million."

That figure of $590 million is an im-

portant one from my point of view, per-

haps more important than for anyone else,

because the taxpayers in the province, and

to some extent the members of the Legis-

lature, are not impressed by the figure of

$590 million. It's almost meaningless. Yet,

sir, I submit to you that this was the cost

of the special programmes brought forward

by the Treasurer to repair what he con-

sidered to be certain political damage suflFer-

ed by the Conservative Party during the

previous month.

I'm sure the instructions given to him

by the Premier (Mr. Davis) were, "Darcy,

you bring in a programme that will win us

votes, and don't worry about the cost." This

was before either the Treasurer or the

Premier had ever heard of retrenchment, and
this $590 million, all of it coming out of

the taxpayers' pockets, was for the payment
of these short programmes which were de-

signed to recoup some of the lost favour of

the provincial Conservative Party. I'm very
much concerned, sir, that the programmes
will be entered into this way and it makes
me feel that the approach the government
has taken since those days in an effort to

cut government costs has been essentially

hypocritical and non-productive in a very
serious way.

I want, sir, to bring to your attention

a further extract from the financial report
of the province of Ontario, and this comes
from page 19:

"The Ontario Land Corporation, established

in March, 1975, received on March 25, 1975,

advances of $320 million to purchase land

for the North Pickering, South Cayuga,
Townsend and Edwardsburgh projects."

Those names might ring a bell with some
members. But $320 million of public funds

has been used to purchase large tracts of

land in various parts of the province which
was supposed to fulfil the planning require-

ments in the long range programme of the

previous Treasurer, the Hon. John White.

Mr. White is no longer a member of this

Legislature. I am sure he is enjoying his

new duties, among them being a lecturer in

economics at the University of Western

Ontario. While the students at that university

no doubt benefit from his experience as

Treasurer we here in this House have to

carry, in my view, a very large burden in-

deed of the errors made in planning in the

areas headed by the former Treasurer and

subsequently supported by the present in-

cumbent.

I want to recall to mind some of the,

let's say programmes, associated with this

$320-million. Pickering new town was to

have been a well serviced community built

in conjunction with the new federal airport

that was to be built in the Pickering area.

The airport, very properly, has been sus-

pended if not abandoned forever but it is

really a bit of a tragedy that the properties

taken for the airport and those taken for

the Pickering new town were bought or ex-

propriated.

Certainly it led to a good deal of heart-

ache for the Minister of Housing (Mr.

Rhodes) and our Ombudsman over the pro-

cedures for payment. That has not been com-

pletely disposed of yet.

The property sits out there and is not

under development. The old homes have

been repaired so that they can be rented out

to people who might make use of them but

here's a large tract of land—actually this was

not John White's programme but the present

Treasurer's programme—which just sits there,

and meanwhile we pay interest on the in-

vestment.

Edwardsburgh is another interesting one in

eastern Ontario. A large tract in Edwards-

burgh township was purchased by the gov-

ernment for an industrial development in that

area. The present member for—

Mr. Conway: Carleton-Grenville (Mr.

Irvine).
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Mr. Nixon: —Carleton-Grenville was not

even consulted by the Minister of Industry
and Tourism (Mr. Bennett) at the time when
he made the announcement. The real tragedy
of it is the member for Carleton-Grenville

was very closely associated with local initia-

tives in purchasing property dovm by the

river in that township. It is served by High-

way 401; it is by the main line of the rail-

way service with easy access to the Seaway.
It is an area which has never developed in

any appropriate way simply because the

province went in without consultation, even
with the local member, and bought this huge
tract of land in the middle of Edwardsburgh
township.

Mr. Breithaupt: I'd say he was betrayed.

Mr. Nixon: I wall tell members it certainly

does seem to be a betrayal because we have

committed a tax fund amounting in total to

$320 million for these purchases I am re-

ferring to. They were entered without con-

sultation, without planning. The property
sits there growing weeds except where the

property has been leased out to local farmers

at very advantageous rates. This is in an area

where every member of this House would
like to see government funds spent for the

appropriate development of local ind'ustry

to provide jobs for the people concerned.

I believe the member for Carleton-Gren-
ville had a good initiative with his local

municipal colleagues in those days in settins;

aside a development for this kind of growth.
When the present Minister of Industry and
Tourism moved in there and made this large

purchase local pllans were simply knocked
into a cocked hat. Nothing has happened
since then. We haven't even been treated to

announcements.

It may be when the election pot gets
heated up a bit in 1977 the government, in

reaction to some public relations poll, vv'll

feel it is time to say something more about
eastern Ontario. Meanwhile our $320 million

sits there.

Interjection.

Mr. Nixon: The hon. member for York
North (Mr. Hodgson) is interjecting. The
hon. member for York North is chairman of a

planning committee for a third new commu-
nity and that is Townsend, in Haldimand-
Norfolk. Haldimand-Norfolk is not very close

to North York but the hon. member, being a

good Tory back-bencher and a fine fellow
all around, we would agree, has been select-

ed by his master, the Minister of Housing,

to go to that area to chair the local planning
committee.

I will tell you, Mr. Speaker, and you might
be interested in this, he's much more accept-
able and personally popular than his pre-
decessor. His predecessor is now the minis-

ter—what the devil does she do? Anyway,
she is presently the member for St. David

(Mrs. Scrivener). She went down there with

a rather autocratic view, representing the

centralized authority of the province of On-

tario, to tell those peasants exactly what they
should have for development.

At least the member for York North knows
how to talk to farmers and local municipal

councillors, but even he is not capable of

serving two masters. When it gets down to

what you call the short strokes, he knows
which side of the bread his butter is on.

Mr. Hodgson: Just wait and see.

Mr. Nixon: He is serving what I consider

the misdirected planning initiatives and in-

vestments taken by both the present Treas-

user and his predecessor.

I want to say something about it because
the members of the House so often simply

ignore the problems that occur in other parts
of Ontario, We are all guilty of that. Perhaps
we think what is happening in our own area

is worthy of more direct attention. I feel this

is an opportimity for me, as the member for

Brant-Oxford-Norfolk, to bring to your atten-

tion just what is happening and what is not

happening in the area of our investment of

$320 million in these lands. I have already
referred to the Pickering new town briefly

and the Edwardsburgh project briefly, both
of which are completely on ice, both of

which receive part of that $320-million in-

vestment and both of which in my view ^^'ere

serious errors of judgement.

Hon. Mr. Irvine: Which you don't know
anything about.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Listen to the interjections.

Mr. Nixon: Now we come to this Towns-
end' situation. Here in the middle of the

former township of Townsend is a propert\
that the government was able to pick up at

the knock-down price of $22 million. In

asking questtions in the House it appears that

John White, who was then Treasurer, almost
made the decision and signed the cheque
himself. Question as we could, we couldn't

find anybody but the Premier who was aware
of the decision to proceed and purchase.

Here is a beautiful agricultural tract. I

have driven through it many times. It is
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in my constituency. It is completely rural

with nothing but maybe one or two rural

country stores in the area. And this is de-

signed for development as a new city. It

wasn't enough that we get that particular
tract of land worth $22 million, but about

five or six miles away the then Treasurer

decided we should have another. Try as I

might, I can think of no justification to buy
an additional tract of land, once again worth

$20 million.

It is true it is reasonably close to the Nan-
ticoke industrial development but, after all,

we already have a new city site that had
been purchased previously. Being the kind of

politician I am, I even tried to think was
there some political advantage in it, and I

could think of none, other than that the

Treasurer was caught up by this vision of

development in Haldimand-Norfolk which

really was not borne out by any statistics or

plan that was developed either by the in-

dustries or the people locally in any sense

whatsoever.

I will tell you, Mr. Speaker, I was not

surprised when about a week ago the re-

gional council of Haldimand-Norfolk passed
a resolution telling the government that they
were not prepared to go forward with the

plan as enunciated by John White and sub-
stantiated by the Treasurer and the Minister
of Housing. The council says that the devel-

opment is premature, and that there are

serviced lots presently on the market-

Mr. Makarchuk: At what price are they?

Mr. Nixon: —to accommodate 30,000 peo-
ple. They feel in their planning procedure
they can find 10,000 lots. The hon. member
for Brantford is interjecting, "At what price?"
He can make his own speech when he wants
to reflect the policies of the New Democratic

Party which call for the ownership of all

land used for development.

Mr. Makarchuk: That is a lot of nonsense.

Mr. Nixon: Oh, yes, Mr. Speaker.

Interjections.

Mr. Makarchuk: What you are doing is

driving up the price?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk has
the floor.

Mr. Nixon: You certainly would be familiar,
Mr. Speaker, with the stand taken by the

New Democratic Party in the last election

calling for the public ownership of all devel-

opable properties within a reasonable range
of the urban areas. I am sure you are also

familiar with the stand calling for the public

ownership of the resource development of

northern Ontario. But that is just a little bit

off the point I wanted to raise here.

Mr. Moffatt: Perhaps the member would
like to move that.

Mr. Foulds: The member is misleading the

House.

Mr. Reed: Any more interjections?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for

Port Arthur will not accuse another member
of misleading the House. He must with-

draw it.

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Speaker, the hon. mem-
ber is in fact mis-stating my party's policy,

and he even mis-states his own party's policy.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: You can challenge

the ruling if you wish, but you cannot debate

it. You wfll withdraw it or I wfll have to ask

you to leave.

[3:15]

Mr. Foulds: Oh, well, I'll withdraw it, Mr.

Speaker, seeing as it's you.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Thank you.

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Speaker, I accept the gra-

cious withdrawal of the hon. member, but

rather than lose the point, which concerns

me so much, the hon. member for Brantford

feels the avaflabflity of serviced housing sites

for 30,000 people in the Haldimand-Norfolk

area does not provide sufficient competition
in the area to keep the prices at a reason-

able level. Really, I wish he could indicate

how we could have serviced lots at no cost

or at a lower cost to the people concerned-

Mr. Makarchuk: They don't need 30,000
serviced lots.

Mr. Nixon: But I'll tell you, Mr. Speaker,
his only knowledge of the area-

Interjection.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order.

Mr. Nixon: I said lots for 30,000 people.

Why don't you get it right, Mac?

You see, Mr. Speaker, the only knowledge
the hon. member for Brantford has of the

area is when he drives from his home on
Dufferin Avenue, which is the elite street in

Brantford, and he drives through the con-
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stituency to use his yacht, which plies Lake
Erie and sometimes even goes into Lake On-
tario, I'm told, on more extended journeys.
So I know how concerned he is that the

capitalist system is keeping so many of the

good things away from him and his family.

I do want to tell you, Mr. Speaker, that by
resolution of the elected council of the re-

gional municipality of Haldimand-Norfolk,
the Minister of Housing has been requested—
and that is a very mild word to use—that the

present plan for the development of the

Townsend new town or city be changed and
that it be postponed at least three years. It's

rather difficult to determine just what the plan
is because when it was first enunciated by
the Treasurer the first houses were to be

ready for occupancy in 1977. Now, that's not
far away.

Mr. Breithaupt: About six weeks.

Mr. Nixon: I think there has been some
internal adjustment, which the member for

York North (Mr. Hodgson) might talk about
if he wants to enter this debate, which has

postponed it one year to 1978. But the local

planning authorities indicate there is consid-

erable confusion in that regard.

The member for York North has moved
into the area as chairman of the local plan-
ning group, and through the Ministry of

Housing they have some very capable people
who have ensconced themselves in a trailer

in this rural area on the edge of the proposed
new town. I've met with these people and

they are very able people indeed. I wouldn't

say they had a conflict of interest, other than

they are committed to the town going for-

ward and will not listen to any reasonable

argument that it is not required at this time.

It's interesting to note that this planning
group, which is presently headed by the
member for York North, commissioned a re-

port from Woods, Gordon. The Woods, Gor-
don report, last June, looked at the plan of the
area and the possibility for local development
and came with a very strong recommendation
that the timetable be revised. They said that
if they go ahead with the present programme,
which involves bringing water from the Nan-
ticoke area up into the new townsite and
another big pipe to take the sewage down to
the lake again, then there is a real possibility
that between $30 million and $40 million of

capital will have been used for the servicing
of that property and there will not be any-
body there who will need to use the serviced
lots.

It's estimated by the local people—and after
all we are all committed to local autonomy;

we are so frequently told this by the Treas-
urer and others, that surely in this area their

judgement must be the directing one. I'm sure
also that the government would not be pre-
pared to go ahead without the appropriate
zoning bylaws that must be enacted by the
local council. In this connection I would say
that if there is anything fair and reasonable
in the approach by the planning authorities

here in Toronto, they will bow to the wis-
dom and judgement of the local authorities.

Haldimand-Norfolk has been constituted as

a region for three years. I understand their

planning complement involves almost 30 pro-
fessional people, their director of planning is

a very competent man indeed, and yet the
whole area is still under minister's plan-
ning orders. One can't get a severance; one
can't get a building permit for a backhouse
unless it has the signature or the intial, pre-
sumably, of the Minister of Housing.

Mr. Breithaupt: Carved on the door.

Mr. Nixon: Perhaps that's so. Right under
the half moon.

Mr. Foulds: Can you get a building permit-

Mr. Nixon: It seems to me that if this

present government is doing anything more
than paying lip service to local autonomy,
this is an area where surely it must bow to

the behest, if not the demands, of the local

people.

We have said from the first that the local

towns in Haldimand-Norfolk, running up into

Brant, have an excellent capacity for further

growth. I have already indicated—this is

questioned by the member for Brantford but
it is the information provided by the plan-
ning experts in Haldimand-Norfolk—that there
are serviced lots which will accommodate
30,000 people.

Mr. Makarchuk: What are the prices of the
houses? What does a house cost?

Mr. Nixon: It is estimated that approxi-
mately 10,000 serviced lots are available in

the area. This means that these communities
—such as Waterford, Delhi, Simcoe, Cayuga,
Caledonia, into Brantford and Scotland—most
of them are presently served by sewage dis-

posal systems which have been built largely
with the assistance of programmes of the pro-
vincial government. They have water systems;
they have schools with room in them. They
have arenas—many of them newly under re-

construction due to the decisions of the Min-
ister of Labour (B. Stephenson) and the lar-

gesse of the Minister of Culture and Recrea-
tion (Mr. Welch). We have the social capital
established there.
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Mr. Breithaupt: Even the churches aren't

full.

Mr. Nixon: My hon. friend says there's

even room in the churches and God knows
that's true.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: All over.

Mr. Nixon: We're saying that reasonable

development during the next two decades can

very well be associated with the com-
munities which are already established. This

visionary approach taken by the Treasurer

(Mr. McKeough) and now by the Minister of

Housing which sees these new cities rising

out of the rural landscape of Ontario, is

a vision that is certainly not precise.

Mr. Breithaupt: The land of Oz.

Mr. Nixon: We don't want it to become
another one of the fiscal nightmares to which
this government has treated us in recent

years.

I simply recall to mind the point I read

from the Treasurer's report; it's just a one-

line note that in the purchase of those prop-
erties $320 million has been spent. The
interest that money bears—we're holding the

land now and not doing anything with it-

is a continuing drag on the economy of this

province.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: That's why we wanted

development.

Mr. Nixon: I draw to the attention of

the House as well that one of the strong
recommendations of the special programme
review, chaired by the Treasurer himself,

calls for an examination of those properties

and, he says, the sale of those properties to

relieve the heavy economic burden on the

taxpayers if development is not going for-

ward.

I would say that those municipalities have
the power to plan for the use of those

properties in any way they see fit. I am
very much concerned that the established

policy of this government in spending $320
million for properties which are of no use
now is a serious concern to everyone.

Obviously, landbanking is an important
aspect of the policies of any modern govern-
ment but landbanking cannot be simply the

indiscriminate purchase of property wherever
a Treasurer or someone advising him,
politically or otherwise, decides to make
such a purchase. I recall that these are not
the only properties held in the name of the

province of Ontario. I have tried to add
together the properties which are held—

we're not talking about Crown lands; you
know a lot more about those than I do, Mr.

Deputy Speaker, coming from northern On-
tario.

In town and industrial sites only, the

Crown owns 58,000 acres. For the parkway
belt we own another 20,000. For housing
as yet undeveloped, 21,000 acres. For high-

way development, 34,000 acres; and for

recreation, 117,000 acres.

That means the Ontario government holds

through its various agencies 250,000 acres,

parcels of land worth, by a conservative

estimate—I know that's the kind, Mr. Speaker,
most impressive to you—about a half a billion

dollars. As yet, the government has no pro-

gramme to adequately use them.

We're concerned with affordable housing.
It's not just the member for Brantford who
talks about that.

Mr. Makarchuk: The local Liberals

squelched it.

Mr. Nixon: While he chortles up in the

back row and thinks about his warm mansion
in the heart of the city of Brantford, shedding
those crocodile tears that are so characteristic

of his approach to public policy, still we
draw-

Mr. Makarchuk: The local Liberals killed

the policy.

Mr. Nixon: —to his attention and yours
that a thousand acres are held by Ontario

Housing in Brantford township, ready for

development while that same member for

Brantford is calling for a freeze on all de-

velopment outside the city of Brantford.

Talk about hypocrisy.

Interjections.

Mr. Nixon: Talk about a misdirected

approach. That has got to be one of the

more serious ones.

Mr. Makarchuk: On a point of order.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: A point of order, the

member for Brantford.

Mr. Makarchuk: The member for Brant-

Oxford-Norfolk is misleading the House. That
is not the case whatsoever.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Tell us the answer. Tell

us what is the truth.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Is the member for

Brantford suggesting that the member
for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk is misleading the

House?
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Mr. Deans: It certainly sounds like it.

Mr. Makarchnk: The Brantford member is

suggesting that what the member for Brant-

Oxford-Norfolk is saying right now to the

effect that I want a freeze on all development
in Brantford township is not correct.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: You will agree that

he's not misleading the House?

An hon. member: Oh, yes, he is.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for

Brant-Oxford-Norfolk can continue.

Mr. Nixon: I will have more to say about
the problems involving the city of Brantford,

represented by my hon. friend, and Brantford

township a bit later in my brief remarks.

But you will be aware, sir, of the con-

troversies between the city of Brantford and
Brantford township.

Mr. Foulds: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker, I beg your wisdojn but I would like

to know how the Chair can rule that when
a member of the House gives false informa-
tion to th3 House, the member is not in fact

misleading the House.

Mr. Nixon: If I might speak to that point
of order, Mr. Speaker, I doubt very much
whether either the Speaker or the hon.

member for Port Arthur can be the last

judge as to what is false and what is not.

If I might assist the Speaker in this matter,
I may say something that I consider to be
factual and the hon. member for Brantford
contradicts me; then that should be the end
of it. I don't have to believe him and I

don't have the power to make him believe

me. The electorate makes a judgement in

these matters and that's enough for me.

Mr. Foulds: It's a question of procedure.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for

Brant-Oxford-Norfolk is very prescient. I was
going to say the same thing jnyself. The hon.
member may continue.

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Speaker, I like to be as

helpful as I can.

Mr. Foulds: Even though misleading.

Mr. Nixon: I just wanted to be sure that

the government's policy in the development
of these lands, to which I have been refer-

ring to specifically, has been completely in-

adequate. It has been wasteful in the extreme.
It has been based on the pipedream of a
former Treasurer who is not even here and
is no longer a member of this House. I

believe that it is no longer supported with

any enthusiasm by the members of the

ministry who have the direct responsibility
for the enactpient of the original vision.

I would suggest that those particular people
who have for the present time the respon-

sibility of carrying out government policy
should examine it without further delay. We
have $320 million of capital commitment and

every day hundreds of thousands of dollars

are being wasted because of government in-

action in this particular regard.

I want to say something further about the

emerging problems of municipal government
that involve the city of Brantford and the

county of Brant. I'm very glad the member
for Brantford is here because from time to

time he might want to interject his remarks.

Mr. Makarchuk: I just knew you were

going to talk about it.

Mr. Nixon: As you are aware, sir, the area

to which I refer is the smallest county in

Ontario and is presently a hole in the

regionalized doughnut, for which I give con-

tinuing thanks. The area is surrounded by
regional government in Haldimand-Norfolk.
I've already referred to them. Oxford—

[3:30]

Hon. Mr. Parrott: No, restructured county,
we talked about that the other day.

Mr. Nixon: —which the hon, minister is

interjecting is not a regional government at

all but I certainly would disagree with him
in that connection, because he surely knows
full well that the whole purpose of the so-

called restructuring of a county is simply to

put the city and the rural areas under one

government and this is precisely what a

regional government does.

Going farther to the north, in the north is

the Waterloo regional government, and so

we are surrounded. Being a fairly small

county I have had the impression for many
years-

Mr. Foulds: Are you a small county? You
have got a misplaced modifier there.

Mr. Nixon: No, I'm not, I live in a small

county. It's the best one, but the smallest.

I have had the impression now for jnany

years that the present Treasurer, even going
back to his first visions of regionalization, felt

that this would be an excellent example of

an area which could have a one-tier govern-

ment; in other words, the city of Brantford

would simply expand itself to include the

whole of the area of Brant county.
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This is really the position that has been

taken by the city of Brantford and, as nearly
as I can tell from the pronouncements that

are frequently coming from the pen of the

jnember for Brantford, is the approach to

government reform the NDP member for

Brantford considers the best course of action.

In other words, gobble up the rest of the

township and let Brantford run everything.

Mr. Makarchuk: You expect them to pay
the shot, don't you?

Mr. Nixon: I hesitate, Mr. Speaker, to put
words in his mouth but he is not denying it;

he is simply indicating that Brantford is pay-
ing all the shots, therefore they should run
the whole of the local government.

I could not be more opposed to this, and
if this is a difference in principle between
the NDP and the Liberals then so be it. I

consider it to be basic Liberal philosophy
not to impose the kinds of government
changes which have been so characteristic

of Conservative policy in the past.

I want to be fair—I always am fair—and I

want to say to you, Mr. Speaker, it is not

the Conservative Treasurer who is trying to

ram this down our throats, it's the NDP mem-
ber for Brantford who is trying to do it.

That's a fact.

Interjections.

Mr. Nixon: The Treasurer, being an astute

politician, has backed off from regional gov-
ernment entirely. He has said that there will

be no more imposition of regional govern-
ment. I would like to bring that point to

your attention, Mr. Speaker, because I be-

lieve very strongly that the traditions of co-

operation between the city of Brantford and
the municipalities in the county of Brant

should be able to carry us over the difficulties

which seem to be arising in the negotiations
between the urban and the rural areas.

The spokesmen for the city—including the

local member; that is the local city member-
are very much against any developments tak-

ing place in the county at all. They point to

what some people have called the devastation

of the city core in Brantford. I don't consider

it devastated. Some of the best stores around
are there. But one should not forget the point
that one of the largest new shopping centres,

Lynden Park Mall, was not built out in the

rural area but in fact built within the boun-
daries of the city of Brantford itself.

I don't want to be in a position where I

exacerbate the problems that have been aris-

ing between the two areas-

Mr. Makarchuk: It was your friends who
put it there. Bob. Your fellow members put
that in there.

Mr. Nixon: —but I will say to you, Mr.

Speaker, that we have had a full local gov-
ernment review and the spokesman for Brant-

ford in this House keeps calling for the an-

nexation of the whole of the county of Brant,
and he is talking about an area of Brantford

township but essentially one tier regional gov-
ernment means the annexation of the whole

county, and that is completely inadmissible.

As long as there are people talking that way,
then of course we cannot move in any orderly
or co-operating way to a reasonable settle-

ment. I believe, very strongly—

Mr. Makarchuk: You have been moving
since 1964—backwards.

Mr. Nixon: I believe very strongly that it

is necessary to co-ordinate the planning pro-
cedures of the urban area with the rural

area, but I am unalterably opposed to any

regional government which would mean that

all of the decisions taken in the county area

are based on a majority decision of those rep-
resentatives representing the city of Brant-

ford. I have a very good reason for expressing
this opposition. The most recent statistics

having to do with the cost of regional govern-
ment are as follows.

Between 1970 and 1974, there was region-

alization of very large areas of the province
and certain costs changed during those years.

Very briefly I want to compare the changes
in the cost of local government and local

taxation in the areas which were regionalized

with those in the areas in the rest of the

province which were not regionalized.

The increase in municipal spending in the

period between 1970 and 1974 in the regions

was 85 per cent. In the rest of the province
it was 54 per cent. The increase in residen-

tial taxation in the regionalized areas was

52.3 per cent; in the rest of the province it

was 23 per cent. The increase in provincial

assistance to the regions was 139 per cent

and in the rest of the province it was 98

per cent.

Let me say something about that. Ob-

viously in those years of inflation and ex-

panding municipal services, the government,
under great pressure, had increased mu-

nicipal assistance across the board to all the

municipalities. It almost doubled it in the

four years to the municipalities of the or-

dinary unregionalized type but it went up
almost 140 per cent for the others. These

statistics are government statistics. They come
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from the special review of government pro-

grammes, chaired by the Treasurer himself,

and they indicate clearly what's happened to

those costs.

I want to put on the record just one other

statistic. In the period from 1970 to 1974

the increase in stajff, those people hired by
municipal government, was as follows: In

regions the staff numbers went up 53.6 per
cent and in the rest of the province the staff

numbers went up 24 per cent. We can

understand now why the Treasurer says we
don't want any more regional government.
We have been saying from the first, as

Liberals, that we cannot afford this additional

level of government. We cannot afford an

approach which was supposed to make gov-
ernment more efficient but which has a price

tag which has been an extremely heavy
additional burden for the taxpayers to bear.

Mr. Makarchuk: You are talking out of

both sides of your mouth.

Mr. Nixon: The member for Brantford is

interjecting—probably something about in-

creased services, and that may be.

Mr. Makarchuk: You are talking out of

both sides of your mouth.

Mr. Nixon: Not at all.

Mr. Makarchuk: What is the per capita

spending in Brantford?

Mr. Nixon: We are opposed to regional

government. It is interesting that although
the member for Brantford wants the city
to expand its jurisdiction over the county,
still the official policy of the NDP is against

regional government. Of course, as usual,

they are trying to have it both ways. I don't

know—the member cuts his cloth to deal
with what he thinks is going to be acceptable
in his own community but it doesn't reflect

the policy of his party. I think that is a

regrettable thing. I don't think he's trying to

mislead this House in any way but he may
be trying to mislead the people in Brant-
ford.

Mr. Edighoffer: They don't all have yachts,
do they?

Mr. Nixon: I would simply draw your
attention again, Mr. Speaker, to one of the
clear recommendations in the special pro-
gramme review, chaired by the Treasurer. It

had all sorts of other people on it. What was
his name—the former federal Auditor General?

Mr. Edighoffer: Henderson.

Mr. Nixon: Maxwell Henderson was the

watchdog of federal expenditure. The clear

instruction was that there should be no further

regionalization of government and this was

predicated directly on the statistics they gave
us on the increase in the cost and the in-

crease in the staff.

To be fair they went on to say that there

was increased service. In many areas the

regions have their own police forces, as we
know, but they don't have the advantage of

policing by the OPP. Where they have a

local regional police force, while this is an
increased service, still it is a tremendous
and unnecessary increase in expenditure.

I wanted to make clear my feeling that

the problem in the Brant area, involving

Brantford, can be worked out in a \ery

acceptable way. Brantford can have the room
to expand. There are streets of houses for

rent in Brantford now. We talk about going
to buy a house—we can buy a street of houses
in Brantford if we want. The houses are not

just serviced—they are built and standing
empty.

The member for Brantford very properly
concerns himself with the price but unless we
are going to opt for the socialist alternative

that he is recommending, then really I would
say to you that there's no shortage of houses
in Brantford and really there is no shortage
at this time of space for further and reason-

able development. I don't see why Brantford

township cannot avail themselves of the

services, of the sewage disposal system in

Brantford and even the water supply. After

all, the original capital came almost 100 per
cent from the vote of the moneys from the

Legislature of the province of Ontario and
if another municipality is going to avail them-
selves of the service, then of course they
would pay their share and no one would
expect differently.

Any attitude on the part of the urban areas

that all other growth should be frozen and
thus apply the kind of pressure that can

only lead to some cataclysmic change in the

procedures of local government—I believe

that approach is irresponsible. It is not in

the tradition of government development in

our area and anyone who advocates it is cer-

tainly courting the wrath of the thinking
citizens and taxpayers.

I want to deal briefly with another matter
that often occupies my attention and that

has to do with the policy of the Liquor
Licence Board of the province. Unfortunately
the minister is not in his place, but I just

want to deal briefly with this because the

area that I represent perhaps suffers more
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from the inconsistencies in the policy of the

Liquor Board, which is essentially the policy

of the government, than any other area.

I have brought to your attention on

previous occasions, Mr. Speaker, the fact that

a number of the townships in my constituency
have never had what you might call a "yes"
vote. In other words, they are dry town-

ships. There have been votes in a number of

the townships which have been lost and in

fact the dry status under the law has been
maintained.

I have said repeatedly that I feel that the

local option approach to this no longer serves

the community and that I feel that it should

be done away with, but that's another matter.

I believe that the approach is ridden with

hypocrisy. But dealing with the law as it is,

even in those townships which have never

voted wet since about 1962 there has been
a procedure developing where'by an applica-
tion for a special occasion permit has been
received with some favour with the LLBO.
Even though there has never been a yes

vote, a permit goes out for a special occa-

sion in which an organization which wants
to raise money in support of an arena or a

hockey league or any other worthy purpose
can in fact db so. These dances and social

events are sometimes the highlights of the
season in many respects.

I believe it was at the end of Mr. Mackey's
tenure as chairman of the LLBO that

someone brought to the attention of perhaps
the minister, if not the chairman of the

board, that these special occasion permits—
which began to be issued, I believe, if not
under the direction at least with the knowl-

edge of the former Premier, John Robarts—
that the approach had changed dramatically.
An order went out that no more special
occasion permits were to be issued and it

was about a year ago now that that hap-
pened.

Any of my colleagues who happen to rep-
resent areas affected know how dislocating

they were. The areas had become accustom-
ed to the fact that they did not have com-
mercial outlets for alcoholic beverages in

their area—and had voted against them in

fact—but on these special occasions for pur-
poses which the community supported you
could go to one of these affairs and buy a

drink which you thought was being legally

bought and consume it in a manner which
you thought at the time was legal.

This was changed just before Christmas
when a number of plans had been made and
because of the outcry the decision was made
—and nothing was said too much about it

although I raised it here in the House—that

perhaps the old order would be maintained

at least over the festive season and that it

would be in the January following that the

new and more rigid approach would be ap-

plied and so it was.

[3:45]

This might be a surprise to you, Mr.

Speaker, but I am not a teetotaller myself
and so 1 don't want to indicate anything
other than that in my remarks, but 1 do
feel that the law being as it is and these areas

having voted dry, the best thing they could

do was to make plans to seek the opinion of

the electorate again and if they continued

to vote dry, then of course the new tougher

regulations would apply. But there is a sec-

tion of the Act that says you can only have
one vote every three years. Most of the

townships, having just had a vote, found

themselves in the position where the law

would not enable them to carry on as was
their custom, and there was no recourse.

I asked the minister if we could not amend
the law, even giving the Lieutenant Gover-
nor in Council the power to autiiorize a

special vote since, in fact, the reguMtions
had been changed without consultation with

the Legislature or with anybody else. The

application of the regulations had changed.
This request was denied, and so we had to

make do as we were.

The thing that I found most unconscion-

able—and here I must express dissatisfaction

with the conduct of the officials of the Liquor
Licence Board—was that on many occasions,

which I have brought specifically to the at-

tention of the dhairman of the board b>'

letter, there were applications from these

areas in the former sense which were turned

down by the board under the new rules and
the people concerned then would turn for

helip, in at least two instances that I know

of, to a defeated Conservative candidate in

the area-

Mr. Conway: Typical.

Mr. S. Smith: Scandalous.

Mr. Nixon: —and, like that, the decision of

the board was reversed. I do not blame the

gentleman who was the defeated candidate.

After all, as a citizen himself, if somebody
comes to him for his advice and his assist-

ance, why shouldn't he give it? But I do say
that the law itself is an ass. What is even

more unnaceptable is the way it is being

applied, or has been applied in my personal

knowledge, by the Liquor Licence Board.
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I want to be fair to Mr. Rice, the chair-

man, who has written to me saying that it

was done in- error. But it happened on more
than one occasion, and the people in the

local community have come to me and said

to me, las their member: "What kind of a

state of affairs is it when the Liquor Licence
Board turns it down and then reverses their

decision under those circumstances?"

Mr. Conway: Where is Lome?

Mr. Nixon: I felt concerned about this and
I wanted to bring it to the attention of the

minister, because I believe that the basic

fault is with the law itself and I would hope
that we can move in this Legislature at least

to moderate its effect.

The minister in his responses to me has
said: "We in the Conservative Party believe
in local option"—that's true; they do—"and
you, as a Liberal, have said you don't believe
in it." But I do not feel that we are serving
the cause of the community in any way by
this particular course of action.

There is just one further point in this con-
nection. I do feel that we might also amend
the hquor laws to make another option avail-

able to the community if this law is going to

continue. At the present time if the residents
of a community are asked to vote yes or no
on a liquor question, if they vote yes it means
that there must be a commercial outlet in the

community, either a liquor store, a beer store,
a licensed dining facility, a bar or a lounge-
whatever happens to be the question before
them. But many of these areas feel they are

reasonably well served with outlets and they
would like, as one of the alternatives, a ques-
tion as to whether they would like the Liquor
Licence Board authorized to grant special
occasion permits under the procedure where,
if they are granted, sales can take place in

support of certain community non-profit pro-
grammes. I wanted to bring that to your
attention, sir, since I feel it is a matter which
continues to plague us.

Mr. Conway: Patronage.

Mr. Nixon: If 1 had time—and maybe I do
have time—I would like to say a good deal
more about this matter. We have been
treated to statements by government officials

that the drinking age should be raised, that

advertising should be controlled, that we
ought to have diluted beer instead of the

present beer—remember the former member
for Niagara Falls said we ought to have near-

beer of some sort or something like that?

They had all sorts of proposals, but they have
done nothing.

One thing we in this House could do is to

move toward a banning of liquor and beer

advertising in this province. Obvio^lsly this is

a matter which comes under federal jurisdic-
tion as well, but 1 would say that one of the

simplest ways to move toward that would be
to pass legislation in this House directing the

Liquor Licence Board not to handle any
product that is advertised under the proce-
dures that could be designated in this prov-
ince.

I'll tell you, with a market of the size that

it is in this province, where we as a govern-
ment make $350 million profit on the markup
alone before we even tax it, that the people
who are in the liquor business would very
soon, let us say, amend or change their ways.
It seems, as we look at the statistics, both in

costs in dollars to the taxpayers and in suffer-

ing to the community at large, that it is irre-

sponsible of us as legislators to permit the

advertising of liquor and alcoholic beverages
to continue in this province. I would submit to

you, sir, that we must take action to see that

that advertising is stopped.
In completing my remarks, I want to say

just a word or two further about the Treas-
urer's attempts to cut costs. I have indicated

to you, sir, how inadequate I feel his ap-
proach has been. When I see in his own re-

port that close to $600 million was spent last

year in those election gimmicks that were
in force for only a few months just before the

election, it just appals me; it probably appals
me more than anybody else. But then to see

the government come forward, with all of the

piety they are capable of over these many
years and say: "Ah yes, now we are con-

cerned about the cost of government"; where
in fact it was our concern, in a way that I

feel could have been very effective indeed,
with the costs of these programmes that have

gone forward.

I simply want to tell you that under the

Treasurer's own signature there is a com-

pendium of cost-reducing programmes that

should have been accepted by this province.
We are spending this year, $18 million on the

Ontario Educational Communication Author-

ity, for educational television. They tell me
the programmes are very good. But we al-

ready have a public network in Canada, the

CBC; we are already well served by the free

enterprise system in television and radio; and
for us to be continuing to spend $18 milhon
on establishing what is really just another

competitive television network—I say to you
that is a mistake.

I believe in educational television, and I

was one of the first, back in 1962, to urge
the government to move in that direction.
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But I wanted educational television that

would bring French language and other lan-

guage instruction into the school system;

that would give courses in history and eco-

nomics and government, and whatever was

useful, in the school system. The thought of

having a competitive network where you can

tune in and see old movies and Judy LaMarsh

interviewing all sorts of interesting political

characters may be interesting, but I feel that

we've got plenty of facilities already. We
could save $15 million there very easily.

There's a clear recommendation, in the

special programme review, on the Ontario

Institute for Studies in Education. They go

through its costs very carefully and they in-

dicate that from all sources they will be

paying $13.2 million for the Ontario Institute

for Studies in Education this year. They point

out, as I have pointed out so often, that we've

got a 40-year lease on that building, built by
that famous Canadian, Gerhard Moog, and
we're paying $2,195 million a year for the

rent. That includes janitorial service, I don't

want to be unfair.

The special programme review makes it

clear that those services could be built into

the universities of the province, and in fact

give us at least as good research capability

and facilities for post-graduate work for

teachers centred in more than one university
—and we could lease out that building and get
some money back from it.

The regional offices for education are

clearly referred to in the special programme
review. They're costing us just over $11 mil-

lion this year. The programme review in-

dicates that, in large measure, they are super-
fluous and that one of the most serious addi-

tional costs to the Treasury of this province
has been the top-heavy administration of

education at the county level—certainly we
all know that, but also at the ministerial level

where it has grown to be an expensive and

unnecessary burden.

So we're looking, in this connection, at a

saving of close to $40 million in educa-
tion alone. I simply bring that to your atten-

tion, sir, because the only thing you may
have remembered about any reference that I

made to that in the past was that people
say, "Well, Nixon's got his figures wrong
again."

They're not wrong; and they're still the

way they were then. They still come from
the Treasurer's own reports, with Max Hen-
derson's signature on it—and who's that nice

lady at CFRB?

Mr. Cunningham: Betty Kennedy.

Mr. Nixon: Betty Kennedy, Mrs. Burton;

they brought her in as a high-profile, locally

well-respected lady. She signed it.

All of these are recommendations that are

there and nobody in the government has even
looked at it; instead they go out to Paris

and close the Willett Hospital, or try to.

There's been no coming to grips with the

cost of government at all.

The Premier (Mr. Davis) looks around and
looks at his friends on the back benches and
he says, "What can we do for them? We
really need a few more parliamentary assis-

tants; we need a few more chairmen; we need
a few more ministers without portfolio." I

still don't think he's picked the right ones,

mind you. There's one lonely chap sitting up
in the back row there who may yet—

Mr. EdighoflFer: Poor George.

Mr. Nixon: —be a part of the government;
and if he were to become a part of the gov-

ernment, it wouldn't hurt my feelings. But if

he's going to come in, then I would say at

least those three or four over there should

go. That's the kind of reform—well, let's make
it five, I don't want to leave out the Min-
ister of Community and Social Services (Mr.

Taylor)—

Mr. Conway: Thsy are going, they are

going.

Mr. Nixon: But I would say to you that

it concerns pie, when you look at the report
of the Treasurer himself on the costs that

are incurred, when you see the interest on

our debt in the past year. This is the interest

we paid. It was $867 million in interest alone.

Do you remember in the last election I

was saying we're paying $2 million a day?
He says, "Oh Nixon's got his figures wrong."
Well we were perhaps a little conservative,

because it's well over $2 million a day.
That's Christmas, that's Easter, that's May
Day, that's even your birthday, Mr. Speaker.
That's every day of the year. It's getting very
close to $3 million a day.

If we look at the information that is pro-

vided, and it must be provided under statute,

we see that the last time the books of this

province were balanced was the last year

John Robarts was Premier. It's been down
hill ever since; with ever growing deficits,

with the cost of government completely out

of control, with programmes designed to

curry public favour at any cost and with

visions of individuals for the development of

new cities across the rural areas of this
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province. These, I tell you, are just half-

baked and are costing the taxpayers jnillions

of dollars every day in interest alone.

There's a good deal that can be said about

the budget of this province. It's been a long
time since it's been presented. The Treasurer,

although he didn't read it to the House,

presented us w^ith famous budget paper E
which recommends the very far-reaching

changes w^hich will see the taxation of schools

and the taxation of charitable institutions. It

will see the government of the province

paying the taxes for the farmers, and every-

body sitting opposite who has good con-

nections with the rural community knows the

farpiers will not stand for that.

Interjections.

Mr. Nixon: I would say on budget paper
E that we might as well throw it in the

basket, because it will never amount to any-

thing unless the Conservatives—and God
forbid—are re-elected with a majority.

Hon. Mr. Irvine: We will be.

Mr. Nixon: If that happens, then of course

those recommendations are a very real pos-

sibility. It's interesting; I'm getting letters,

mostly from the chairpien of separate school

boards and things like that, very concerned

that the tax exemption of their schools is

going to be withdrawn. It really amazes me
that the chairman of the public school board

is not aware that the tax exemption for all

schools, under this proposal, will be with-

drawn. It is true.

The government is going to piake this up,

they say, with grants. But even in the budget

paper itself it is clear that the grants will not

make up the difference and that there will

be an additional burden on local taxpayers.

Mr. Cunningham: Pretty obsolete though;
it's absurd.

Mr. Nixon: I believe the proposals are

absurd in the extreme-

Mr. Cunningham: Inane.

Mr. Nixon: —and that it's got to be a

matter that concerns the electorate right
across this province.

Mr. Cunningham: Mindless.

Mr. Nixon: The Premier has been back-

pedalhng. He's been saying: "Oh no, we're

not going to tax the schools and we're not

going to tax the churches." Yet it's strange
that he would say that when he has created

a royal commission travelling about the

province getting the views of the people on

this very matter.

These, certainly, are matters of concern to

us all. I am certainly confident, of course, in

the viability of the province, I'm not crying
doom to that extent. But I believe it is our

duty to bring to the attention of this House
and the citizens of this country and this

province the fact that our fiscal and financial

affairs are not being managed with a respon-
sible approach to the goals that all of us

would wish.

[4:00]

We believe that the most disastrous thing
that could happen would be the re-election of

a government which is guilty of these pro-

grammes, some of which I have attempted to

describe this afternoon. In the best interests

of the province of Ontario I'm going to work
for and hope for and vote for the defeat of

the present government and the election of

its Liberal alternative.

Mr. Eakins: Round one.

Mr. Speaker: Is there another speaker?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Mr. Speaker, could I ask

for the indulgence of the House to revert to

statements by the ministry?

Mr. Speaker: Do we have that consent?

Agreed. I wonder, if there is no other

speaker—

Hon. Mr. Bennett: I think there's another

speaker.

Mr. Speaker: You have another speaker?
I'm sorry, I thought that was the last. All

right, the hon. minister.

Mr. Maeck: We have some rebuttals.

GSW-CGE MERGER

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Mr. Speaker. I am
pleased to rise today and inform the hon.

members of this House of a major Canadian
business development. Agreement has been
reached between GSW Limited, formerly
General Steel Wares, and Canadian General

Electric Company Limited—CGE—to form a

new company which will merge the major
home appliance operations and service orga-
nizations of both of these companies under

Canadian management.
This merger, as an innovative partnership,

is scheduled to be completed early next year,
on January 4, 1977. The important part of

the statement is that agreement in principle
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has also been reached with Westinghouse
Canada Limited for the new GSW-CGE joint
venture to purchase the household appliance
operations of Westinghouse Canada. This

transaction will be completed as soon as pos-
sible consistent with maintaining employment
and customer services.

The new company wiU operate a total of

five factories employing 6,000 people. The

plant locations in London, Hamilton, Weston,

Orangeville, Ontario, and Montreal, Quebec,
will be retained.

The senior executives of GSW and CGE
have met with the Premier and me and they
have assured us that balanced employment
will be continued in all manufacturing loca-

tions, including the four Ontario plants. In

addition, the new company plans to make
major capital investments to improve the tech-

nical and productive capacity of their facili-

ties and to foster research and development
in Canada. I might also add at this point that

we have met with the president and one of

the senior directors of Westinghouse Canada
who wholly support this amalgamation at

this time.

Industry and government have worked to^

gether in this instance to bring about a part-

nership which is consistent with the stated

strategies, both of the federal government and
the provincial government, on the rationaliza-

tion of the industry and maintaining it under
Canadian ownership.
GSW and CGE will each have 50 per cent

of the voting shares of the new company.
Additional non-voting shares will be issued

so that CGE will have 60 per cent of the

total equity and GSW 40 per cent. This rep-
resents the value of the assets and resources

being transferred.

The companies have assured us that at

some time in the future it is their intention

that the new company wall make an offer of

additional shares to the Canadian public. I

believe that today's announcement is a major
breakthrough and will indeed enhance sub-

stantially the industrial position in Ontario.
In summary, I would like to Kst the advan-

tages that are derived from the creation of

this new major appliance business in our

province.

For the first time, Canada will have an

appliance manufacturer of world scale, where
production volumes in big numbers will per-
mit the company to approach the operating
efficiencies of large international corporations.
Because of its large scale production tech-

nology, the new company will be able to pro-
vide a more secure future for its employees.
The new company will be in a position to

export to markets where it can stand up to

foreign competition. Domestically, it intends

to be aggressive in the market and to seek in-

creased opportunities to reduce imports.

The spin-off effect of this will be felt fav-

ourably by Canadian parts and components
suppliers as the new expanded company pro-
vides support to these suppliers through vol-

ume purchases. On behalf of the government
of Ontario, I wish to compliment those indi-

viduals responsible for the successful formula-

tion of the new GSW-CGE company in part-

nership with its vital acquisition of Westing-
house's home appliance division.,

I would also like to read into the record

some of the guarantees which have been
afforded to Ontario and Canadian plants. Mr.

Ward, who is the president of Canadian Gen-
eral Electric, and Mr. Barford, who is presi-
dent of GSW, have assured Mr. Chretien and
our ministry that, nuniber one, there will be
no plant closing.

Mr. Foulds: For how long?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: If members would listen

to the rest of the statement they might be
interested.

Number two, investment of at least $50
million over the next five years and plant
and production improvement. This invest-

ment, they said, will increase the productivity
and reduce costs leading to long-term growth
of the new company. As employment grows,

plans are to maintain the ratio between

present facilities. In the meantime, the present

Westinghouse plant will continue normal

operations.

Over all, the plan and the new company,
I believe, gives assurance to the Westing-
house employees of their continued employ-
ment. May I say on behalf of the president
of Westinghouse, one of his principal con-

cerns at the time of the amalgamation was to

make sure that the employees would retain

and maintain the secure position of all the

fringe benefits they have had, including

longevity of service.

Mr. Foulds: On a point of clarification,

Mr. Speaker, I wonder if the minister could

tell us how long the guarantee is that the

company has given that there will be no
closures?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Mr, Speaker, in talking
with the management of both CGE and
General Steel Wares, it is their intention to

eventually streamline the lines and to main-
tain full employment. They project that over
the next few years they will increase em-

ployment directly in their factories by about
400. They see the opportunity of reducing by
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component supplies the imports of last year—

$160 million to that industry. They see they

will be able to reverse that into a Canadian

production system, which in itself translates

to about 3,000 new jobs. As far as the com-

pany is concerned, in the economic advance-

ment that it has now brought into it with

the resources it will put into the new tech-

nology and development, it sees no curtail-

ment of employment in any plant in the

future. Given some economic downturns in

market conditions I suppose that would

change, as it would for any manufacturer.

Mr. Conway: Just a further point, a very
brief point, Mr. Speaker, for clarification.

The minister's statement makes reference to

—I think balanced employment was the term,

am I right, in saying that? Would he, in

respect to the point raised by my hon. friend

from Port Arthur (Mr. Foulds), care to tell

what he might mean by balanced employ-
ment?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Yes, Mr. Speaker, at

the moment, as I have indicated, there are

five plants. Some of them are in multi-lines

of appliance development and production
systems. And it is my understanding that what

they intend to do eventually is to start

stretmilining the plant facilities into specific

lines, particularly those that they might ex-

port. What they are saying is, as a result

of streamlining each plant there will be no
reduction of employment. The balance posi-
tion will be maintained. There could be some
advancement of employment in some of the

areas without any difficulty at all.

BUDGET DEBATE
(continued)

Mr. Speaker: The next speaker in the de-

bate, the hon. member for Brantford.

Mr. Makarchuk: I would like to join this

debate in the time that is available right

now, and basically I have to answer some of

the things that have been raised by the mem-
ber for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk (Mr. Nixon).

First, to put the record straight, and cer-

tainly there are always two sides to the

story and I think the House has to hear

some of the other side, particularly as the

situation develops in Brantford and Brant

area. I would like to caution the Minister

of Housing (Mr. Rhodes), should he ever

decide to try and cancel the development of

the Townsend site, which seems to be the

thrust of the Liberal policy, what it really

means to the people in that area or the people
who will be moving into that area.

There is a major steel complex that will be

going into operation in about one and a

half years from now, there's an oil refinery,

there are other industries that are planning
to move into that area; there will be a

labour force developing in that area of about

5,000 people over the period of the next

three or four years. These people, who will

be making reasonably average wages, will

certainly want housing.

What the member for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk

forgets to mention when he suggests the idea

that the provincial government kill the de-

velopment of the Townsend site, is he doesn't

talk about the price of housing and he

doesn't talk about the price of lots. When
there is no competition in an area, as there

is none in that area; when the land is held

by a few major developers; what happens
is that the cost of lots goes up and con-

sequently the cost of housing goes up.

Despite the protestations and everything else,

when the Liberals have to decide on whose
side they are going to fall, are they going to

fall on the side of will we provide afi^ordable

housing or are they going to end up on the

side of protecting their speculator friends,

they always fall on the side of their specu-
lator friends.

As an example; in the Brantford area,

when we tried to bring in publicly-initiated

housing which would have provided single

family homes on reasonable lots of 50 feet

by 100 feet, the local Liberals killed the proj-

ect. I want that to be clear. They went out

and sided with the UDI; they lobbied, they

persuaded some other members of council,

and the project was killed.

Mr. Nixon: Point of order, Mr. Speaker,
who is—

Mr. Makarchuk: There is no point of order.

Mr. Nixon: Who are local Liberals? I

don't believe he can say somebody killed

some kind of a programme he had for afford-

able housing and blame it on local Liberals.

Mr. Foulds: He just did.

Mr. Nixon: Is there anybody you want to-

accuse of that by name?

Mr. Makarchuk: Mr. Speaker, I can say it—

I just did—they killed the project.

Mr. Nixon: You don't want to name them?

Mr. Conway: Would you care to amplify
that? Would you care to give us a few names?
You have two hours.
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Mr. Makarchuk: Yes, certainly I could give

the names and everything else, but the point

is the city did initiate a project; we managed
to get one small project through, 15 houses

that we sold at $32,000 to the people. I may
add that was probably the only place in On-

tario where people were able to buy single-

family homes at that price.

Mr. Conway: Any names though? You have

lots of time, just give us two.

Mr. Makarchuk: Oh absolutely, lots of

them.

Mr. Foulds: Sean Conway.

Mr. Makarchuk: I would like to move
from there and to go into the local govern-
ment situation. It seems, again, that the

member for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk has sud-

denly discovered there is a local government

problem in Brantford. I would like to look

at the history of this and point out to him

that on October 13, 1964, there was a reso-

lution passed by Brantford township council

asking for a local government study that was

forwarded to all the municipalities. On April

12, 1965, Mayor Beckett, whom you all

know, and Warden Howell, whom I'm sure

the member for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk knows,
wrote the Hon. John Spooner, then Minister

of Municipal Affairs, asking that he-

Mr. Nixon: Wilfrid Spooner.

Mr. Makarchuk: —Wilfrid Spooner, a friend

of the member from Timmins—asking that he

convene a meeting to explore the possibility

of a study in the Brant area. I could go on

with the chronology, but there were meetings
in 1965, 1966, 1967, 1968, 1969, 1970 and

1971. Darcy McKeough moved into the pic-

ture approximately in 1970—June 5, 1970—
and he still is in the picture.

The point in all this is that there have

been continuous discussions in that area to

resolve some of the problems developing
there. The latest, or the most major report

that was of interest—or study that was done—
was the Smith report; by Howard Smith who
was appointed as commissioner to do a study
on the area in 1972.

The report was presented; council con-

sidered it, county considered it, the various

townships considered it. They decided they
couldn't agree on that, so they got a report
from the top civil servants or the top mu-
nicipal oflBcials in the county, in the town-

ships and in the city, to try and resolve the

same thing. They came out with what they

called Brantford Area Local Government Re-

view Report.

Again, it provided various options to try

and resolve some of the impending problems.
The discussions went on, and they've been

going on, and absolutely nothing has hap-

pened. It's a case that certain people are

very happy where they are and they've been

managing to manipulate the city council,

which in effect thought there was some genu-
ine concern to resolve this problem, or felt

there was.

I didn't when I was in council, and I

told them so and made no bones about it.

But in frustration they finally decided to do

something about it, and this is what they've

done:

They've gone to visit the Treasurer, and

meetings are planned again in the Treasurer's

oflBce, to try and resolve this thing. The meet-

ings, I may add, are between county and

township as well as city officials.

I'd like to point out some of the problems
that have developed. The serious problem
that came to light, resulting from lack of

any kind of restructuring or regionalism or

whatever it was in that area, was the matter

of health. In the county, the township was

not able to treat its sewage properly and the

area could have had hepatitis develop. The

city was persuaded, and I was a member of

council at that time, that in order to bail

them out of their own foolishness it would

put in the sewers; and of course take the

sewage and treat it for which they were not

really paying.

[4:15]

There are other matters involved. The city

provides a transportation system, the system

is subsidized in some portion by the province,

but it also is subsidized by the city taxpayers.

The township residents also use the same

system; they do not pay a cent for the opera-

tion of the system.

There is the matter of libraries, which the

city provides and the township does not pay

for. There is the matter of recreation, which

the city again provides and the township does

not pay for. The city also has to provide the

services for the hospitals, but the township

does not pay for these things. I could go on

in great detail, quoting specific dollars and

cents, as to the amount of money that the

city taxpayer has to raise-

Mr. Nixon: Do you pay for the Brantford

General Hospital?

Mr. Makarchuk: Yes, as a matter of fact,

we provide the services. That's not taxable.
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I would suggest to the member over there.

He should be aware of this fact.

Mr. Nixon: You mean they use the sewage
disposal system the province built for you?

Mr. Makarchuk: Well, the province built

the system, but I think the member for

Brant-Oxford-Norfolk should realize that

when you have an institution in a community
and one community pays for the services for

that institution, whereas another community
uses it but doesn't pay for it, even to him it

should seem to be unfair.

Mr. Nixon: There was a centennial grant
from Brantford township which went into the

arena. Now they can't even play there.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Makarchuk: What it really boils down
to, Mr. Speaker, is that you have a form of

municipal welfare "bum-ism," where one

community is sitting on the edge of another

community, paying lower taxes, but using all

the facilities provided by the city and putting
the load on the city taxpayers. The member
for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk is prepared to live

with that. He thinks that's great.

I would like to point out some of the other

areas of concern. There is the matter of

industrial land. In terpis of growth and
industrial land, the city will have to acquire
land in order to plan effectively for future

growth and to decide where the transporta-
tion corridors are supposed to go, where the

sewers are supposed to go and so on. Again,
the city is not able to do it because the

township lies all around the city and the

city is the hole in the smaller doughnut.
There's the matter of zoning, which again

is a concern. The member for Brant-Oxford-
Norfolk pointed out that the shopping centre
was built within the city, but the only people
at that time who were fighting the shopping
centre in the community were local NDPers.
The local Liberals and Tories thought it was
a great thing to put a shopping centre up
there. The same Liberals, I jnay add, friends
of the member for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk,
insisted on putting it there.

Mr. Nixon: Oh, gosh. Are those people
elected to the council only NDP?

Mr. Makarchuk: In the House he squawks
about this foolish decision, but of course it

was his own friends who made this foolish
decision.

Mr. Nixon: They are all my friends. Even
the NDPers on the council are all my friends.

Mr. Foulds: You are in trouble then.

Mr. Makarchuk: At that tipie, they had
consultants' reports indicating that about 40

per cent of the money that was going to be

spent in the downtown area was going to

move out and the downtown was going to

suffer, etc. That didn't stop them. They put
it out there anyway.

An hon. member: Did he support it?

Mr. Makarchuk: Yes, he did support it, as

a matter of fact.

Mr. Speaker, we have a problem now. We
have had problems before—

Mr. Nixon: Brantford really has a prob-
lem—and he is speaking right now.

Mr. Makarchuk: We could allow this prob-
lem to continue. We could allow the down-
town to deteriorate. But that's not going to

solve the problem. The time has come when
we must start doing something about this

situation-

Mr. Nixon: You did that when you tore

down the city hall.

Mr. Makarchuk: Therefore, one of the

things we cannot do is allow future develop-
ment of urban shopping centres. That is the

concern; it is not a desire to freeze all

development in Brantford township. The

point is that recently, because of the lifting of

a zoning restriction, Brantford township was

permitted to build additional commercial

space in a mall in the township. That space,
attached to an existing 30,000-square-foot
store that was phased out, gives the town-

ship another 50,000 square feet of space and
will cause a major department store in the

downtown area to move into the mall-

Mr. Nixon: Why didn't you think of that

before you opened Lynden Park?

Mr. Makarchuk: Well, we could continue

making more problems, but it is not going
to resolve it.

Mr. Nixon: You certainly made one there,

according to your philosophy.

Mr. Makarchuk: I said now is the time to

stop this foolishness that the hon. member's
friends have been perpetrating and to deal

with the problem.

Mr. Nixon: Are you talking about the

people elected to Brantford council?
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Mr. Makarchuk: Yes, of course—and others

who are friends. The local speculators had
a lot to do with the problem.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Only one

person has the floor and that's the hon.

member for Brantford.

Mr. Makarchuk: Anyway, we cannot let

the downtown deteriorate and we cannot

ensure viable economic commercial activity

in the dov^mtown area until such time as we
have some control to prevent stores or other

commercial establishments from going into

the suburban area. The only way we can

do that is to have some zoning or some
controls. We have neither. Consequently we
have a problem. These are some of the things
that concern Brantford.

The city of Brantford did provide some
ideas or some solutions to the minister in

their discussions. They suggested what can

be done. One thing they suggested was what
the member for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk said,

to reorganize the whole county of Brant on
a one-tier basis thereby encouraging a co-

ordinated approach.

I don't think that that approach is going
to meet with any success. I have a feeling
that should any attempt be made to move
in that direction there will be resentment.

The resentment to a point is justifiable, be-

cause anywhere any kind of restructuring
has gone in on a large scale the costs have

gone up. Something the member for Brant-

Oxford-Norfolk did not say when he pre-
sented his selective statistics is the fact that

in the Brant area the per capita municipal
spending without regional government is the

same as it is in the Niagara area with

regional government.

Mr. Maeck: What does the member for

Brant-Oxford-Norfolk say to that?

Mr. Nixon: You said I was wrong before

now, I remember. The facts are right there.

Mr. Makarchuk: The other scenarios that

were presented by the city were that the

county be divided up into two areas; that

you have one area as a city-centred area of

approximately 40,000 acres and another area

which would be centred on Paris for the rest

of the county; in effect you would have two
municipalities.

The third suggestion was that the city ex-

pand its boundaries through annexation. In
other words, if they annexed they would
have to annex the Brantford township area.

The next was very similar, with a buffer
zone-

Mr. Nixon: The next one is leave it alone
and make it work.

Mr. Makarchuk: The member for Brant-

Oxford-Norfolk says leave it alone and it

will work.

Mr. Nixon: Make it work.

Mr. Makarchuk: The problem is it is not

working.

As I said, there is a downtown problem.
There is no room for residential develop-
ment. There is no way we can plan the out-

side areas. There is no direction, no sense

of a community moving as a whole. We
know there are going to be pressures on the

area in terms of growth and in terms of

industrial development, and there is no way
to cope with it.

There is no dialogue, really; there is no
direction. If there is a dialogue, there is a

certain feeling, shall we say of: "Leave us

alone in the township. We will only allow

housing with a minimum of 1,500 square
feet." It is the old philosophy, the Grosse
Point philosophy on the outskirts of Detroit.

We will have lily white suburbs over here

and the rest of you people just stay in the

city; and if you have problems that is too

bad.

Mr. Nixon: Are you suggesting racial

prejudice on Brantford township council?

Mr. Makarchuk: We are not suggesting
racial prejudice and the member knows it.

What we are saying is that people who need

housing and are working in the industrial

jobs that exist in the city of Brantford, these

days would not be in a position to buy
housing in those areas.

Mr. Nixon: What you are saying is every-

body who doesn't agree with you should
be abolished.

Mr. Foulds: No, just you.

Mr. Makarchuk: They will be left to the

city; the city will have to look after this

class of people while another class of people
is going to get established in Brantford town-

ship. This is the direction in which they are

driving.

At this time the city of Brantford is faced
with a $9 million expansion of a sewage
treatment plant. Again, most of the capacity
in that plant is designed to service the areas

that are in the township. At this time the

sewage treatment system has capacity left

for only 32 more building units. We have
to move in that direction. Again, who is
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going to finance it? Who is going to pay
the cost? These things aren't sorted out.

Mr. Nixon: The province of Ontario, as it

always does.

Mr. Makarchuk: There is no way; in other

words, the city will have to bear the burden.

What we are concerned about here is that

when we are dealing with municipal prob-

lems we can't look at just a little portion

of a community, we have to look at them in

terms of what we have got to do that is

going to benefit the whole community. That

is the concern in Brantford. Neither Brant-

ford township, nor Paris, nor Brant county
can live in isolation. They have to live to-

gether and they have to work together.

Mr. Nixon: They live in the county of

Brant, they have a county council.

Mr. Makarchuk: In order to do that there

has to be some kind of planning and some
co-ordination. The community is reaching a

crisis stage.

The smallest thing I can ask of the mem-
ber for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk is to show
some sense of responsibility because it is not

only Brantford that is going to suflFer it is

the whole area that is going to suffer unless

we move in some direction, either to annexa-

tion or some kind of restructuring to resolve

these problems.

Mr. Speaker, I move the adjournment of

the debate.

Mr. Speaker: Mr. Makarchuk moves the

adjournment of the debate. Shall the motion

carry?

Mr. Nixon: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker, is the hon. member finished with his

remarks?

Mr. Speaker: I was just going to clarify

that. Is the hon. member finished with his

remarks?

Mr. Makarchuk: I might continue next

Friday, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Nixon: We are prepared to listen to

more now, it is only 4:25.

Mr. Speaker: If you are finished then we'll

move the adjournment of the debate.

Mr. Makarchuk: I'm sorry, Mr. Speaker.
The agreement, I think, between the whips,
was that there would be about 15 minutes

available to me and I would adjourn the

debate.

Mr. Nixon: On a point of order, I'm not

aware of that agreement and normally a per-
son gets to speak once in this debate.

Mr. Speaker: I would think the proper

thing would be if the hon. member has more
to say he should continue; if not, he or some-

one should move the adjournment of the de-

bate and continue the next day, unless there

has been other agreement.

Mr. Deans: He's already moved it.

Mr. Nixon: I simply point out, Mr. Speaker,
that if the hon. member is not prepared to

continue his remarks now, someone else

should move the adjournment of the debate.

Why should he decide that he's finished and

we should all go home? We stayed in here

to listen to the debate; maybe somebody else

would like to speak.

Mr. Speaker: We will deal with that.

On motion by Mr. Makarchuk, the debate

was adjourned.

On motion by Hon. Mr. Irvine, the House

adjourned at 4:25 p.m.
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The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

Mr. Speaker: Statements by the ministry.

HIRING OF CANADIAN
PERSONNEL BY UNIVERSITIES

Hon. Mr. Parrott: Mr. Speaker, last April
I informed the Legislature about the citizen-

ship of faculty at Ontario universities. Re-

cently the Council of Ontario Universities

published statistics on the 1976-77 appoint-
ments and these have now been reviewed.

It would appear that this year the univer-

sities appointed a proportion of Canadian

citizens, and landed immigrants already in

Canada, of about six percentage points higher
than last year. However, the marked changes
in the way the data were collected make
exact comparison with last year's data im-

possible. The new method records the im-

migration status of individuals at the time of

a job offer being made. This highlights more

accurately the area that deserves scrutiny,

namely the number of non-Canadians newly
entering Canada to assume faculty positions.

This base will be used to evaluate progress
in succeeding years.

I am confident that more progress will be
made in future years because the universities

will have more lead time to implement our

policies, agreed to by the presidents. iVe
discussed this issue at some length with
several presidents and I know the procedure
has been adopted by all presidents. I know,
too, that they gave their personal review of

all appointments this year and I believe

these procedures will be maintained.

The COU data also show that 83 visiting

professors were appointed. These visiting

professors are expected to return to their

permanent appointments at other universities

after a brief stay. Of these, 46 were visiting

from other countries. We want to foster such

arrangements which ensure the free flow of

scholarship.

There has been some confusion over our

policy toward the appointment of landed im-

migrants. I would like to state, without
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qualification, that we consider landed immi-

grants already working in Canada at the

time an oJBFer of employment is made, to be
as eligible for faculty appointment as are

Canadian citizens. Indeed, some of these

landed immigrants appointed are graduates of

our own universities. This is obviously bene-
ficial.

The confusion arose because in 1975-76
about 70 per cent of the landed immigrants

appointed entered Canada after appointment
or just prior to being appointed. These can-

not be regarded in the same light as ap-

pointments of landed immigrants already in

Canada. We believe that recruitment outside

Canada of non-Canadians for full-time posi-
tions should only be done when it has been
demonstrated that no qualified Canadian or

established landed immigrant is available for

that position. It appears that universities are

themselves implementing such a policy be-

cause fewer newly-entering non-Canadians
were appointed this year.

Last year about 72 per cent of all faculty

members in Ontario were Canadian. In Brit-

ain 92 per cent of faculty are British, in

the United States 98 per cent are US citizens,

and in Sweden 99 per cent are Swedish

citizens.

Mr. Cassidy: That's socialism for you.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: All these countries have

prestigious universities. Clearly, scholarship

does not depend on having a large com-

ponent of foreign faculty. We need make no

apologies for attempting to ensure that On-
tario universities are distinctively Canadian.

Hon. members will recall that when I last

reported to the House on this subject I

mentioned that discussions were being held

with the Department of Manpower and Im-

migration. These discussions are proceeding

favourably and I expect to be able to report

on progress in the near futiu*e.

Our goal is not the pursuit of a magic
Canadian percentage for our faculty; it is the

assurance that qualified Canadians and estab-

lished landed immigrants are not being dis-

placed by newly-entering non-Canadians.

The improvement shown by most institu-

tions, the attention being given to this issue
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by the Department of Manpower and Im-

migration and the continuing commitment of

the presidents to ensure that Canadians and
established landed immigrants are adequately

considered, suggest that we may be optimistic.

We will continue to monitor faculty appoint-
ments and I will keep the House informed.

STUDENT ENROLMENT
IN AGRICULTURE

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to inform the members that this

year's enrolment in the two-year diploma
programme in agriculture is the highest it

has ever been. Five hundred and eighty-five

first-year students are enrolled in the prov-
ince's four colleges of agricultural tech-

nology-

Mr. Cassidy: Train them to understand your
programmes.

Hon. W. Newman: —and the University of

Guelph. The total number of students in

the two years is 1,180. This represents a

45 per cent increase in the past five years.
I am particularly pleased to note that first-

year enrolments in the colleges at Kempt-
ville and Centralia are up about 40 per cent
over last year. The programmes presented by
the four colleges and the University of Guelph
offer diplomas in the broad fields of agricul-
tural production and management, laboratory

technology, business and commerce, home
economics, food service management and
animal health technology.

Mr. Speaker, I believe these increased

enrolments show the high degree of con-
fidence young people have today in the

future of agriculture in Ontario. Their con-
fidence is justified.

Mr. Cassidy: Not through you.

Hon. W. Newman: More than half the

graduates of these courses are able to return
to the farm each year, while the remainder
are employed by industries related to agricul-
ture.

Mr. Mancini: Great man.

Mr. Speaker: Oral questions.

NORTHERN ONTARIO AIR SERVICES

Mr. Lewis: A question of the Minister of

Natural Resources in three brief parts: Has
the minister written to the federal govern-
ment to ask them for a public inquiry into

air transportation in the north, northern On-

tario in particular? In the absence of that,

will Ontario initiate its own public inquiry?

And in the absence of that, which of the

specific jury recommendations which were

made on the crash at Fraserdale will this

government now hasten to implement?

Hon. Mr. Bemier: Mr. Speaker, I indicated

publicly when I was in the Timmins area

that I would await the report of the coroner's

inquest prior to making any appeal to the

federal government for an inquiry into the

air services in northern Ontario. I did not

wait for that coroner's report to come down.
I took the initiative, I think six or eight

weeks ago, and I wrote the federal Minister

oi Transport urging him to get on with a

full-fledged investigation into all air traffic

movement in northern Ontario, because I felt

that many of our very good operators—and
we have many good operators in northern

Ontario—are being pulled down, as I said

in the newspaper yesterday, to the lowest

common denominator. I did not zero in on
the private sector.

I also indicated that maybe the public
sector should also be investigated as it

relates to airstrip development, navigational
aids and the dissemination of weather in-

formation. That has gone to the federal Min-
ister of Transport. I have not received a

reply as yet. I also indicated in my corres-

pondence to the minister that I was prepared
to offer the services of my ministry to work
with him in this particular investigation.

Mr. Lewis: By way of supplementary, in

the absence of any reply, or in the absence of

a fa\ourable reply, will the minister make
the necessary alterations which were re-

quested by the coroner's jury, related to

the availability of weather information, the

marking of hydro lines, etc.? Would he con-

sider, in addition, a public inquiry held in

Ontario by Ontario?

Hon. Mr. Bemier: Mr. Speaker, I am hope-
ful we will have a favourable reply from the

federal authorities. As the hon. member is

fully aware, the control of air traffic in this

country is a federal jurisdiction, and it is

their total responsibility. I can assure him
we will use all the weight we can muster
from this government to lean on them to

correct the situation, which has attracted

considerable public attention.

Mr. Foulds: Supplementary: I wonder if I

could ask the minister if he has actually dis-

cussed this in cabinet, in particular in rela-

tionship to his colleague, the Minister of
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Transportation and Communications (Mr.

Snow), with regard to the upgrading of the

microwave equipment, which I beUeve is a

provincial MTC responsibility?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Yes, Mr. Speaker, we've
had some verbal conversations on this aspect.

Mr. Foulds: Has the minister made any
decision or plan of action to improve that,

especially in view of the previous crash and
coroner's jury report as a result of the crash

near Red Lake, I believe one and a half or

two years ago?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: No, Mr. Speaker, there

has been no formal decision reached as yet.
We are awaiting, of course, the outcome of

my correspondence to the federal govern-
ment.

Mr. Lewis: I am glad your conversations

were verbal. That's reassuring.

REED PAPER

Mr. Lewis: May I ask the minister, on an-

other subject, has he discussed with the

Premier (Mr. Davis), or does he have any re-

sponse to the categorical refusal on the part
of Treaty' 9 to participate in the environ-

mental hearings that have been estabUshed
to deal with the Reed Paper tiansaction?

[2:15]

Hon. Mr. Bernier: No, Mr. Speaker, I have
had no formal communications with Mr.
Rickard and I have not had an opportunity to

discuss it with the Premier yet.

Mr. Lewis: By way of supplementary, may
I ask the minister to make a statement to the
House—or perhaps request the Premier to do
that—when he has evaluated the letters they
sent to him, so that we know where we go
from here?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Speaker, I'll bring
this to the attention of the Premier and dis-

cuss it with him personally.

Mr. Lewis: A further question to the

Minister of Natural Resources, if I may. Did
he notice that in an interview which Mr.

Billingsley, the president of the Reed Paper
company, gave to the Globe and Mail he
indicated that when the government took

specific initiatives around economic or social

improvements for Whitedog and Grassy
Narrows the Reed Paper company would be

willing to consider financial support and
involvement to compensate for what was
done? Has the minister talked to the company

specifically about the financial underwriting
of any such support or compensation for the

native people?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: No, Mr. Speaker, I have
not, but since reading that particular article

I intend to make it a point to speak to Mr.

Billingsley to clarify what he meant by that

statement.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
EXEMPTIONS

Mr. Lewis: A question, if I may, of the

Minister of the Environment: Given the enor-

mous public controversy around certain en-

vironmental projects, would he agree to sub-

mitting to the Environmental Assessment

Board under The Environmental Assessment

Act the question of the placement of the

bridge across the Elora Gorge and the in-

creasingly contentious matters of the West
Montrose dam?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, as the hon.

member knows, this has been a controversial

issue for some time.

Mr. Lewis: Right.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: The conservation authority

has been approached on a number of occa-

sions, not only by some of its own members,
but by citizens' groups in the area. They
feel that the planning of the project is such

that it should go ahead. Certainly if there is

representation to me at this stage I would
consider the possibility of the Environmental

Assessment Board looking into it. But I must

emphasize, as I say, it has been under con-

sideration for some time.

I am not sure, but I believe it is one of

the projects that are exempt under the en-

vironmental assessment regulations—projects
that were made exempt as a result of our

phasing in of other than government projects,

although there was one project that the

Grand River authority wanted included, but

that wasn't one of them. I would have to dis-

cuss this with my people and with the con-

servation authorities to see what stage it's

at. As the hon. member knows, it's in the

courts. It may stiU be subject to some-

Mr. Lewis: It is out of the courts.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Well, I believe there's still

one avenue of appeal left; whether or not

that will be taken, I am not sure.

Mr. Makarchuk: Supplementary: Can the

minister indicate at this time what reply he is
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going to give to the Minister of Natural Re-

sources on the request made by the Grand
River Conservation Authority to MNR,
which was passed on to his ministry, regard-

ing the feasibility of handing over the 1.2

acres of land to the county of Wellington?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I'm not sure, Mr. Speaker,

why the Ministry of the Environment would
be involved in a land transfer. I'm not quite

sure. Did the member say the Ministry of

Natural Resources has written to the Ministry

of the Environment making this suggestion?

Mr. Makarchuk: That's right.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I'm not aware of that cor-

respondence. I'll have to look that up.

Mr. Makardhuk: Supplementary: Would
the minister then table in this House his

reply to the request from the Ministry of

Natural Resources?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Yes, Mr. Speaker, I would
be happy to do that.

iMr. Worton: Supplementary: In reply to

the Leader of the Opposition, the minister

mentioned the Environmental Assessment

Board and I thought he had given us a

commitment in regard to the dam project that

that would be covered under that board?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I am not sure, Mr. Speaker,
if the hon. member is referring to the Elora

Gorge, whether or not there has been any
commitment-

Mr. S. Smith: Montrose dam.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: The Montrose dam project?
I am sure there is no reason why that can't

be included.

Mr. Worton: I thought the minister said

that was. Can he give us the assurance?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Certainly.

Mr. Lewis: That's good. Then he will con-

sider the Elora Gorge.

PREMIER WOODWORKING

'Mr. Lewis: I have a question of the Min-
ister of Labour who I see has just arrived

from the conference. May I ask her whether
she can explain why the Workmen's Com-
pensation Board rehabilitation division con-
tinued to deal with Premier Picture Frame
in the placement of workers in what is essen-

tially a hostile industrial ghetto framework,
when as far ba'ck as 10 or 11 months ago the

rehabilitation branch was on record in letters

to at least one of the members of the

Legislature that it knew of the problems at

Premier and was not happy about them?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I have not seen a

copy of the letter to which the hon. member
refers. I would tell him first that the president
and owner of Premier Picture Frame, a Mr.

Robert Jovanovich, is himself an injured work-

man, a graduate of the rehabilitation pro-

gramme of the Workmen's Compensation
Board and is, I think, p>erhaps particularly

knowledgeable about the problems which in-

jured workmen may have. There may have

been some correspondence 11 months ago; I

have not seen that letter and I would most

certainly like to have a copy of it.

However, during the past two years there

have been 19 trainees in the on-the-job train-

ing programme sent to Mr. Jovanovich and
his company, of whom seven at least are

still with that company. Four of these 19,

I gather, were ceased as a result of recur-

rence of their compensable illnesses at some
time during their training programmes. Three
of them were very shortly found, within the

t3rm of employment or on-the-job training, to

be unable to cope with the job and were

released regardless of the Hght nature of the

work. They were released within a very short

time of being taken on th? programme.

Three apparently were considered unsatis-

factory as a result of their loss of time from

work, their incompatibility with the employer
and poor quality of work, and they were also

released during the training programme.

Since the programme ceased for at least

three of them within six months of the cessa-

tion of their training programmes, three more
have been terminated. There is one who is

continuing right now with the training pro-

gramme on the job. Five who have been

graduates of the programme are currently

employed by the company and have con-

tinued so up to two years. One of the latter,

as a matter of fact is a foreman.

I'm sure there are problems, which are

being investigated. The Workmen's Com-

pensation Board has assigned a specific voca-

tional rehabilitation officer to deal with the

10 or 11 people who have complained about

their dealings with Premier Picture Frame.

This specific ofiicer is attempting to find them
other employment.

The problem of on-the-job training and
rehabilitation is not easy. It requires a great
deal of patience. Some of the employers who
have, I would remind the hon. members,
since April 1 this year provided 222 places
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or new jobs for injured workmen within the

province are attempting valiantly—these are

private employers—to assist the board in its

programme of rehabilitation of injured work-
men.

Whether there is a specific personality

problem in this situation or not, I do not

know at this time. I can tell the House that

we are continuing to investigate this. We are

continuing to talk to Mr. Jovanovich, who
seems to be particularly concerned but per-

haps is an employer who, because of his

experience, expects more of his employees
than some others would. It is particularly

significant to realize that he himself has been

through this programme and believes it's a

worthwhile programme and is prepared to

continue with it.

I am a little concerned that perhaps this

unfavourable publicity related to one specific

company may not allow other employers,
who might be encouraged to consider this

kind of activity, to continue with the pro-

gramme in which they are voluntarily co-

operating.

Mr. Lupusella: Supplementary: Could the

minister tell the House how the rehabilitation

branch of the Workmen's Compensation
Board can work effectively in assisting in-

jured workers to find a job, when the board
is giving approximately 115 cases per re-

habilitation officer, while the total number of

rehabilitation officers, including people work-

ing at the rehabilitation hospital, is approxi-

mately 110?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, if that

figure is exact then the work load of the

officers is not at the level at which the hon.

member has stated it is. During the past year
there were approximately 2,400 injured work-
men rehabilitated through the rehabilitation

process and they are the responsibility of the

rehabilitation officers.

Mr. Speaker: The final supplementary on
this; the member for Downsview.

Mr. di Santo: I would like to ask the Min-
ister of Labour: One, is she aware that the
workers who were separated were actually
physically ejected from the plant by Mr.
Jovanovich; and two, if it is true that there
have been only 222 workers retrained on the

job and if there are 2,400 retrained, can she
tell us how the other 2,200 workers have
been retrained?

Can she also explain to us whether it isn't

true that most of the workers who are sup-
posed to be retrained actually have to go to

the companies and report to rehabilitation

officers in order to get the supplement?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Is there a brief

answer to that? I am not sure how it relates

to the original, but—

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I have
no knowledge that any of these people were

physically ejected. Secondly, I said that since

April 1, 1976, in six months, 222 new jobs
had been developed by voluntary employer
participation in this programme; and that the

rehabilitation officers are responsible for 2,400
workers who were injured, but the pro-

grammes are not necessarily on-the-job train-

ing.

The 222 jobs I mentioned were on-the-job

training jobs. There are others which are in-

volved with return to school, return to

different kinds of educational programmes;
and in some cases return to jobs within their

own plants which are not new jobs.

CORE CURRICULUM

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Minister

of Education; this is about the students

presently in grade nine throughout the prov-
ince of Ontario: Does the minister recall that

on October 6, when he made his statement

at the press conference, he said that the

students in grade nine would be entitled to

have the new core curriculum recommenda-
tions apply to their education; and yet in his

answer to me on November 10 he said that

these students would not be permitted to

have that particular advantage, such as it

may be? Is he aware that there are over

100,000 children in that category; and why
is he depriving them of this reasonably easy
to obtain advantage?

Hon. Mr. Wells: I answered that question

quite fully last week, and I thought to every-

one's satisfaction; I don't think it requires

repeating again for the leader of the third

party.

Mr. S. Smith: Despite the grace and

pleasantry of that answer, I would like to

ask, by way of supplementary, if in fact he

decided that it would not be fair to change
the rules, as he puts it, for the grade nine

students, why did he say on October 6 that

he would include the grade nine students?

Was he simply mistaken or did he change
his mind since then?

An hon. member: Flip-flop.
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Hon. Mr. Wells: Mr. Speaker, I answered
that question last week and I think—

Mr. S. Smith: You did not.

Hon. Mr. Wells: —that I explained to the

member; if he read the newspapers, I indi-

cated-

Mr. Eakins: The minister changed his

mind.

Hon. Mr. Wells: -that I would give con-
sideration to whether it should be phased in

for those students presently in school. Upon
reflection and discussion with the members
of the profession and our staflF, it became
obvious that the ground rules should not
be changed for those students presently in

school. I explained it very fully to the
member last week.

Mr. S. Smith: Very fully indeed. Another
question for the Minister of Education: Re-
garding the statement which he made to the
Globe and Mail on the weekend on tightening
the requirements within the core subjects
themselves, I would like to ask the minister
whether it's a fact that he said the present
system "just isn't working"? If he did say
that, could he share with this House pre-
cisely the evidence upon which that state-
ment was based? How does he know that the
present system is not working?

Hon. Mr. Wells: My speech on the week-
end-which I will be glad to send my friend
since I assume he hasn't read it—is referring
to the present system of decentralized de-

velopment of curriculum, a system which we
brought in five or six years ago, which we
had great hopes for but which has not lived

up to our expectations and is indeed not
working. We know it.

[2:30]

Mr. S. Smith: How do you know?

Hon. Mr. Wells: How do we know it? We
know it because we listen to people telling
us what is happening in the schools.

Mr. Breithaupt: About time.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Wells: Unlike my friend who
reacts to things in panic and feels the school

system is—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh.

Mr. Breithaupt: Why don't you call an-

other press conference?

Mr. Roy: Why did you reverse your stand?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Wells: Unlike the leader of the

third party, who continues to tell the people
of this province that the school system is

in a shambles—an absolute untruth-

Mr. Peterson: It is true.

Mr. Breithaupt: So is the ministry.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Breithaupt: Your incompetence sur-

prises even your fellow ministers.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Wells: We continually listen to

what people within and without the system
are saying.

Mr. Roy: Yes, you listen to the polls.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Mr. Roy: Bring him to order, Mr. Speaker.

Hon. Mr. Wells: In the last six months we
have listened to what the Ontario secondary
school teachers suggested could be done
to improve the system. We have listened to

what the secondary school headmasters have

suggested. We have listened to what the

home and school people have told us in per-
sonal meetings—

^fr. Cassidy: Amazing what minority gov-
ernment does.

Mr. Ruston: And the public.

Hon. Mr. Wells: We have listened to what
the public school trustees have suggested
to us; and being a very responsive and re-

ceptive government, we have brought in im-

provements and refinements.

Mr. Ruston: The Liberal Party's platform.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
I congratulate the minister, of course, for

listening so carefully to all sources; but if, in

fact, simply listening to people is sufficient

for him to decide that his system isn't

working, may I ask him exactly where, in

this precise week and in this precise year,
did he get the information it wasn't working?
Why is he persisting with a very expensive
interface study, which we were told was

absolutely essential in order to know whether
the system is working or not? Why not

simply scrap it and listen to the people?
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Hon. Mr. Wells: My friend again exhibits

his lack of knowledge about what really is

happening in the province. The interface

study is a very important study, but it has

nothing to do with the principle of de-

centralized curriculum in this province. It

has to do with a lot of other things, but not

this particular thing. Let him wait until he
reads that study and then see what we have
to say about the results of that.

Mr. Roy: You are on the defensive now.
You are on the defensive and you know it.

Mr. Foulds: A supplementary: I wonder
if the minister would inform the House,
and therefore the educators throughout the

province, precisely what he means when he

says that the objective of the new English
courses will be "to express themselves clearly
and logically in oral and written speech,
based upon an understanding of sound gram-
matical principles"? Has the minister gone
so far as to decide which grammatical prin-

ciples he is going to follow? Is he going to

follow the transformationalist school or the

structuralist school or is he going to follow
a modified translation of Latin grammar,
which has been the traditional form of

teaching grammar in English?

Hon. Mr. Wells: Very fortunately for me
I haven't been a professional educator-

Mr. Breithaupt: Unfortunately for the
school children.

Hon. Mr. Wells: —and so, basically we are

going to develop a curriculum for the help
of the teachers and the students of this

province which will help them to be able
to communicate better-

Mr. Breithaupt: They will appreciate that.

Mr. Raid: I thought that's what the last

one was all about.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Wells: —and gain a degree of

literacy in the English language, and we will

use whatever system is best.

Mr. Speaker: A final supplementary.

Mr. Sweeney: With respect to decentral-

ized curriculum, could the minister please
explain the contradiction between his state-

ment of October 6, which says: "We will

ensure that every student"—I underline the

word "every"—"knows enough about our his-

tory and our geography." Then farther down:
"As Canadians we must have a firm grasp

of our history and our physical geography,"
and the statement released by the ministry
on October 20-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The supple-
mentary question is supposed to be supple-

mentary-

Mr. Sweeney: It is supplementary to—

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Sweeney: It has to do with decen-
tralized curriculum-

Mr. Speaker: That does not include read-

ing lengthily from any document; so if you
can abbreviate it, that will be fine.

Mr. Sweeney: Mr. Speaker, I have to iden-

tify the source of the contradiction.

Mr. Speaker: This is a supplementary
question, not an original question, I point
out.

Mr. Sweeney: All right. On October 20 the

ministry released a memorandum which said

that in grades 9 and 10 the students can
either take two courses in Canadian history

or one in history and one in geography. On
the one hand he says they must take geo-

graphy, on the other hand he says they don't

have to.

Mr. Speaker: Order please. We get into a

whole debate on this whole subject again
and again—

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. There was an

original question asked a long time ago, I

forget what the exact gist of it was but this

is supposed to be supplementary to it.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. All that noise

doesn't help.

Mr. Reid: Perhaps we can study English

geography.

Mr. Speaker: Is the question completed
now? Is the supplementary question com-

pleted now? Does the hon. minister have an
answer?

Hon. Mr. Wells: Mr. Speaker, we are more
interested in improving the education system
than in nitpicking about memoranda.

Mr. S. Smith: The geography of Canada
is nitpicking?
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Mr. Reid: Are you going to change the

geography of Canada, too?

Hon. Mr. Wells: If my friend is really
concerned in reading memoranda here, why
doesn't he read the memorandum that's gone
out clarifiying that particular point?

Interjections.

Mr. Reid: And you wonder why we call it

a shambles.

Mr. Breithaupt: This is real leadership.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Wells: The core subjects are one
credit in Canadian history and one credit in

Canadian geography in the first two years
and these options must be given in every
school.

•Mr. Reid: Are they options or core subjects?

Hon. Mr. Wells: These two subjects must
be made available in every school but it is

also possible, if the school wishes, to oflFer

another history option, and that will also

qualify students for graduation diplomas if

they do take one and two history; but the

geography course must be in every school.

Mr. Cassidy: That did need "clarification.

APPLICATIONS TO TEACHER
EDUCATION COLLEGES

Mr. S. Smith: A separate question of the

Minister of Education; it has to do with
the Ontario Tea-cher Education Colleges: In
view of the fact that under The Education

Act, 1974, regulation 5 sets a specific dead-
line for applications by students to the On-
tario Teacher Education Colleges, can he tell

us who in his ministry deliberately went
against that regulation and permitted the

education colleges simply to disregard appli-
cations which arrived well within the dead-
line? Instead, the colleges used a first-<x)me,

first-served basis for accepting people to

study. Who was it in the ministry who dis-

regarded the regulation?

Hon. Mr. Wells: We didn't disregard our

regulation. There was a quota or a number
which we would accept this year in the col-

leges and it was done on a first-come, first-

served basis. There were many more applica-
tions than we could accept. Financial con-
straints and teaching staflF at the colleges
necessitated that we educate only so many
and there had to be a cut-oflF date.

Mr. Breithaupt: You make your choice on
the speed of the mail.

Hon. Mr. Wells: I will have a much fuller

statement about how this process will be
handled next year-

Mr. Ruston: Another memorandum.

>Mr. Breithaupt: It is called a shambles,
that's what it's tailed.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Wells: My friend has gone
around this province making a great point of

this first-come, first-served business in our

teacher education colleges. It was done prob-

ably for the only time last year because there

were many more applicants than we could
take in.

Mr. Breithaupt: It's still not the way to

handle them.

Hon. Mr. Wells: It's been done in many
other educational institutions in this province
for a long time.

Mr. Breithaupt: Then it has been done

wrong.

'Mr. Conway: That doesn't justify it.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
can the minister tell us whether the min-

istry considered any means of judging the

applications which arrived, for an albeit

limited number of places, on the basis of

merit? Is he ready for that term? What means
of deciding on the basis of merit was chosen
and looked at by the ministry prior to decid-

ing on teacher applications based on the

speed of the mail?

Mr. Breithaupt: They do it by ix)stmark.

Hon. Mr. Wells: I suggest that my friend

will probably fall out of his seat when he
hears how we are going to handle the situa-

tion this year.

Mr. Singer: You certainly lay them in the

aisles.

METHOD OF ACCEPTING
APPLICATIONS

Mr. S. Smith: Another question for the

Minister of Colleges and Universities. I was
not intending to ask this question until the

comment was made by the Minister of

Education.

Could the Minister of Colleges and Uni-

versities tell us which institutions of higher
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learning in this province under his ministry

have adopted the same method of accepting

people for study, namely first come first-

served, irrespective of merit? The Minister of

Education has said there are other institu-

tions in this province doing it; could this

minister list those institutions for us, please?

Mr. Bullbrook: Good question.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: I would have thought
the member for Hamilton West would have

known that the universities set their own
admission standards and as such are given
that privilege.

Mr. S. Smith: Supplementary: Accepting
the fact that the universities set their own
admission standards, the ministry must surely

have a record of these? Could the minister

please tell us which universities have adopted
that particular practice of first come first

served rather than merit, and for what
courses?

Hon. Mr. Parrott: I'll be glad to report to

the member in a very short period of time

from now which universities adopted what

programme, but certainly I wouldn't expect
him to expect that I would have that in-

formation today.

Mr. Speaker: The member for Scarborough
Centre has a question.

[Applause.]

Mr. Drea: You should be applauding my
colleague, not me.

Mr. Speaker: We're wasting time here.

Order.

borough Public Utilities Commission, and
also as a matter of fact served as president
of the Association of Municipal Electrical

Utilities of Ontario. We all agreed that the

proposal they put forward is along the lines

of a variety of things we would like to see

done in the province to investigate the poten-
tial of load management. I pointed out to

them that during debates and statements last

week I had indicated that within two months
Hydro is to come back with an initial report
on the potential for load management. So
we're going to follow up the meeting with
further sessions involving Hydro, Scarborough
PUC and the ministry. The short answer I

suppose is that it is an excellent proposal
which we want to see followed up.

MUNICIPAL NOMINATION PAPERS

Mr. Ferrier: A question of the Treasurer,
Mr. Speaker: Is the minister aware that con-
fusion exists concerning the legality of

nomination papers filed on November 11 by
candidates for municipal ofiice and school
board oflRces? If so, what action is he going
to take to make sure the confusion is re-

moved and a number of legal challenges do
not result from this confusion?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I am
aware and I'm looking into it.

Mr. Ferrier: As a supplementary, will the
minister be reporting to the House the results

of his investigation?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Yes.

Mr. Foulds: Before election day?

HYDRO LOAD
MANAGEMENT PROGRAMME

Mr. Drea: To the Minister of Energy:
Since the minister informed the House last

Tuesday of a very significant meeting with
the Scarborough Public Utilities Commission
today for the government to consider an

imaginative and resourceful load manage-
ment programme by the commission, can
the minister report on the outcome of the

meeting?

Mr. Nixon: Dennis, have you gone home
since Remembrance Day?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, we had
an excellent meeting this morning with
Messrs. Cavanagh and Broley, who are mem-
bers of the commission; and with Mr. Curtis,
who is the general manager of the Scar-

SOLICITOR-CLIENT
COMMUNICATIONS

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, I have a question
of the Solicitor General. Does he plan to lay
criminal charges against the Ontario Provin-
cial Police officers who intercepted a private
communication on April 19, 1976, at the

Perth county jail, for which they had no
authorization and in which the OPP were
under the direction of one Detective In-

spector Bill Bowles?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, that's the

first I've heard of the matter. It would prob-
ably be up to the Attorney General to con-
sider the laying of any charges. I have no
information on the matter at all, sir.

Mr. Roy: Supplementary: I'd like the min-
ister to tell us what possible justification there
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is for the police, first of all not obtaining an

authorization; and secondly, what possible
excuse is there for intercepting a communica-
tion between a solicitor and his client, as was
done in the case of Regina vs. Donald
Turner?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, knowing
nothing about the matter, I can't comment
one way or another.

Mr. Roy: Don't you have any policy? It's

your force.

Mr. Speaker: I think the hon. minister

answered practically all the supplementaries
with both his answers.

Mr. Roy: Just one supplementary?

Mr. Speaker: If it's a supplementary that's

reasonable.

Mr. Roy: Doesn't he have any policy within

his ministry on OPP officers not intercepting
communications between a solicitor and his

client?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, yes we
have policies, but I'm not going to fall into

the trap that my friend is trying to set for

me by suggesting there was some breach of

policy in this case.

Mr. Peterson: How cunning of you, John.

Mr. Singer: What is the pohcy? That was a
clever trap, to ask the minister about policy.

[2:45]

Mr. Bullbrook: The minister hasn't laid a

trap since he got engaged.

Mr. Singer: I asked him about a statute
last week and he fell into that trap.

Mr. di Santo: I have a question of the
Minister of Education.

An hon. member: He's hiding.

Mr. Speaker: Is the Minister of Education
available?

Mr. Warner: He's lurking in the shadows.

Mr. Speaker: You may now proceed.

ITALIAN COURSES IN SCHOOL

Mr. di Santo: In order to dissipate the un-

certainty among Italian parents related to

Italian courses, will the minister reassure the
House in no uncertain terms that: One, the
courses won't be closed; two, will he inform

the House whether liis ministry has already
had any contact with the separate school

board; and three, can he tell us whether he
has in mind any plan to contact the Italian

government in order to come to an agreement
until the time the provincial government will

take over the courses?

Hon. Mr. Wells: Yes, I'd be happy to. We
have talked to the separate school board and
no one is going to suggest that those courses

should be stopped or disbanded at the present
time. We haven't yet, but through some
channels we will be talking to the Italian

government to clarify perhaps more clearly

its support, how it's being done and whether
it should be done in a more formalized

manner if it is to be carried on. We'll also

have a statement on our multicultural policy
toward education, probably in about two or

three weeks.

MILK QUOTA ALLOCATION

Mr. Gaunt: A question of the Minister of

Agriculture and Food: Has the Ontario Milk

Marketing Board decided how the extra

quota allocation is going to be handled? If a

general distribution takes place rather than

one done on the basis of the greatest need, as

was suggested by the federal government, is

there not a danger of Ontario producers

losing $3 million in milk subsidies if Ontario

doesn't comply with the federal request?

Hon. W. Newman: I'm well aware of the

conditions Mr. Whelan put on the four

million hundredweight of milk which I urged
and coaxed him to release to the dairy
farmers of this province.

Mr. Bullbrook: Good old Bill!

Hon. W. Newman: I would just like to let

members know that after several meetings
with the Milk Marketing Board a letter was

dispatched with great haste last Thursday to

Mr. Whelan, suggesting exactly how this 127

million pounds of milk should be distributed

in the province of Ontario. I understand that

letter will be made public on Friday.

Mr. Singer: He speaks well.

Mr. Gaunt: Supplementary: Would the

minister not consider it to be more appropri-
ate to give the quota to milk producers who
really need it rather than giving it to pro-
ducers who don't need it and can't make use

of it?

Interjections.
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Hon. W. Newman: As I just said, there

were four criteria set out in the letter that

has gone oS to Ottawa. Certainly there is

concern for new producers, as well as con-

cern for producers who have been in the

business for a long time and for ithose who
have taken a very heavy debt upon them-
selves. There is also concern for those who
have shipped well over 60 per cent of their

total MSQ for this year already. There is also

another category of people who have specific

problems which will have to be dealt with
on an individual basis because they may
have loans at the bank or some other source

to which we don't have access.

I can assure members that the allocation

being proposed by the Milk Marketing

Board, about which we have had discussions,

will be a fair and equitable distribution to

the producers of this province on the basis

of need.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Whelan always speaks well

of you.

Hon. W. Newman: Sometimes.

Mr. Roy: He says you are still learning.

EXTENSION OF OMC TAX DEADLINE

Mr. Burr: I have a question of the Min-
ister of Housing concerning an unexpected
and alarming notice from OMC, received
on Friday, Novepiber 12 by large numbers
of residents of a Windsor HOME subdivi-

sion called "Villages of Riverside," inform-

ing them that their municipal tax accounts
have deficits of several hundred dollars and
that OMC must receive these amounts by
this Friday, November 19, or it will be in-

creasing their monthly payments by about

$50, beginning December 1. The question is,

will the minister extend this period to two
months to enable the residents to figure out
how and whether they can find those large
sums of money?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I learned of this situ-

ation today as a result of a letter the hon.
member gave to me. I think it's only reason-

able, if the notification has been of such
short time, that certainly there should be an
extension of time and that they will not be
held to the Friday deadline. We will certain-

ly look into that matter and those resiidents

will not have to pay by Friday.

Mr. Deans: Can I assume that the minister
is aware that this has occurred in many
Home Ownership subdivisions across the

province, and that we have been in touch
with the ministry's offices asking that some
action be taken and that the same rule that

he has most graciously applied to the Sand-
wich-Riverside situation will be applied to

every other purchaser of Home Ownership
homes until this matter can be resolved?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I would have to say yes.
I see no reason at all that the purchasers of

these homes, who have made their purchases
with the information that was available to

them, should be placed in any position of

having to pay out money until' it has been
determined that it is a fair price, certainly.

Mr. Swart: A further supplementary to the

minister: In the light of what is happening,
is he willing to reconsider the general policy
of OHC whereby these huge deficits in tax

payments are accruing, and see that they
don't accrue to the same degree, and where
there are deficits they'll be spread over a

number of years so there aren't drastic

changes in the payments that these people
have to make?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I don't want to make
any firm commitment on that part of it. I

would like to look at what is causing the

problem. Quite frankly, the first that I was
aware of it was when the hon. member for

Sandwich-Riverside gave me a letter today.
I would like to look into that situation, see

what the problem is and, where we can, we'd
like to rectify it.

Mr. Speaker: I think we should get on
with the time left, because this is eff"ectively

the same questions over again.

SUSPENSION OF
MAPLEHURST GUARD

Mr. Reed: I have a question for the Min-
ister of Correctional Services: Could the

minister please tell this House how it is that

a guard at the Maplehurst Correctional

Centre has been suspended without pay as

of this morning considering that the alleged
incident occurred on or about October 30,

and since that time he has had no oppor-

tunity whatsoever to defend himself at a

hearing?

Hon. J, R. Smith: I am unaware of the cir-

cumstances of the incident the hon. member
has referred to and I will undertake to find

out exactly its nature and why there hasn't

been a hearing as is normally held.
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Mr. Reed: Would the minister not agree

that the tactic of suspension without pay con-

stitutes a prejudgement of the case?

Hon. J. R. Smith: No, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Roy: No? What does it mean to you?

Interjections.

PROTECTION OF OHC TENANTS

Ms. Bryden: I have a question for the

Minister of Housing: In view of the fact that

the government last spring took the tenants

of municipal public housing out from under

rent control legislation despite our objections,

is the minister prepared to use his authority

to approve rent changes in such projects to

give the tenants the protection they lack

under the law against increases that are

greater than a person of modest means can

absorb in any one year? In particular, in my
riding at 98 Elmer, they are being asked—

Mr. S. Smith: Question, come on.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I really think

the question has been asked.

Ms. Bryden: —for rent increases amounting
to 29.5 per cent.

Mr. Speaker: Thank you. Does the hon.

minister have an answer to the main ques-
tion?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Speaker, I think

the question should more properly be ad-

dressed to the hon. Minister of Consumer and
Commercial Relations (Mr. Handleman). I

certainly have-

Interjections.

An hon. member: Pass the buck, John.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: With respect, the Lib-

erals are a party to the whole mess that we
got into over that the first time around.

Remember that.

Mr. Nixon: Yes, we brought in the bill.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Peterson: John, you should resign.

Mr. Lewis: This minority government is

an awful hassle to you Tories.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: They won't make up
their minds.

Mr. Lewis: Remember the days of the

great majority?

Mr. Speaker: Does the hon. member wish

to redirect her question if it's appropriate
to redirect it?

Order, please!

Ms. Bryden: I understand the approval of

rent increases in projects of this sort, munic-

ipal projects which are shared among federal

and provincial and municipal, come under

the Minister of Housing.

Ms. Cigantes: Correct.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: If we have the control

on the rents, of course I would like to look

into what can be done to hold them to

reasonable increases. However, I have taken

the position all along that I do not interfere

with the autonomy of the municipal govern-

ments.

Mr. Roy: That's a new policy.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: It really surprises me-

Mr. Roy: Ask Darcy about regional gov-

ernment.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: That is not a new

policy, as the members well know.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: The member would like

to see us have control over them all. The
hon. member, on more than one occasion I

am sure, has noticed that the city of Toronto

—I think this is where the problem is oc-

curring, in its housing department—has made
a judgement as to what it thinks it needs in

the way of rent. I don't really like to be in-

volved in controlling the activities of that

particular area which I understand is non-

profit.

FUNDS FOR WINDSOR CENTRE

Mr. B. Newman: I have a question of the

Minister of Community and Social Services.

Is the minister aware that the Kinsmen's

ARC Industries, the workshop and training

centre for mentally retarded in the city of

Windsor, will close on November 30 this

year for at least one month unless he pro-
vides increased funds so it can continue

operating?



NOVEMBER 15, 1976 4641

Hon. Mr. Taylor: Mr. Speaker, I appreciate

the member for Windsor-Walkerville and the

member for Windsor-Riverside (Mr. Burr)

bringing this matter to my attention last week.

As I said then and I will repeat now, I can

assure them that the ARC Industries work-

shop will not close. There have been financial

problems in connection with the operation
of that workshop. There are some problems
in terms of budgetary control but the mem-
bers can rest assured that we will work
those out.

Mr. Speaker: The oral question period has

expired.

Petitions.

Presenting reports.

REPORTS

Hon. Mr. Parrott presented the financial

report of the Ontario College of Art for the

year ending May 31, 1976.

Mr. Johnson, on behalf of Mr. McNeil,
from the standing resources development com-
mittee reported the following resolution:

Resolved; That supply in the following
amounts and to defray the expenses of the

Ministry of Labour be granted to Her Majesty
for the fiscal year ending March 31, 1977:

Ministry of Labour

Ministry administration

programme $5,507,000
Industrial relations progrmme 1,446,000

Women's programme 505,000
Labour services programme 8,231,000

Human Rights Commission

programme 1,247,000

Labour Relations Board

programme 1,852,000

Mr. Speaker: Motions.

Introduction of bills.

FOODLANDS PROTECTION ACT

Mr. McCague moved first reading of Bill

162, An Act to provide for the Designation
and Retention of Foodlands.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. McCague: Mr. Speaker, this till would
propose to designate classes one, two, three
and four, and specialty crop lands, as food-
lands.

Mr. Lewis: You mean you are going to
freeze the foodlands? On a point of order,
Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Lewis: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker. This is a Tory freezing agricultural
land.

Mr. Speaker: That is not really a point
of order.

Any further bills?

Mr. B. Newman: Before you get it on
the record, why don't you read the bill?

Mr. Lewis: That is exactly what we
wanted to do. You hypocrites over there.

You got a back-bencher to sneak it through.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The debate
hasn't started yet, gentlemen.

Mr. Singer: Come on. You're not going
to allow that are you?

Hon. W. Newman: You create all kinds
of emotional issues.

[3:001

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Can we not
return to sanity here for just a few minutes?

Mr. Roy: Return to sanity—sit down, Mr.
Minister.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, before call-

ing the orders of the day, there are two things
I'd like to do-

Mr. Foulds: Stand up first!

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Welch: First of all, I think all

members of the House would want to join
with me in congratulating the member for

Brant-Oxford-Norfolk (Mr. Nixon) on the

honour conferred on him by a great uni-

versity on Friday.

[Applause.]

Mr. Breithaupt: He has got oflSce hours
later today.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Having shared under-

graduate days with the hon. member in
earlier days, I must say I personally am quite
delighted he's made such progress since 1946,.
and indeed we greet Dr. Nixon on this won-
derful honour.

Mr. Lewis: I'll settle for a simple BA;
never mind a doctorate.

Mr. Breithaupt: You are too late. They
don't make those honorary.
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Hon. Mr. Welch: There are a couple of

schools that I can make some arrangements
with. One of them went out of business down
there, but for $100-

'Mr. S. Smith: You can get in, but mail

early.

Hon. Mr. Welch: I'd get in before the rules

get tougher.

Mr. Lewis: That was my problem, you see

—I did it on merit.

Hon. 'Mr. Welch: Next time use the mail.

Interjections.

ANSWER TO WRITTEN QUESTION
Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, before the

orders of the day, may I also table the

answer to question 142 standing on the order

paper. (See appendix, page 4676.)

Mr. Speaker: Orders of the day.

EMPLOYEES' HEALTH
AND SAFETY ACT

Hon. B. Stephenson nyaved second reading
of Bill 139, An Act respecting Employees'
Health and Safety.

(Mr. Lewis: Speech, speech.

Mr. Speaker: Is the hon. member for Went-
worth rising to speak?

Mr. Deans: No.

Mr. Speaker: Any comment on this biU?

Does the hon. minister have an opening
statement? The hon. member for Nickel Belt.

Mr. Laughren: Mr. Speaker, I had assumed
that the minister would be making an open-
ing statement on the bill, but I guess we'll

have to wait until after the opening state-

ments.

I am happy to take part in what I consider

to be a very important debate. I think we
have come a long way in Ontario to this

point where we are actually debating a bill

with the principles that are contained in this

particular one. While we know that there are

things that we want to change in it, neverthe-
less we are happy that it is here before us

today.

The principles of the bill which allow us to

support it are three—namely the centralization

of the responsibility for occupational health
under one ministry, the estabhshment of

safety committees at various places of work,
and the right of workers to refuse to work
under conditions that they deem to be unsafe.

We support these principles but we do

want assurances from the minister that these

principles will be translated into action with-

out sleight-of-hand and without any "peas
under the shell" games. We are not entirely

satisfied with the bill, and that will become

increasingly apparent as this debate continues

and particularly as we get into the clause-

by-clause discussion.

It's very important to us that the govern-
ment regard our amendments in a positive

way and that the government be open-minded
about the amendments we put forth. We think

they will be thoughtful and in the best long-

run interests of employers and employees
alike; indeed, we think they are absolutely

crucial if the bill is going to work. We shall

be proposing a considerable number of

amendments.

We think it makes no sense whatsoever to

bring in a major piece of legislation such as

this without making every possible eflFort to

ensure it will work. It will only work, of

course, if it's acceptable to those people who
will ultimately be responsible for making it

work, namely the workers in Ontario. We will

l)e putting forth our amendments with that

in mind.

The workers in the province are certainly

committed to the three principles in this bill,

as we are, and that only leaves the employers
and the government. Our commitment is un-

questionable and so is that of the workers.

They are determined to make this kind of

legislation work so they have the right to

refuse work when it is obvious that conditions

are un>afe. We can only hope that the em-

ployers and the government are serious in

wanting this kind of legislation that will work.

It has been a long and persistent struggle

by workers and their unions to get this bill

this far. I hope the history of labour some

day will be told, because there has been

struggle for decent wages, there has been

struggle for decent hours of work and the

right to organize and the right to work under
conditions that are safe. I often wonder why
it is that we look back so casually on those

struggles which really were struggles for very
basic civil rights in this province and else-

where as well. Despite that fact we honour

more the E. P. Taylors of this province than

we do the workers who really struggled to

achieve what they have. I guess it's because

the E. P. Taylors are the swashbuckling

gamblers in our society. The workers merely
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struggle for what they get and in many cases

they have achieved it at considerable personal
sacrifice and risk.

This bill establishes the right of workers
to refuse to work under unsafe conditions.

It really is a sad commentary that it has

taken us this long to make it a right in On-
tario that they can refuse to work in unsafe

conditions without fear of reprisals from

employers.

What has been missing in my view in the

whole attitude toward the work place is that

we continue to regard the work place as

having only an economic dimension. Surely
work has a social dimension as well and that

industrial society called the work place surely
should be collectively striving for the same

goals that the society in which it functions is

striving. I think that that's something we
have always been slow to recognize and slow
to encourage—at least the government has
been slow to encourage—because until now
the work place has been highly competitive
and! predatory while at the same time the

government was in the background operating
in a very paternalistic fashion. For these rea-

sons some employers have subjected workers
to some very hazardous working conditions.

I say "competitive" because you need only
ask any bonus miner whether or not he worl^
in a competitive work environment, and I say
"predatory" because of the whole history of

negotiations and the whole history of occu-

pational health in the province of Ontario. I

don't think I need to recite chapter and verse
the story of EHiot Lake, the story of tlie

asbestos mines in northern Ontario or the

factory in Scarborough to substantiate my
argument when I say "predatory system."

I should make one exception when I say
the work place has been predatory and the

government pateralistic. There is an exception
and that's the Minister of Natural Resources

(Mr. Bernier). He is considerably more preda-

tory than paternalistic. I don't want to lower
the level of debate und^uly here but I can
assure you that had this responsibility for

occupational health been transferred entirely
to the Ministry of Natural Resources rather
than the Ministry of Labour, we could not
have supported the bill, given the present
Minister of Natural Resources. I would only
say that now that we have taken occupational
health—namely, the fate of the miners—out of
the hands of the Minister of Natural Re-
sources, we need only remove mines and
forests and he will then have responsibilities
more commensurate with his capacity.

Back to the bill: This legislation provides
that an employee may refuse to work where

he believes an unsafe condition exists. That
right is a very important one and should, of

course, extend from the employee to his repre-

sentative, namely, the union. When the as-

bestos dust levels at the United Asbestos plant
in Matachewan were at an unacceptable level,
it was the workers who went oflF the jobs be-
cause they knew the dangers of working in

that dust. What should be allowed is that the
union should legitimately be able on behalf
of its employees to say those conditions are

completely unacceptable and, to maintain any
kind of integrity as representing the member-
ship, to say employees simply caimot work in

those conditions and to recommend it to the

membership. Just as an automobile driver can

decide, if there is freezing rain out, that he
will not drive on an icy highway because of

the conditions, then surely a worker can make
the same decision about the work place.

While the bill itself does give that right to

the workers, there is one section in it, section

3(2)—and we deal witli it more fully when
we get into the clause-by-clause debate-
where there is an interesting phrase that I

think reveals a great deal about the minister,
about her senior ofiicials and about the gov-
ernment as a whole. That phrase is: "Where
the employer or the person having control

and direction over the employee disputes the

report." And then it goes on to complete it.

Mr. Bullbrook: Which section?

Mr. Laughren: This is section 3(2). It is a
bit of a diversion, but the words "having con-
trol and direction over the employee" are

used several times in the bill. It bothered me
when I first read it. Then I was reading
through the Saskatchewan legislation and saw
the different wording. In the Saskatchewan

legislation, which is the original 1972 bill,

where it describes the employer, it doesn't

use the term "where the employer or the

person having control and direction over the

employee." It uses the term "the person in

charge of the operation of the place of em-
ployment."

The minister may think that is not a sub-

stantial difference. In the one case the legis-

lation describes the employer as someone who
is in charge of the place of employment, and
in the Ontario bill the description is the em-
ployer or the person having control and direc-

tion over the employee. So there is a pa-
ternalistic, elitist approach to this legislation

still. I am uneasy about that kind of attitude

remaining. Despite the apparent willingness
to give to the workers through safety com-
mittees and through worker inspectors some
degree of autonomy and authority, as long as
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the attitude remains that they are chattels of

the employer, then we are not going to pro-

gress as far as I would like to see us pro-

gress, even though the employee has the

right to refuse to work. In other words, I am
saying that it is not enough to have a prin-

ciple of the right of the employee to refuse

to work; that employee's right must be firmly
established and must have the backing of the

ministry.

The second major section of the bill em-

powers the Minister of Labour to establish

joint health and safety committees in a work-

place. The actual wording of the relevant sec-

tion of the bill uses the term "may require."

Tliat simply is not good enough. The estab-

lishments of these joint safety and health

committees simply must be mandatory. I

cannot stress strongly enough to the minister

liow we feel about that. We feel that unless

they are mandatory the people who need
them the most simply won't have them. We
will be bringing forth amendments to back

that up.

I can certainly think of some lumber com-

panies in the area I represent where they will

need a lot more prodding than this kind of

permissive legislation. Therefore, I strongly

recommend that the minister accept amend-

ments, or make amendments herself, that will

require joint health and safety committees in

every work place over, say, 10 employees.

Otherwise, the very workers who need these

committees the most won't get them. If an

employer is conscientious and has a good
record and a good attitude toward safety and

health, that employer won't object to estab-

lishing the joint committee. The mandatory
aspect of the bill won't bother those em-

ployers. If, on the other hand, those em-

ployers are not safety conscious and are not

conscientious, then the safety and health

committees should be mandatory for those

employers in particular.

13:15]

It makes no sense to make the legislation

permissive. The very workers who need them

most, simply won't get them. I'm not con-

vinced of die ministry's ability to descend

and direct committees in every place that

requires them, particularly in relatively small

operations. That's why we feel so very

strongly that the joint committees must be

mandatory. It's not a breakthrough; it's been
established in Saskatchewan for some time

now.

We know the employer has a responsibility

to provide a safe, healthy work environment
and we also know, despite what the minister

might think some times, that the employees
have the responsibility as well to ensure that

the work they do is carried out safely and
also that any potential problems are brought
to the attention not only of the employees'
representatives but of the employer as well.

In the past, of course, the employees
always did have that responsibility. That's

nothing new. Employees have always had a

responsibility to themselves and to their

fellow workers to work safely, but they have
never had any authority to do anything about
it. When they tried to change sometliing to

make it safer they found they had no author-

it>', and now, for the first time, those workers,
those people with the most at stake in safety
and health, will actually be able to do some-
thing about it. They will be able to have
involvement in the decisions that can change
those conditions.

The principle of joint safety and health

committees is too important to leave it per-
missive and subject to the whims of succes-

sive Ministers of Labour, because we don't

know from one appointment to the next what
commitment any given minister is going to

have toward making this Act work. That's

another reason we feel they must be made
mandatory.

The Saskatchewan legislation states very

clearly, and I quote: "In every place of em-

ployment at which 10 or more persons are

employed the person in charge of the opera-
tion of the place of employment shall cause

a committee to be established to be known
as an occupational health committee." That's

what I meant when I said it would not be

l>reakthrough legislation. It's already estab-

lished and working in Saskatchewan. It has

not been abused in Saskatchewan to our

knowledge, and that's in conversations with

some of the people in Saskatchewan, so there

is no reason why Ontario cannot make the

committees mandatory.

Mr. Bullbrook: But that is not mandatory;
that is not universally mandatory.

Mr. Laughren: Oh, yes it is, in all places.

Mr. Bullbrook: Read it again.

Mr. Laughren: I can tell you, it is.

Mr. Bullbrook: Read it again.

Mr. Laughren: I can quote the entire Sas-

katchewan legislation but that particular

phrase that you question says: "In every

place of employment at which 10 or more

persons are employed the person in charge
of the operation of the place of employment
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shall cause a committee to be established to

be known as an occupational health com-
mittee."

Mr. Bullbrook: That is reasonable legisla-

tion; that is not universally mandatory.

Mr. Laughren: Of course, it's mandatory.
For all places of work with 10 or more

employees.

Mr. Bullbrook: With 10 or more employees.

Mr. Laughren: That is what we are saying
too. That is what I have already said.

Mr. Foulds: Your law office will be exempt,

Jim, don't worry.

Mr. Bullbrook: On a point of order. I don't

want to be provocative. There are many peo-

ple here who like to be provocative. We are

speaking about universal and mandatory
legislation, and that's not universally man-

datory. It's dependent upon the number of

employees, which is an extremely reasonable

approach that we subscribe to.

Mr. Foulds: That is not a point of order,

either.

Mr. Laughren: If I might reply to the non

point of order, Mr. Speaker, two points-

Mr. Bullbrook: Don't let him do that, that

is out of order.

Mr. Laughren: —one, I did not use the

word "universal" and two, I did use the

term "10 or more employees." So the member
obviously wasn't listening very carefully.

Mr. McClellan: He should go back to

sleep.

Mr. Laughren: I think one of the main

advantages of having safety and health com-
mittees in the work place is the expertise
which th3 employees can bring to all matters,
and not just matters concerning occupational
health and safety either. I am sure that many
workers have suggestions that can make it a

better place to work but may not have any-
thing to do with safety on the job.

As a matter of fact, employers realized

this many years ago when it suited their pur-
pose. That's why all across this country and
in other jurisdictions you have employers' sug-
gestion awards. The employer rewards em-
ployees who come forth with suggestions that

earn the company more money, and he re-

wards the employees financially when those

suggestions are accepted. So an employer
realizing the expertise that employees had

when it suited the purpose of the employer
is nothing new.

In this case the employees are going to get
some of the benefits of their own expertise.

We feel the same principles apply to safety
and health and the workers have a consider-

able degree of expertise to offer.

I suspect this government would be ideo-

logically more comfortable if it could simply
commission an army of inspectors to swarm
all over the work places in this province and
do the inspection that way. The minister

shakes her head, but the Minister of Health—

Hon. B. Stephenson: Absolutely no way.

Interjection.

•Mr. Laughren: No, not at all. We've said

for years that the workers themselves should

control the work place, not the employers.
The Minister of Health (Mr. F. S. Miller),

I believe it was, announced about six months

ago that he was hiring 10 more people who
were experts in occupational health matters,
who were going to lay it on in Ontario—

Hon. B. Stephenson: They weren't in-

spectors.

IMr. Laughren: Well, what were they?

Hon. B. Stephenson: They were assessors

who went around assessing.

Mr. Laughren: They were experts in the

field?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Yes.

Mr. Laughren: Yes, that's what I thought
you said.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: We're not going to

get involved in an informal debate.

Hon. B. Stephenson: God forbid.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member
for Nickel Belt has the floor and should

address himself to the bill and through the

Chair.

Mr. Laughren: Thank you, Mr. Speaker,
I'd be delighted to do that. Through you to

the minister I would just suggest that if we
were the government—indeed, when we are

the government—we would establish training

programmes for the workers so they could do
their own testing and set some of their own
rules for occupational health and safety, rather

than hiring—

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, we have

already don3 that.
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Mr. Laughren: —the 10 experts that the

Minister of Health talked about, to go out

and assess conditions in the province of On-
tario. You can use the word "assess" instead

of "inspect" if you like, but it basically means
the same thing.

So we assume the minister and her govern-
ment begrudgingly accept safety and health

committees in the province. But we're saying
to them, why don't you embrace the concept
instead of tiptoeing around it and make them

mandatory, for heaven's sake, in all places of

work with 10 or more employees? Does that

satisfy the Liberal Party? Accept the role that

the government should play to make the com-
mittees mandatary, and then give them the

encouragement, the moral support, the equip-
ment, the access to educational programmes to

make it work and to give the safety and
health committees the kind of expertise they
need to let them do a positive and a good job.

If a committee in an asbestos mill or a

mine or a factory or any other work place
wants to take dust readings then why should

they not be encouraged to do so? Let them
take the dust readings; train them in the

operation of the equipment to take the test;

train them how to decipher the results of the
test—give the equipment and the training
to do it properly. If the miners are worried,
for example, about the relationship about
bonus mining and safety, then the ministry
should be there to say, "You're quite right,
that is a legitimate concern," and ensure that
the committees have access to all information.

I know the wording in the bill, which
I've ready very carefully, implies that that

is so. I am a little worried about it being
a little loose that way—in other words, that

the employer shall be required to provide
information of that nature when the safety
and health committees request it. I don't
think that's asking too piuch.

In other words, I'm suggesting to the
minister that the employees on the job be
looked upon as a full partner at their place
of work. In the past that has not been so

because, it being a free-enterprise government
and employers being free-enterprise types,
they hav always said it's the capital that
makes those jobs possible, rather than taking
the view that it's the labour that allows the

capital to be productive.

I shall not dwell unduly on the com-
mittees but I do think the minister should
understand that unless they are mandatory—
and I'll repeat that as many times as I have
to, to convince the minister—unless they're

mandatory, those employees in the province

who would stand to benefit the most from
this legislation will not have the vehicle

necessary to eflFect necessary changes. That
bothers us a great deal.

This legislation also contains an important
administrative change; that is section 12

transfers part IX of The Mining Act, except
section 616, from the Ministry of Natural

Resources to the Ministry of Labour, and
The Silicosis Act also moves over under
section 13. Aside from the necessity of pro-

tecting the workers from the mines division

of the Ministry of Natural Resources, there

are other good reasons for this move, which
we wholeheartedly support.

Some of us, I might say, support the move
less enthusiastically than others, and I can

assure the minister that I personally would
have no qualms whatsoever in abolishing en-

tirely the Provincial Secretariat for Justice,
the Provincial Secretariat for Social Develop-
ment and the Provincial Secretariat for Re-
sources Development—I'd even abort the

Ministry of Natural Resources—if it would

provide startup funds for a separate Ministry
of Occupational Health. I think there are

suiBcient financial savings that could result

from other trimming in government to estab-

lish a separate ministry. If we can justify

a Ministry of Culture and Recreation, we
can justify a Ministry of Occupational
Health.

I did say that we are supporting this ad-

ministrative transfer. I'm making a plea to

not only the government but my own caucus
when I make this argument.

By establishing a separate ministry, the

occupational health requirements would be

competing at a higher level. They would be

competing in a bigger league. That's what I

would like to see. That's the kind of im-

portance I would attach to occupational
health. As long as occupational health falls

within any operating ministry, it's going to

l:>e competing for funds at a diflFerent level.

Perhaps as important as the competition
for funds, by establishing a separate ministry
we would be serving notice to employees,
to employers, to everyone in the province,
of the kind of priority we are giving to

occupational health in Ontario. That's terribly

important because occupational health prob-
lems are not transient in nature; they're
here to stay. They're becoming more complex,
more sophisticated and consequently more
worrisome to a lot of us.

Much research needs to be done in the

preventive aspects of occupational health.

The exposure of workers to carcinogens and
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other toxic substances is increasing and in

some cases we do not yet know the extent

of the danger or the safe levels. There has

been debate in this House on what are ac-

ceptable levels for different carcinogens, but

some of them we don't even know yet, I

suspect, that they are carcinogens. The long
incubation period of many of the diseases,

such as cancer, silicosis and asbestosis poses
a particular problem as well. I think we
must move most aggressively from counting
the fatalities after the fact to preventing
them from occurring in the first place.

[3:30]

I believe the problem is of sufficient im-

portance to establish a separate ministry with

substantial funding. We can no longer wor-

ship at the altar of the work ethic. I'm glad
the Minister of Correctional Services (Mr.

J. R. Smith) is here because he spends some

time, I believe, thinking about the work
ethic and he even speaks about it occasion-

ally. I think he surely would agree that if

we're going to say to workers in this jurisdic-

tion or anywhere else that to work is good,
then we should make sure that when they

go to their place of work they work under

conditions which are healthy and under con-

ditions which are safe. It makes no sense

whatsoever to encourage people to work all

their lives without giving them the support
of government to ensure that they work
under healthy and safe conditions.

I'm sure the minister would agree that it's

not good enough to clean up the existing

hazardous conditions. We must make a very
real efiFort to prevent any new ones from

occurring. We know as well that the task

will be expensive. We know it will be
onerous but I think we all agree it must be
done. Whether the present government re-

mains in ofiBce or not, I think we should

continue to press for the kind of priority for

occupational health which would justify a

separate ministry.

We support the three basic principles of

this bill—the central authority; the right of

workers to refuse to work in unsafe condi-

tions; and the establishment of the joint

health and safety cojnmittees.

We're worried about some of the things
that are missing in the bill. I know the

minister has promised an omnibus bill in the

new year but there is much which need not
have waited until then. I think some could
have been included in this bill but we've
had no indication from the minister as to

what will be included in that new omnibus

legislation.

Also we've had very little indication from
the minister about the promised institute of

occupational health. That was promised over

a year ago—on the eve, coincidentally, of the

1975 provincial election. When I questioned
the minister about her intentions in the Min-

istry of Labour estimates she was rather

vague about it—disturbingly vague—and did

not indicate what she saw its role to be or

its relationship to this new occupational
health branch within the Ministry of Labour.

Surely, after more than a year, some of the

details must be worked out. If they're not

however, I feel it's incumbent on me to offer

some suggestions to the minister—

Hon. B. Stephenson: No doubt.

Mr. Laughren: —in a very positive vein

so that she can include them in her eventual

plan. I'm sure she will listen.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Always.

Mr. Laughren: The introduction of this

legislation would have been an ideal time to

announce the establishment of a new school

or faculty of occupational or industrial hy-

giene at one of the province's universities.

I suspect that federal financing could have

been obtained to help out. I suspect there

would be considerable interest from other

jurisdictions both in terms of support and in

terms of experts who would be willing to

come to such a faculty.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I would hope that

the hon. member for Nickel Belt won't dwell

unduly long on what is not in the bill but

will address himself to what is in the bill.

Mr. BuUbrook: Very good.

Mr. Laughren: Yes, that's a good point,

Mr. Speaker. I would like to talk about some-

thing that's in the bill, peripherally, namely
the Workmen's Compensation Board.

Mr. Bounsall: That's not in the bill.

Mr. Laughren: Yes, there is a reference to

the Compensation Board in the bill. The bill,

however, really doesn't deal in sufiicient

depth with what could have been done with

the Compensation Board while dealing with

this Act. I worry about the Workmen's Com-
pensation Board because I worry that the

board has become an end in itself, has be-

come an agency of government but not really

answerable to government. Otherwise, I sus-

pect, the government would not be so con-

tinually embarassed about the operation of

the Compensation Board because it would do
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something about it. It's a mess and the Tories

know it. It's a continual source of embarass-

ment to the government.

•Mr. Warner: It should be embarrassed. It

should start over. It's a continual disgrace.

Hon. B. Stephenson: No, it is not.

Mr. Laughren: Mr. Speaker, I must point
out to you—you may not have had time re-

cently because of your onerous task as Deputy
Speaker—that the Workmen's Compensation
Board for years has had the authority to

establish safety committees in places of work
that had a bad safety record. I don't know
how long ago, but section 86 of the bill states

that if there is a bad safety record in a place
of employment the board has the right to

require that safety committees be established.

I would like to know if there have been any
such committees established by the Work-
men's Compensation Board?

An Hon. member: Never.

Mr. Laughren: One wonders if there is a

parallel. The Workmen's Compensation Board
was given the right to establish safety
committees and never did. This minister in

this legislation gives the ministry the right
to establish safety committees without piak-

ing them mandatory. One wonders if it is

going to be the same kind of commitment the

Workmen's Compensation Board has had for

safety in the province of Ontario. Whenever
we pursued this matter with the Workmen's

Compensation Board they always said their

job is to process the accidents. They have
told us: "Well process the claims and per-
form some degree of rehabilitation for the

injured workers. Our job is not prevention."

Not only have they told us that, they
haven't done it. The minister looks sceptical,
but I can tell her if they had done it there
would have been safety committees estab-

lished in the province of Ontario in a large
number of work places in order to prevent the
accident rate. I would remind the minister
that in any future dealings with the Com-
pensation Board, whether it has to do with
these safety committees or not, that she re-

mind them that they had their chance to

establish work safety committees and they
didn't do it. If I was her, if I might be so

bold as to give her some advice, I would
urge her to deal with the board in a piost

uncompromising fashion.

If the board had established these safety
committees and had played any kind of

preventive role in occupational health, some
of the problems would not have been as seri-

ous as they were. I refer specifically to some
of the problems that came out of Elliot Lake
where the board was processing the claims,

getting the claims through and not forward-

ing information to the Ministry of Health.

Then the whole thing died, nothing happened,
and there was no follow-up. We all heard

about it from a speech in France, I believe.

I know you know, Mr. Speaker, that

eventually the Compensation Board must be
abolished and replaced with a comprehensive
social insurance scheme.

Mr. Angus: A comprehensive socialist

government.

Mr. Laughren: In the interim they should

get their house in order, and that is what we
are suggesting.

This bill has many other shortcomings. We
think that when the minister was talking in

this bill about giving workers the right to

refuse to work in unsafe conditions, she could

also have said that when a worker contracts

an industrial disease that worker then could,

through the Workmen's Compensation Board,
be removed from the job and either put on
rehabilitation or on some other job without

any loss of income or fringe benefits whatso-
ever. That could have been done in this bill.

I am concerned as well that this bill does

not include the establishment of a data bank
for the compilation of statistics concerning
occupational health. I think it would have
been an ideal place to start that. I suspect
the minister intends to do that with the

institute of occupational health, but as I say
we have no way of knowing that because she

has not revealed any of her plans on that yet.

The legislation is really a skeleton. I was

very surprised at how short the bill was and
how little there was in it. I suspect that for

years to come labour is going to spend a great
deal of time trying to put flesh on that skele-

ton because there is not very much there now.
That is one reason why we are going to have
to propose as many amendments as we intend

to in order to beef it up so that it will work.
We think there is not enough there right now
to make it work. I think the lack of defini-

tion in the bill as to what they are attempting
to do is also something they should have ad-

dressed themselves to. The bill talks about

safety and' health in such a way that one just

knows they are still thinking of safety and
health in a physical sense only. We know
that.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Come oflF it.

Mr. Laughren: Show me in the bill where
it says differently.
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Hon. B. Stephenson: Just because the mem-
ber is so narrow-minded doesn't mean the rest

of us are.

Interjections.

Mr. Warner: Don't be so touchy.

Mr. Foulds: Call the hon. minister to order,

Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Laughren: If I might be so bold as to

continue to criticize the legislation, Mr.

Speaker, I would say that the bill reflects the

attitude that the WCB has, namely it's injury
or accident oriented, and while tiie minister

says that the board always gives the workers

the benefit of the doubt, that's only true when
there is no doubt—because if there's any doubt
at all it does not go to the worker.

I'd like to draw a comparison in this Act.

The Act talks about occupational health and

safety and all the references in the bill are

about accidents, industrial disease, mainly
accidents though, and I'd like to tell you how
the Saskatchewan bill described occupational

health, and lacking in this bill is even a

definition of occupational health.

The Saskatchewan occupational healtih bill

describes occupational health as: "1. The pro-
motion and maintenance of the highest degree
of physical, mental and social well-being of

workers." I emphasize that the chances of

finding the term "social well-being" in any

Tory government legislation dealing with

workers is nil. That's the difference.

"2. The prevention among workers of ill

health caused by their working conditions.

"3. The protection of workers in their em-

ployment from risks resulting from factors ad-

verse to health.

"4. Replacing and maintenance of workers

in an occupational environment adapted to

their physiological and psychological condi-

tions."

'Does the minister understand the difference

in that kind of wording in a bill and what that

says about the intent of government; com-

pared to the wording in the bill that she's

brought forth today? The different attitude it

has towards workers? In one case the aware-

ness that the work place is a social place as

well as an economic place; that's what Saskat-

chewan realized.

This government still regards the work

place as having only an economic dimension,
no social dimension at all. There's no talk

about the social well-being, or the physio-
logical and psychological well-being, or work
that's suitable to the worker; no thought of

that in the Ontario legislation. That's where

this minister's bill is lacking and that's why
we are not perhaps as generous as she might
wish us to be when we talk about this

legislation. If we tied that philosophy toward
the worker in the work place, along with
the Saskatchewan attitude that occupational
health is an engineering problem—as we talk-

ed about in the Ministry of Labour estimates

—I think we'd have a nice combination of

intent on the part of the government; namely
that we regard occupational health as an

engineering problem and we'll do whatever
we can to ensure that the hazards are mini-

mized in terms of health and safety. It is

an engineering problem, but at the same
time, when it comes to the worker, we re-

gard the worker as being in a social setting
on the job and his well-being is important,
more than just physically but mentally as

well. I believe that in the days to come
and the years to come, many of our problems
in occupational health are not going to be
so easily identified as they have been in

the past—namely, an injury or an industrial

disease that we call cancer, or asbestosis or

chronic bronchitis—but it will be problems
that are related to stress. It may not be
that the blue collar worker suffers from it

any more than any other worker, but that's

the kind of problem we're going to be

getting in with. We're going to be dealing
with them I think. They are there now, and
as long as we have a philosophy of work
that deals with the worker as an economic
unit and the work place as having only an

economic dimension, we're never going to

come to grips with that problem.

[3:45]

I am totally convinced that we are going
to have to deal with diseases associated

with alienation and stress in the work place
in the years to come and I am worried that

the minister is committed to that kind of

campaign on occupational health. I am
concerned as well that the person she has

hired as the director of the occupational
health branch, who is a medical person, will

have that kind of commitment as well. Quite

frankly I don't want to malign the medical

profession, but they have not regarded it-

Mr. Foulds: Some of your best friends are

doctors.

Mr. Laughren: —they have not regarded it

in that fashion. As a matter of fact, you
would agree with me, would you not?

Mr. Dukszta: Yes, yes.
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Mr. Foulds: One of my best friends is a

doctor.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Really? .

Mr. Laughren: The member for Parkdale

agrees with me.

Mr. Shore: Is he a real doctor?

Mr. Laughren: And I am saying to you—

Mr. Breaugh: He is the kind you need,
Marvin.

Mr. Shore: Do you get good advice over

there?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Let's have some order,

please. The hon. member for Nickel Belt

will please address his remarks through the

Chair.

Mr. Laughren: Thank you.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: There will be less

chance for interjections.

Mr. Laughren: Thank you. I appreciate

that, particularly as it is protecting me from

my own back-benchersi

I am saying to you, Mr. Speaker, through
you to the minister, tiiat we should start to

deal with that problem before it becomes the

issue of the day, because I suspect that it

is just around the corner.

I believe that the government's record on

occupational health is dismal, to say the

least. I think that its commitment has been
non-existent and I assure the minister we
shall be pressing, day in and day out in the

days ahead, to make sure that this legisla-
tion does not become simply window dressing.

Mr. BuUbrook: I want to begin by voic-

ing again my great admiration for you per-

sonally when you occupy that chair, because

you do a great job as Speaker. I didn't see

one flicker of assertiveness or negativism
when he went through this balderdash about

doing away with the Workmen's Compensa-
tion Board and implementing a comprehensive
social insurance universal compensation sys-

tem, such as I think they do in New Zealand-

Mr. Warner: Ask him how he will vote.

Mr. Bullbrook: —which, of course, is almost
a complete tragedy as the people of New
Zealand-

Mr. MacDonald: Who says?

Mr. Laughren: Slander, oh slander.

Mr. Bullbrook: —begin to agree, month
by month. But I say to you you are truly an

objective Speaker. I intend to direct my
remarks solely to you, as the arbiter of objec-

tivity and justice in the House, because
it has been a long time since I have seen
a piece of legislation that requires this sweet

injection of the temperate view of the Liberal

Party to make a proper analysis of it.

Interjections.

Mr. Bullbrook: Because my friend from
Nickel Belt, if I have properly written down
his attitude and I quote from hipi, says:

Mr. Samis: Legalese.

Mr. Bullbrook: "The workers should con-

trol the work place." Well, if that's the atti-

tude of the New Democratic Party—and I

don't know whether the attitude of the Tory
government is that the management right
clause is universal and sacrosanct, we don't

agree with either one.

As I said in the opening of the estimates -

Mr. Warner: You have never been a

worker.

Mr. Bullbrook: —of the minister some
several weeks ago, the fact of the matter is

we have got to bring a litde social democracy
to the work place, a litde coming together
of both of them.

Mr. Samis: You can't have it both ways.

Mr. Bullbrook: You know it really—

Interjections.

Mr. Bullbrook: I want to say one other

thing too. I was sitting here and when he
was talking about the social disease—what
was it? What was the word that my col-

league from Nickel Belt-

Interjections.

Mr. Bullbrook: —of alienation—of the social

disease of ahenation, I want to tell you there'

one type of employee who can overcome that

social disease right away and that's a mem-
ber of the legislative assembly. All he has

to do is say, "I am alienated, I am not going
to run again. I have given up." I heartily

recommend that. I heartily recommend that

to some of my colleagues-

Mr. Davidson: Is that what you are doing-

Mr. Bullbrook: -from the New Democratic

Party.

Interjection.
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Mr. Bullbrook: I have yet to see such

mouthing of platitudes for the workmen as

some of these people. Some of them weren't

here in 1970. I want to read something.

Mr. Davidson: Keep talking. We'll use it

at the next union meeting.

Mr. Warner: Is this debating the bill?

Mr. Bullbrook: He talks about using it at

the next union meeting. If he means in

Cambridge, I can well understand that. I

want him to come down to Sarnia and join

in some of the union meetings there some
time. They hold them in telephone booths

as a matter of fact.

Mr. Samis: What about the bill?

Mr. Shore: Do they really?

Mr. Bullbrook: They certainly do. All the

NDP there have lost their deposit for the

last four elections in a row in Sarnia. They
want to come down to that great place of

the working man. Let me read you, Mr.

Speaker, something that happened in 1970.

Mr. Foulds: Why don't you resign now so

we can have a by-election?

Mr. Bullbrook: In 1970 we were putting
forward amendments to The Mining Act,
and the Liberal Party at that time—specifi-
cally the then mepiber for Sudbury and my
present colleague from Erie—put forward

some amendments to The Mining Act. Sec-

tion 2 was amended by Mr. Haggerty,
seconded by Mr. Sopha, and the motion was
for the establishment of a safety committee
under The Mining Act, with proper defini-

tion. The vote was: the Tories voted against

it, the NDP voted against it. That was back
in 1970 when we wanted compulsory safety
committees.

There sits in the gallery right now a

former colleague of ours, that great friend,

Mr. Hugh Peacock, now liaison ofiBcer with
this assembly from the Ontario Federation

of Labour, and a man, by the way, who has

given me much education over the last few
weeks.

Mr. MacDonald: That I can believe. That
I can believe.

Mr. Bullbrook: I hope that doesn't inter-

fere with his job. But the New Democratic

Party voted against it. There was a second
amendment at that time to The Mining Act
which gave the power to the safety com-
mittee to enter upon and make recommenda-
tions with respect to the proper safety of

the employee. The New Democratic Party
took it upon themselves at that time to vote

against it.

That happens to be six years ago, and I

hear my colleague from Nickel Belt stand

up and say, "A little bit too late," knowing
that his party, for what reason I can't recall—

I just can't recall why they voted against

that—but in any event they decided that it

wasn't appropriate.

Mr. Samis: Why don't you talk about the

bill?

Mr. Bullbrook: Why don't I talk about the

bill? I have to, in fairness, point out that we
as a party are not going to subscribe to that

narrow approach that says the workers must

govern the working place. There are a lot

of things viTong with this legislation, but

basically anybody who has read the Ham
report compliments the ministry on a be-

ginning with respect to implementation of

some of his recommendations. We intend to

support this. We understand the Ontario

Federation of Labour supports the bill in

principle. We understand the Ontario Mining
Association supports the bill in principle.

What we are going to do is attempt to

bring forward amendments which we think

will enhance the effectiveness of the bill. We
are going to support amendments which we
think will enhance the effectiveness of the

biU.

When I got up, and you indulged me, and

I interrupted my great colleague from Nickel

Belt, that fine friend, when I interrupted him
he was talking previously about the word

"may" in two sections, 4 and 5; and he found

that offensive. I find it much more offensive

in 5 than in 4 because at least in 4 we have

some delineation of the discretion to be exer-

cised by the minister but we don't have any-

thing of that nature in 5. I am not happy
about the word, "must", but to get up and

spend five minutes talking about making it

mandatory, and then to read from other legis-

lation which isn't mandatory—the fact is that

there is the seed within the words themselves,

"more than 10," that we have to discuss in

this assembly.

First of all, I put it to you, Mr. Speaker,
does it mean that it should be mandatory?
Must the minister in every case appoint such

a committee whether the employees or em-

ployers don't want it at all? Whether it is

for four employees or not? I say frankly I

want to have a debate, and a significant de-

bate, among all of us when we are in com-
mittee to decide what would be appropriate
in the circumstances. On the one hand I see
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a need for placing an obligation upon the

minister where she can't negatively exercise

the discretion and where it is warranted that

she appoint such a committee. On the other

hand, I don't think we can straitjacket the

minister in such a position that she must

appoint in every instance.

We have been given some amendments

aheady—I don't think that particular one is

covered in the amendments—and I look for-

ward to some degree of receptiveness on the

part of the minister to an amendment which

might be put forward. I hesitate to put the

amendment forward because frankly I

wrestled with the propriety of the wording
of it. I am going to be very interested.

If it deals with 10 or more, I wonder if

that's not unduly arbitrary. It concerns me
that in a situation where there is a whole-

some reciprocity of attitudes between man-

agement and its collective bargaining agent
and they feel they have done an adequate job
themselves—such as exists in some indus-

tries, at least in some plants in Ontario—why
is it necessary that we impose upon the min-

ister an obligation to intervene when they
are doing the very thing we want them to

do? That is, together under the collective

agreement, they're protecting their indi-

vidual employees.

That's why I'm vitally interested in listen-

ing again to the amendments of the New
Democratic Party. I want to say we'll make
no commitment one way or the other but
we will decide on the reasonableness of it.

If they make a valid argument that there

should be a number and we think that num-
ber is reasonable, I think my colleagues would
follow my thoughts and my guidance since

it is my responsibility as official critic to

recommend to them what we do. I want to

say that we won't go for universality. If

that's what it is to be we will vote with the

government as much as we don't like it.

Those are some of the things we want to

come to grips with during the course of the

committee. It is extremely ipiportant that

we rewrite this legislation to cover things
which are not presentiy covered.

With respect to section 2 and the cessation

of work activities in unsafe conditions, there
are two things which cause me great concern.
First of all there are the words "reasonable
cause." There's a great body of legislation
under the labour arbitration cases which has
defined reasonable cause mainly in the con-
text of (1), the factual situation and (2), the
terms of die collective agreement itself.

The problem here is that we have people
outside the purview of organized labour who

are to be covered, I would hope, under this

statute. I think we have to have some
definition of what constitutes reasonable

cause in the circumstances.

For example, I had a representative, the

chief steward of the IBEW, who came to me
last Thursday in connection with this matter,

about the lineman for whom the essence of

his undertaking is an unsafe condition almost;

a hazardous condition. He asked me, "How
am I going to guide those people within my
bargaining unit who might take a position

arbitrarily that their work is unsafe when we
recognize that the very nature of the work at

times is unsafe?"

As a matter of fact, the more the work is

needed, the more unsafe it is. It's after the

storm, when the lines are down and things—
the word "thing" is used in this section—are

unsafe that we have to call upon these people
to remedy the deficiency. I am vitally con-

cerned. There might be a manifest and

obvious answer that I am missing but I am
very concerned about the definition of un-

safe as well as some elaboration as to what
constitutes a unilateral judgement by the em-

ployee which would support the words

"reasonable cause."

The Ontario Mining Association—I want to

read this into the record at least partly—
has suggested the definition in the Manitoba

mines Act. I don't think it suffices, frankly,

but if I might I'll read it:

"Unsafe means any condition existing that

constitutes a risk to an employee that is

not normal to the usual risks of a job that

an employee is required to do from time to

time and shall be deemed to be a condition

that is dangerous to the health of the em-

ployee or to the safety of the employee in

the performance of his work."

[4:00]

That, as suggested by the Ontario Mining
Association, is lifted' totally out of the Mani-

toba mining Act. It does overcome, as I think

the minister would agree, the problem where

there is an inherent nature of risk in the

normal work activities. I really don't think

her section covers that. In that respect I

think it puts too much of an onus upon the

employer, and I think that's something we've

got to cover.

There are other things that have been

covered by the member for Nickel Belt that

I had made com^nent about before. On sec-

tions 4 and 5, the question of discretion, I

agree with him—
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Mr. McClellan: Tell us what the associ-

ation wants.

Mr. Bullbrook: I'm sorry; I'm prepared
to-

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon, member will continue.

Mr. Bullbrook: No, I am prepared to take

a question if he wants.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The hon. piember
will continue the debate in second reading.

Mr. Bullbrook: All right. Before the ques-

tion, I was dealing with whether sections 4

or 5 should be mandatory. I pointed out, as

my colleague from Nickel Belt neglected to

point out, that section 5 is much more de-

ficient than section 4. At least section 4 does

try to catalogue and delineate the guide-
lines to which the minister should subject

herself in making a decision. I also am very
interested in section 4(3) and the question of

who actually conducts the appointment to

the committee itself. That doesn't seem to

be defined. It reads: "A committee shall con-

sist of such number of persons as the min-

ister jnay prescribe ..."

Mr. Deans: Is this clause by clause?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Perhaps the hon.

member would keep his remarks to the prin-

ciple rather than debating clause by clause

at this time.

Mr. Deans: Absolutely.

Mr. Mackenzie: When is he going to

start?

Mr. Bullbrook: I want to say something to

you, Mr. Speaker. You weren't in the chair,

and I say this most respectfully, but we went

through at least 35 piinutes of having to

digest the propriety of the accident preven-
tion function of the Workmen's Compensa-
tion Board, which has nothing to do with

this legislation.

Mr. Laughren: Not true.

Mr. Bullbrook: I want to say to you, Mr.

Speaker, it has always been my intention to

abide by the rulings of the Chair, and I'll

abide by that ruling, but I want to ask

your indulgence in this respect: I'm trying
to deal with principles, and the principle
I'm attempting to deal with now is the ques-
tion of the appoinfanent and consititution of

the committee. I'm directing a question that

involves the principle of who should be

responsible for the appointment, so that the

minister will feel free to respond during the

course of her contribution on second read-

ing to give us some idea of what her inten-

tion plight be in committee. I appreciate

very much the censure that you've placed

upon me. I'll try to restrict myself accord-

ingly.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The hon. member will

continue.

Mr. Bullbrook: Thank you. I'm Interested

also in the question of why the guidelines
under section 4 with respect to the exercise

of discretion, are not again used under

section 5. Is that a purposeful thing or was
it just an oversight? I think it must be

purposeful because otherwise it would be
an unduly significant oversight.

I want to transfer a thought frojn section

4(7) to section 9, and that is the question
of the remuneration of the employee during
the time when it's being assessed whether

he has the right to not work. It doesn't seem
to me that the legislation covers entirely

his position. With your indulgence, Mr.

Speaker, section 9(c) does refer to the fact

that "no employer or person acting on behalf

of an employer shall impose any penalty

upon an employee." I just wonder if the

cessation of work and the lack of pay during
the time of cessation of work can be con-

strued as a penalty.

Mr. Renwick: I would think so.

Mr. Bullbrook: My colleague from River-

dale says he think so. There's certainly an

argument to be put forward that you're not

subject to a sanction if you're not working.

In any event, I think we should cover that,

because the member of the committee, as we
see under subsection 7, is paid during the

exercise of his function as a member of a

committee. In the case of the epiployee who
has decided not to work, during the interval

of the assessment of the propriety of that

decision I think we should define whether

he's entitled to remuneration or not.

Mr. McClellan: Is that what the Mining
Association wants basically?

Mr. Bullbrook: I don't know really whether

that's what the Mining Association wants or

not. Is the Mining Association big in Park-

dale?

Mr. McClellan: I thought it was in the

letter the member was reading from a moment
ago.
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Mr. Bullbrook: Under subsection 10, I'm
also interested in who lays the complaint. Is

it limited to the ministry? If it is, then I

consider that inejffectual. I think the bargain-

ing agent, and failing the existence of a bar-

gaining agency, then the employee individu-

ally or any individual employee should be
able to lay the information upon reasonable

cause.

Those are basically matters of concern to

us. As I say, we support the principles of the

legislation. My colleague from Nickel Belt

spoke about three principles. I'd say there

are four, and I'm happy to regard one as an
addlitional principle. That's the principle of

transferring the responsibilities of The Mining
Act, The Silicosis Act and the industrial

health and safety legislation to the Minister

of Labour. I've totally felt and I've voiced
over at least almost a decade that the Ministry
of Labour must be a very vital ministry. I

don't think there's any ministry that can have
a more significant impact on the social and
economic welfare, mainly the social welfare,
of the people of this province than the Minis-

try of Labour. It wasn't appropriate that these

functions, which are all in essence welded
into one shouldn't rest with the Ministry of

Labour. That's the way we would want it.

We'll support the bill as best we can. We'll
do it without the necessity of coming down
with rather exaggerated claims. We'll do it,

we hope, without the necessity of taking sides

where we have to say that the worker con-

trols the work place because I don't sub-

scribe to this. My party dbesn't subscribe to

it, no more than we subscribe to the fact that

management should control the work place.

This is the type of legislation that thirsts

for some type of reasonable debate and not
debate conducted in a juvenile fashion with a

rather socialistic chip on one's shoulder. Let's

try to do the best for the people.

We're trying to bring some legislation

through that will assist the working people of

this province. None of us can stand above the

other in this respect and say, "I am holier

than thou." We all work together toward the

same end. Let's act, as our function should

direct, to work together for the best tyi>e of

legislation possible. Let's forget our past de-

ficiencies. If some of us in 1970 decided not
to subscribe to that type of legislation, then
we have divested ourselves and we have
cleansed ourselves of that error.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The hon. member for

London North has the floor.

Mr. Angus: Where is your audience?

Mr. Deans: Do you agree with them?

Mr. Shore: They have a lot of confidence in

me.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Laughren: Is it true that they didn't

have a going away party for you?

Mr. Deans: The question is are they here

supporting you?

Mr. Shore: I know most from Hamilton are.

It is a privilege for me to extend my support
to Bill 139, An Act respecting Employees'
Health and Safety, proposed by the Minister

of Labour. Before I speak specifically on the

principles of the bill, I would just like to

comment-

Interjections.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member has the floor.

Mr. Shore: Incidentally, is the member for

Oshawa receiving treatment? I just want to

know if he is or not.

On the issue, before I get into the general-
ities of it, Mr. Speaker, I had the privilege
of attending the Labour estimates last week,
and I truly believe there's a lot of constructive

information and dialogue that comes forward

from there. I don't believe, on the other hand,
there was much destructive information that

was coming out of there. The members op-

posite, particularly the members of the social-

ist party, the NDP, as the member for Sarnia

observed, appear to attack things on a nega-
tive basis very well. Very well. I don't be-

lieve that I have to necessarily stand here, and
I don't believe the minister needs me stand-

ing here to defend her policies.

Mr. Laughren: That is for sure.

Mr. Shore: Nor does she need me here to

defend her personality or her personal

position.

Mr. Angus: She doesn't need you at all.

Mr. Shore: But it particularly disturbs me,
not in defence of the minister, who is quite

capable of defending herself if needed, but it

particularly offends me to sit in those Labour
estimates and see and hear some of the things
that I did hear.

Mr. 'Mancini: Speak to the bill.

Mr. Laughren: Be specific, be specific.

Mr. Shore: Some of the things that I truly
did hear. It really bothers me. If they truly
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are interested in advancing the cause for im-

provement in this area, they would address

themselves to this.

Mr. Laughren: Don't be so vague. What
are those vague irmuendoes you are referring

to?

Mr. Shore: Can you hear when you're talk-

ing, Floyd? Or do you find that it matters?

It doesn't really matter, does it?

(Mr. Acting Speaker: Order please. Perhaps
the hon. member will return to the principle

of the bill.

Mr. Laughren: I think he has passed it.

Mr. Shore: Right. Mr. Speaker, it is very

important in the development of the type of

society that we want here in Ontario that the

government be prepared to act to protect the

rights of those who, by virtue of the nature

of the work they do, come into contact with

the possibility of injury and therefore should

have the right to exert their own prerogative
in a responsible fashion to protect themselves.

Members opposite are consistently raising

questions, as is their responsibility, with

respect to hazardous working conditions, the

operation of the Workmen's Compensation
Board, and the circumstances that often con-

tribute toward unsafe working circumstances

for some of our citizens. But incidentally, they
don't have licences to be the only ones speak-

ing for the working force.

While members on this side of the House
share the concerns of those opposite, and

express that concern in many ways, both in

caucus and directly to the minister, the reality

is that we on this side of the House know
that Ontario safety standards and the stand-

ards set by our Workmen's Compensation
Board rank among the highest in the world.

They do.

Mr. Deans: "We on this side of the House"?
Which side is that?

Mr. Ferrier: What?

Mr. Shore: Are you okay there, Mr. Deans?

Everything all right?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Shore: Sorry it's starting to bother you.

Mr. Deans: I find it amusing, "We on this

side of the House."

Mr. Acting Speaker: The hon. member wiU
refer to other hon. members by the riding
rather than by their name.

Mr. Deans: He has never been able to

figure out what side his seat is on. He has

trouble finding his seat.

)Mr. Shore: They are comparable to any
other jurisdiction in North America. They are

perhaps a far greater protection than many
workers in Great Britain and other places
enjoy. I believe that the government has a

responsibility to continually review the pro-
tection which it offers in this respect, move
as fast as possible in that direction, and en-

sure that the protections operate in a fashion

which will guarantee personal safety and are

economically viable. I am sure members op-
posite would not want a circumstance where
the prerogatives with respect to personal safe-

ty were used in such an irresponsible manner
or fashion by any worker or group of workers
to the point where it beicame simply eco-

nomically less than viable for a particular
construction site or a particular project to

continue.

I believe this bill shows the good faith of

this government and the positive attitude of

its minister and concern of this government
for the safety of the working men and women
of this province. I think it's also a challenge
to the responsibility of the working men and
women of this province. There will be the

odd abuse on the part of the odd individual

who will see it as an excuse to be used

irresponsibly, but I am sure—and I stress that,

Mr. Speaker, I am sure, as I think are most
of the members who have dealt with constitu-

ents who have great Concerns in this area—
that the vast majority of the working men
and women in our province will be exception-

ally responsible in the use of this Act and
the protection which it provides them.

[4:15]

It's important too, that the bill provides for

third party investigation and deliberation with

respect to the ultimate safety of a device or

a machine or working circumstance. That, I

think, is the ultimate protection both for the

employer who may believe he is being un-

fairly victimized and for the employee who
believes that the circumstance is genuinely
unsafe.

Mr. Ferris: Who wrote this?

Mr. Shore: I want you to know that I've

worked in the work force and I want the

people on the other side to know that I've

worked for the Steel Company of Canada.
I know a little bit about it. You're not the

only ones.

Mr. Foulds: Let me see your hands.
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Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member will continue debating the

principle of the bill.

Mr. Shore: The provisions of section 4 of

the Act, which allows the minister the pre-

rogative to require an employer or group of

employers to establish a joint health and

safety committee, aflFord the government an

opportunity to ensure that in the structure of

economic and industrial development which
will ensue in Ontario from this day forward,
the notion of safety and workers' health

becomes one of the critical elements in over-

all economic planning and project planning.
I think that is very important. I think that

is a major step forward for our jurisdiction

and a step forward for our province.

Of equal importance, the provisions in

section 9 would make it illegal—and I stress

illegal—for any employer or agent of an em-

ployer to dismiss or threaten an employee,

discipline the employee, impose any penalty
or intimidate the employee as a result of the

employee having asserted his or her rights
under the provisions of this Act.

What is of equal importance as well is

the fact that part IX of The Mining Act,

excepting section 6, subsection 16, is now
assigned to the Ministry of Labour, as the

member for Sarnia alluded to or stated. That

represents an opportunity for the govern-
ment to pull together the occupational safety

thrust, which it has been developing for

some time, under one ministry which I be-

lieve will operate not only in the interests

of the working men and women in these

circumstances but also in the true interests

of the companies and the corporations which
can now deal with one unified sector of

government as they adapt to new rules and

regulations.

Mr. Laughren: Did John Munro write

this?

Mr. Shore: Who wrote yours? The only
notion I would add and it may be a little bit

superfluous-

Mr. Ferris: Don't say it then.

Mr. Shore: —is regarding the physical fit-

ness and well-being of white collar workers
who may not come into direct contact with

physically hazardous circumstances or ma-
chines, like some of the members—the mem-
ber for London South who probably hasn't

had that experience at all.

Mr. Cunningham: Is it a hazardous posi-
tion for the member for London North?

Mr. Shore: Although there are some who
would argue that perhaps the most hazardous
machine around is the telephone—in some in-

stances even being a member of this Legis-
latiu-e may be hazardous—I think that before

laughing at that kind of assertion we might
give some serious thought to the many
citizens of our province who are involved
in the insurance industry, like the member for

London South, and large corporations and

governments and other concerns. They are

involved in large amounts of desk and oflSce

work and can build up physical disorders

over a period of time which relate to stress,

to lack of exercise and to consistently seden-

tary activity which can cause very serious

health concerns as one approaches one's

middle age.

This Act, of course, is not the place for

provisions in this respect. I would hope that

some day in Ontario we may have the

physical fitness assistance, counselling and
advice as part and parcel of the employee
benefit package which white collar workers
could enjoy as part of their overall circum-

stances.

Mr. Ferris: Help the accountants.

Mr. Shore: In many senses, being able

to run around the track for an hour every

day, to eat balanced food^ to stay away from

excess amounts of alcohol and cholesterol

and to exercise regularly might be of more
real value—in terms of earning power in one's

middle years and the health which is neces-

sary to sustain that earning power—than
dollars on a pay-cheque. That is for dis-

cussion at another time.

It is truly a privilege for me to extend my
support of this bill and my congratulations
to the Minister of Labour on having brought
it forward. It is truly a progressive and
humane piece of legislation.

Mr. Laughren: Now we know who wrote

Mr. Bounsall: In rising to speak to the

employees' health and safety bill, I must

say that when it was first tabled I was a

little disappointed in the areas that this bill

did not cover. We had a very excellent Ham
commission report and many of its recom-

mendations are not even touched upon in

this particular bill.

I understand the minister is bringing in

an omnibus bill dealing with the structures

and so on of the institutes and her ministry
to deal with matters of this sort. If that's

what the omnibus bill is, and it will not have
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contained within it this Act itself, or further

steps beyond this Act, then we have before

us in this Act the first tentative step toward

the protection of workers in Ontario, It is an

Act which would be and should be etxended

and amended with a fair degree of regularity
to have before us an Act which is really going
to be workable in the province of Ontario and

one which truly fulfils what I see to be the

principles emerging from this bill.

I see among the principles which emerge
from this bill, first, the consolidation of

responsibility for occupational health and

safety within one ministry, the Ministry of

Labour. That is certainly a principle worth

supporting. It is certainly a step forward

over what we've had, where the mining in-

dustry has been separated from industrial

safety and construction safety, which were
in another ministry, with some of the inspec-
tions of those places and some of the monitor-

ing and some of the advice to be given in

the area of occupational health and safety

in the work place residing in yet a third

ministry, the Ministry of Health. So the

principle of the consolidation which we see

in this bill is certainly a principle which
can be supported.

The right to refuse unsafe work as out-

lined in sections 2 and 3 of this bill is cer-

tainly a step forward relative to what appear-
ed in particularly the old Industrial Safety

Act, which I will dwell on at some length.

Certainly the general principle of the right

of employees to know and participate in

matters of occupational health and safety—
to help in fact set up the framework by
which health and safety will be conducted
in their plants and in essence setting and

drafting the safety policy in their work

place—that whole principle is a principle
which we can support. So in general there's

nothing contained in this particular bill

which in principle we would not support.

However, when we get to looking at some
of the details I feel that the bill is quite

inadequate to achieve the general principle
which the minister and the government is

laying forth in the bill. When we come to the

committee stage there'll certainly be amend-
ments to those sections and a lot of dialogue
between ourselves and the ministry and the

officials over those sections which we feel

must be improved in order for this bill to

work.

There's been some indication from the

previous speaker from the Liberals that the

persons to whom this bill applies in the

formation of health and safety committees
and the work places that it should apply to

all and should not be left entirely to the

minister's discretion or the minister's orders.

The point was made that this should be

mandatory for most if not all work places
with 10 or more employees—that that sec-

tion of this bill dealing with the health and

safety committees should be automatically

applied.

Perhaps the minister can assure us that

under that section establishing the health

and safety committees she is going to say
on passage of the bill something to the

effect that "all the employees in this par-
ticular industry—" and list the industries—

"will have health and safety committees" or,

"all work places in which there are 10 or

more employees—" or some figure which the

minister has chosen "—will have health and

safety committees by the order which I'm

making under this legislation." If we under-
stand from the minister that's in fact what
she's doing, rather than wait for individual

trouble spots to arise and say, "Okay, we'll

have a health and safety committee there"—
if that's all she is going to do that is not

going to be an eflFective system of occupa-
tional health and safety committees in this

province.

I was at a meeting on the weekend in

which I had a presentation by a member of

a local union with respect to the health and

safety problems in the plant that he worked

in, and he was speaking not only of his plant
but generally of plants across Ontario. I

wished I could absolutely have assured him

that, as a result of this bill coming to debate
before us this vary day, two days after he

presented his concerns, health and safety
committees would be mandatory for most
work places across this province. That was a

subject which interested him greatly, but one

just couldn't say that.

We could say that there's a bill coming
before us which allows a better right to re-

fuse than what now appears in the legisla-

tion. It sets up a provision for some health

and safety committees, but unless the minis-

ter indicates that she's going to employ her

discretion under that section to make them

virtually widespread, it does not say that

those committees—which in my opinion is the

proper way to organize safety matters across

this province—will become widespread.

On the refusal-to-work section, I have

looked at it, read it three or four times,

thought about it and I can't find any rabbit

going into the hat in these sections in terms

of any loopholes. Perhaps as I consider it

further, I might. I remember in virtually all

Labour estimates that I have participated in
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for the last five years except this last one,

because we were having these amendments
before us, I have spoken upon how weak the

right to refuse to work in unsafe or hazardous

conditions was in the legislation that we had.

Under that legislation the worker could, in

fact, finding himself in an unsafe situation,

declare that it was unsafe, apparently taking
that one section of the Act that appeared
that he had this right. Then one finds that

all his foreman had to do was come down,
look at it, declare that it was safe and order

him back to work. If he refused to go back
to work he was dismissed, suspended, what
have you, and the whole grievance procedure
having to be worked through over that case.

That's all we had previously.

Under these provisions here, if he feels

any machine, device or thing or location is

unsafe, he reports it to his employer and may
refuse to work. If the employer comes down,
or whoever represents the employer, and
finds that in his opinion it is safe and the

worker still disagrees, he may then call in an

inspector. Just that one step right there is

quite a step forward, since heretofore he
could be ordered right back on to the job.

If there is no agreement at that point, then

the employee can require the inspector to

come in and the inspector then inspects that

work place in combination with any worker

representative who has been appointed, with
the employee, with the representative of

management and then he makes his report.

Hopefully it's a report which will correct the

situation. That report, under another section

of the Act, must find its way to this safety
committee if that safety committee is in exist-

ence and has been so designated and set up
by order of the minister.

Here again that's a weakness in this whole

approach. It may not exist in that work place.
There may not be a place for that report to

go, to a group of people who are interested

in the health and safety of the work place,
but if there is, there's a much improved
method by which that employee can feel that

his work has a fair chance of being safe or

being made safe, and that is certainly an im-

provement over the present situation.

[4:30]

I suspect that in addition to what is here,
when that government inspector makes his

report, which will certainly contain a decision

of some sort, and even though he has been
in the presence of all those concerned—the

employee, the employer and anyone on the

safety committee or the safety representative
that we appoint in section 5 of the Act—who

investigated it in their company and reported
back to them, perhaps the problems still exist

and the inspector's report is the end of it.

I think there should be in this Act, right

at this point, the provision of a further and
final appeal to the minister, however the min-

ister might want to carry that appeal out. She

may leave it to the Labour Safety Council or

to some other committee that she forms. Of

course, that appeal would be open to both

the employer and the employee. But I think

there should be a step beyond which, in a

formal way, an appeal on that inspector's de-

cision can be taken easily and readily.

There is a non-finality about the inspector's

report if it is still felt by the worker himself,
or by his safety representative or by the

safety committee that it still has not had an

adequate provision made. Or in some cases

the employer may find himself in a situation

where, in the speciality of the particular
work place involved and the particular opera-
tion involved, he has not been able to con-
vince the worker on the job or the inspector
who comes in that the machine, which he
knows is there to do the job, is in fact doing
it in a safe way.
On the basis of the technical knowledge

involved, the employer from time to time may
well want to appeal the decision of an in-

spector which he feels may well not have
been made with as much technical expertise
as it should have been—expertise which would
come into the deliberations if the right of final

appeal was then made further up the ministry,
to the minister or to whomever the minister

might designate that appeal.

The next part of the bill, dealing with the

establishment of safety committees, in my
mind has a lot of loopholes, a lot of indequa-
cies and a lot of other things which should
have been considered. One of the things that

I find not at all palatable, as I mentioned be-

fore, is that this is permissive legislation. It

say's the minister may order an occupational
health and safety committee to be formed.

Now, one of a couple of things is going to

happen: We pass the legislation and no com-
mittees are ordered to be formed or ver)- few
committees are ordtered to be formed.

What this legislation really should do is to

say that, by the passage of this piece of legis-

lation, we in Ontario are going to have all

sorts of health and safety committees in every
work place. The minister really should be

thinking that there should be a health and

safety committee formed where there are 10

employees or more in a given work place. We
choose 10 as the number, but we are not in-

flexible on that. We can go to eight or 12 or
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maybe as high as 15. The number 10 is

chosen because it exists already in one prov-
ince in Canada where it is mandatory that

these committees be formed where there are

10 employees or more.

It is interesting to discover why they chose

10. They were looking to choose the lowest

possible number of employees where a health

and safety committee would be mandatory.

They chose the number 10 because they felt

in Saskatchewan that was the number re-

quired to allow for the effective operation of

a health and safety committee without undue

employer pressures on those employees who
would be on that safety committee. There is

always some pressure. If there is a firing or

what have you, section 9 takes care of it but

there can be intimidation.

The question in Saskatchewan when they
chose the number 10 was what was the small-

est number of employees they could have so

that a health and safety committee could be
formed from and including some of those em-

ployees without those employees feeling some
intimidation. Obviously, it would be pretty
difficult to have a health and safety com-
mittee required to be formed where there is

a situation of a man and his wife running a

business with a couple of employees. They
are talking to each other all the time, in any
event, in most of those locations. It is not

very reasonable in that particular situation to

say they have to have a health and safety
committee because it would be the case of

the employer talking to the one employee he
talks to most anyway. The question was what
number would be the number to reach at

which it is feasible to have a committee where
there wouldn't be the close personal relation-

ship which exists in the rest of the working
atmosphere. The number 10 was chosen.

If the minister says one wouldn't get to

that number imtil 12, 14 or 15, then we are

willing to be convinced but not to let it be
wide open as section 4 allows it. The minister

sets up the health and safety committees at

her discretion and not to require these to be
formed widespread across the province is

really quite inadequate. There's some indica-

tion already that the amendment placed in

this area could well be successful when we
reach the committee stage.

As well, the committees that would be
established under a toughened, stiffer section

should be established in a much more wide-

spread way in the province. It should include

everyone. It just shouldn't be the definition

of work place as contained in the definition

of the bill. It should be much wider. They
should include, for example, not just those in-

dustrial establishments under The Industrial

Safety Act or mining establishments under
The Mining Act or construction projects under
The Construction Safety Act, but should be
wide enough to include virtually everybody
in their work place. It should cover agricul-

tural workers, over 60 plus employees, legis-

lative assistants and research people such as

the NDP caucus employs. They don't work
under very unsafe conditions most times.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I don't know. In your
caucus they may.

Mr. Bounsall: There may be a situation

there, and it should be mandatory that we
should have an occupational health and safety
committee formed between ourselves and our

group of employees. I don't see any reason

why we should be let off the hook or why
other similar groups of our size in white-

collar positions should not be required to

have that same health and safety committee

even though white collar positions, by and

large, are much safer than those which appear
in the manufacturing and industrial com-

plexes and in the construction and the mining
areas in Ontario.

That Act says at least half of the mem-
bership should be employees. I would think

that most committeest would be formed

equally of employer and employee represen-
tatives and that one could establish that

there be co-chairmen of that committee, one

from each side.

As to the safety committee itself, in those

few places that under this Act the minister

designates shall have a committee, in looking
at the formation of that committee, there are

some things that bother us a bit. I think

there should be a provision right in the

Act in which the chairman of that committee
is designated. In the Saskatchewan legislation,

co-chairmen are in fact designated directly in

the Act.

The frequency of meetings one finds here

—not less than quarterly and not more than

monthly—is not really adequate. I think the

provision should be they should be meeting
at least monthly, even if that meeting requires

only 10 minutes. If they work very hard over

the years and have nothing much to report
on in a particular month they can meet and

decide rather quickly that they have no prob-
lems. So I think it should be at least monthly
and, of course, more often at the call of

either of the co-chairmen, or you can leave

in that section of the Act, "or as ordered

by the minister." There should be at least

monthly meetings or more if it's required.
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I say that because when these health

and safety committees are formed they are

going to be quite busy for the first few
months or even several years of their opera-
tion. If there had not been such a committee
in a plant before and not much attention

being paid to safety in the particular location,

which is the case, it's going to require meet-

ings more than monthly to cover the issues

which they want covered.

We can make provision for that by saying
have them at least monthly or as required

by the co-chairmen and if, after two or

three years of operation, they find in a given
month there's really nothing to discuss they
can call a meeting and determine between
them that there's really nothing to discuss

further or occupy their time, and not much
time at all has been lost from the work
place on the part of the employer or the

employee.

When I was chairman of the department of

chemistry and set up in that department
safety committees which included faculty and
students as well as some staff representatives,
to work effectively they found at the be-

ginning a lot of meetings were required to

map out the areas in which they had to

look while the whole principle of how they
were going to operate within that work
place was being laid down. I can see this

happening in every location where they are
set up, so this particular provision certainly
needs to be changed and updated.

Also, the problem here is this—and this

was a problem which I was aware of in my
experience. Let's say this health and safety
committee makes a recommendation. There's

nothing in this Act that really gives force to

that recommendation. This joint committee
can find a very unsafe area in their particular
work place and recommend that changes
be made, but there's nothing here that says
that recommendation has to be carried out.

This always worried us about the depart-
ment of chemistry as well, with hazardous
chemicals around. We knew, for example, that

those chemicals shouldn't be stored in a

particular area. But our committee could

only recommend; I wasn't empowered to

build and renovate an area to accommodate
such particular hazardous chemicals. It needed
to go to the upper echelon of the university,
where they would make the decision on
funds. Even when the university subsequently
appointed a full-time safety officer for the

purposes of dealing with situations like this,

if he recommended that that must be done,
again, that was still a recommendation which
could be ignored.

Again, in this bill, if there's really going
to be some enthusiasm that these committees
are going to be worthwhile spending one's

time on to arrive at recommendations which
should be carried out, there has to be a clause

in this bill that indicates that those recom-
mendations have to be carried out. If it takes

a little while to achieve those recommenda-
tions, such as requiring a renovation to be

done, that would be understandable and
reasonable time limits could be allowed be-
fore it's obvious that the employer is not

carrying them out.

But there should be a clause which says
the committee's recommendations must be
carried out. That can be followed up if the

recommendations are not being carried out,
and the provisions of the Act which allow for

enforcement and offences could then be con-
sidered as being applied, if the recommenda-
tions were being ignored. But we need a sec-

tion which talks about those recommendations.

[4:451

Well get to some of this in the committee

stage, of course, but regarding the pay of the

committee members, the Act indicates that

the time from the work place for that com-
mittee to meet is to come from their nonnal

working time and they're to be paid for

such. But let's say a committee meeting starts

at 2 o'clock and, particularly in the early

stages, that committee may have a lot to

cover and it runs until 6 o'clock, with the

normal quitting time at that plant being 4

o'clock. It's clear from the Act that they
would be paid from 2 to 4, but it's not clear

that they would be paid from 4 to 6—and,
in fact, that should be at the overtime rate.

In other words, time paid for serving on these

committees should be the total time expended
on that committee, and, in the initial setup,
if some of those meetings tend to run long,

the total time should be paid for.

Section 5, dealing with the safety repre-

sentative, is much more vague than section 4,

even though there are changes needed in

section 4. As for the safety representatives,

whom we can call worker-inspectors or what-

ever, again I would feel much happier if the

numbers were specified for those worker rep-

resentatives; that there should be roughly
one for every 25 employees or some ratio in

that vicinity of 25 which indicates the num-
ber that should be in any particular work

place.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. It's not

the intent of the Chair to limit debate on the

principle of the bill, but I would ask the hon.
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members to direct their remarks to the princi-

ple rather than deahng with the bill clause

by clause.

Mr. Bounsall: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I

will do more of that and will wrap this up
fairly shortly.

Speaking to the principle, the bill at this

point Sets up a worker-inspector or safety

representative whose duties are very vague. I

won't take the time at this point to read them
into the record, but a private member's bill

tabled by the leader of my party. An Act

respecting the Establishment of Worker-
Inspectors in the Work Place, indicated some
provisions running from (a) to (h) as the

duties of this worker-inspector, while this bill

covers them in total in two sections and is

very highly oriented to what happens when
an accident occurs rather than all of the other
duties that a worker-inspector should be in-

volved with. I would recommend to the min-
ister that she look at those and come pre-

pared to revise these sections. Certainly we
would want to have some of those duties

added to the bill when we reach the com-
mittee stage.

Speaking generally to the bill, I think a

definition of occupational health needs to be

included, perhaps in the definition section of

the bill, in much wider terms than the con-

cept of what we have in this biU, when one
is really looking at accidents and the preven-
tion of accidents. The member for Nickel Belt

mentioned some of the clauses in other legis-
lation which indicate quite clearly that the
worker's physical, psychological, mental and
social well-being should be considered as fac-

tors in the work place.

A proper definition of occupational health
would include those factors so that the com-
mittees may talk about the mental, physical,

pyschological and social well-being of the

workers as they see it in the work place and
should be in this bill. Any bill that does
not contain that is really sort of an extension

into the work place of what the Workmen's
Compensation Board has been concerned with

—simply the accident situation and the pre-
vention of accidents. This doesn't really look
at the occupational safety and the occupa-
tional health of the worker. This is the time,
I say to the minister, that it should be
included.

The member for Sarnia in his remarks tried

to make some headway about an amendment
way back in 1970 with respect to The Mining
Act that the New Democratic Party did not

support. I've been able to put my hands on
that amendment. That amendment, which we

presumably did not support, was simply one
which said that a safety committee shall be
established for the purposes of ensuring that

the safety provisions of the Act be complied
with.

Mr. Lewis: Oh, boy!

Mr. Bounsall: That old Act gave no pro-
tection at all, even in the refusal of work.

Mr. Laughren: What a fraud from the

member for Sarnia! He is misleading the

House with his statements. Where is the

member for Sarnia?

Mr. Bounsall: That's precisely the point,
that's precisely the reason—very clearly enun-
ciated on page 6346 of the Legislature of

Ontario Debates of 1970—we indicated we
couldn't possibly support it.

Mr. Laughren: Shoddy politics.

Mr. Bounsall: It was an Act which was not

adequate, particularly in ensuring the right to

refuse work in a work place which was unsafe.

It did not even have in it the concepts and
some of the principles which we see here

which provide for at least the possibihty of

discussion, by the possible formation of safety
committees which would discuss the actual

details of safety policy within the work place.

That's what was argued at the time as be-

ing the reason, and it is as valid now as it

was then. We certainly would not vote for

any amendment that simply had left those old

work-place refusals for unsafe reasons there

and did not allow the workers an input upon
the safety conditions in their plants. At least

in two respects, this bill will meet our 1970

remarks on the matter. It's very clear that if

an amendment had been placed then which
set up a safety committee which was capable
of deahng with the matters outiined in this

bill and not just to ensure the provisions of

the old Act, which were no provisions at all

in fact, we would have been interested in

supporting it as we are, in general principle,

interested in supporting this bill.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The hon. member for

Essex South.

Mr. Laughren: See if you can bail out your

colleague from Sarnia.

Mr. Mancini: I am pleased to speak on Bill

139, An Act respecting Employees' Health

and Safety. I have to say that this type of

legislation is certainly long overdue in the

province of Ontario. Workers in this province
in light and heavy industry and in manu-

facturing have been waiting for this govern-



4662 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

ment and for Ministers of Labour to act on
their behalf. I see finally that we have an

eflFort put forth. Our party and myself are

going to support this bill in principle. I be-

lieve my collegue, the member for Sarnia, our

critic, has already stated that. I know he's up-
set some of my friends to the right of me
who are really to the left of me, but I can't

help that.

Mr. Mackenzie: We're glad you recognize
that.

Mr. Warner: That's your problem, not ours.

Mr. Mancini: Before we can really see the

results of this piece of legislation, I believe

we have to wait a year or two to get the

results back from the Workmen's Compensa-
tion Board to see if injuries in this province
have declined. I think that's going to tell the

tale. I'm sure the minister knows, and it's

been brought to her attention once before,

that now in the province of Ontario we lose

more time in the work place because of in-

jury and accidents than because of man-days
lost on strikes. We've come to the point in

this province where we just could not wait

any longer. I assume that's one of the reasons

why the minister has brought forth this piece
of legislation.

If this legislation is going to be beneficial

it will certainly be beneficial to both the em-

ployer and the employee. I'm sure aU the

members here in the House have had com-

plaints from employees concerning bad work-

ing conditions and I'm sure that recently

they've had complaints from employers about

their increases in rates to the Workmen's

Compensation Board. I have to agree with

my colleague, the member for Erie (Mr. Hag-
gerty) who said in the estimates the other day
that he really wasn't too concerned about the

employers when they were complaining about
the increases in the Workmen's Compensa-
tion Board rates, because they weren't going
to pass down their savings to the consumer

anyway. Frankly, I have to agree with him.

If we lowered the insurance rate to any of

the large industries, I just can't see tliem

passing this saving on to the consumer.

I am very concerned about one of the

principles in the bill which will establish

safety committees. My concern is not so

much with the organized sector of the work
force but it lies within the unorganized
sector. I am really concerned that the em-

ployer might have some influence on his em-
ployees, especially if there is a small group,
as to who will be on the safety committee
and how the vote will take place and that

type of thing.

Actually it has been said once already but
I have to agree with it, that we just cannot
wait for the Minister of Labour to go around
the province picking out places which need
these safety committees. I believe this type
of thing should be used in all areas and in all

parts of the work force. To think that the
Minister of Labour or her staff has time to

visit different places and say to them that a

particular factory or a particular construction

company needs a safety committee but there

are 50 others who do not—really, I can't

follow that logic and I just cannot accept
that. I would hope this would be changed
when the bill is in committee.

Also, it was mentioned before here that

maybe the number 10 should be used as a

figure before a company or an organization
or a work place has a safety committee.

Really, I don't find that objectionable, and I

am sure that we might be able to support
that amendment once it comes forward.

One thing that hasn't been brought out
that I feel is very important is the fact that

we have such a great many injured workmen
in the province, and also that we have a

Workmen's Compensation Board that is con-

tinuously trying to push the worker back on
to the job, saying that he is capable of light

duty. I have had an occurrence in my riding
where the Workmen's Compensation Board

encouraged a certain individual to go back
to work on light duty. The fellow had quite
a bad back, but when he went back to work,
the light duties that the management had

prepared for him and the light duties that

he really should do were not one and the

same.

Really, if a person goes back to work, and
he is not completely recovered from his in-

jury or his doctor and the Workmen's Com-
pensation Board say he has to do light duties,

then if he gets a job and it is not appropriate

for him, surely he will be injured again. I

think that is one of the things that the safety

committee is going to have to look at: How
are we going to classify these light duties

for injured workmen returning to the job?

We just noticed today that the minister

announced that 222 injured workers have

been found jobs—oh, she didn't say that;

well, that's three or four times I tried to

quote the minister but I just can't get it

right. I'm sure I heard that today. Anyhow,
just going back to the principle of what I

was saying, we are going to need someone
on the safety committee who can state with

objectivity what a light-duty job is, so these

injured workers will not get injured again.
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I was very pleased to see in section 9

that no employer or person acting on behalf

of an employer shall threaten to dismiss an

employee. This is something that is needed.

It is needed very badly if this piece of

legislation is going to be a success. One of

my concerns which is very important is sec-

tion 4, subsection 6. It says—

[5:00]

Mr. Speaker: Will the hon. member have
much more to say, because it's now 5

o'clock and we have to get into the private
members' hour? If so, you can adjourn the

debate.

Mr. Mancini: Yes, I'll speak next day, Mr.

Speaker.

On motion by Mr. Mancini, the debate was

adjourned.

PRIVATE MEMBERS' HOUR:

REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF
DURHAM AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Godfrey moved second reading of

Bill 95, An Act to amend The Regional
Municipality of Durham Act, 1973.

Mr. Godfrey: Mr. Speaker, the purpose of
this amendment is to bring a little sanity into

our area.

As you will recall, sir, the region was
originally formed on a rather tenuous basis,
almost on "a let's see how is goes" basis.

Historically we are made up of several

diverse areas. We have to the north in our

region a predominantly agricultural area
where I happen to have the pleasure of

residing, where we have very little in com-
mon with the area to the south which is

highly industrial, with a magnificent indus-
trial complex in Oshawa, Pickering and Ajax.
This diversity of interest has led to a good
deal of dissatisfaction between various people
in the riding.

In making up this amendment, the mem-
bers from that region, my colleagues from
Durham East (Mr. Moffatt) and from Oshawa
(Mr. Breaugh), held a series of public meet-

ings—on January 13, 1976, in Ajax; on
January 20 at Bowmanville; on January 27
in Oshawa; and on February 3, in Uxbridge.
In addition to these public hearings at which
we had a very large representation—at least

ten-fold the number of the members of the

government who are in the House at present
—we had an excellent feedback from the

people who are interested in what was going

on. In addition, we received a large number
of letters and representations from the mu-
nicipalities.

In justification for presenting these amend-
ments I would like to excerpt a few of the

comments which were made at those meet-

ings.

Mr. Harema, who is a Liberal candidate in

the area north of us, favours splitting off the

three top townships and forming another

region leaving a higher organized area below
us as one township.

A Mr. McPhail, mayor of Brock, wanted
more decentralization particularly as far as

water rates and services are concerned—and
these excerpts, Mr. Speaker, are not chosen.

These represent a good deal of the input we
had.

Mr. Belanger, a regional councillor, felt

that many of our problems were concerned

with over-centralization.

A Miss Todd, a representative of Good-

wood, talked about the feeling of remoteness

in the region to the north as being alienated

—if I may use the member for Samia's (Mr.

Bullbrook) term—from the south.

At a meeting in Ajax a Mr. Almack pointed
out there was a problem with growth in

our area and that the towns of Pickering and

Whitby had been encouraged to take lands

out of production and urbanize them by the

eflFect of the regionalization.

Other comments were forthcoming along
that line, with the result we, the members
from that area, felt it would be more ef-

fective management of the region if we pro-

posed the amendments as you see them.

The amendments are concernedl mainly
with the composition of council. We propose
that all elected members be members of the

council, bringing our regional council to

38. We also urge the maintenance of roads,

sidewalks, sewers and water-works be re-

turned to the direction and control of each

area municipahty. The reason for this, sir,

is because of the unconscionable duplica-
tion which is continuing. It is not an un-

common problem to see trucks from Dur-
ham region and trucks from Ajax on the same

street, one of which repairs the curbstone and
the other which looks at the sewer manholes.
This type of duplication, of course, leads to a

very expensive way of running a region.

We strongly urge in our amendments to

sections 11, 12 and 13 that all planning for

Durham area is to be carried out solely by
the regional council with appropriate input,
of course, by the municipalities. We've also

urged, by section 15, that area municipalities
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will now be able to carry out their own financ-

ing under The Municipal Act.

Why are we proposing these amendments?
Because we feel that a more expensive way to

govern a relatively small area could not be
contrived except with one possible exception
which comes readily to mind.

The expense that is being borne by the tax-

payers is clearly shown in one or two examples
I would like to put before you. For example,
in the matter of water rates, we now find

that water rates are to be retroactive, accord-

ing to a regional basis, and this has resulted

in several cases of gross inequity toward in-

dustrialists and residents in our area. I have in

my hand here a letter of complaint from an

outstanding electronics manufacturing indus-

try in our area which points out "there has
been an increase of 1,500 per cent over our

last bill for water covering the 90 days. May
1, 1976," from there on. Fifteen hundred per
cent for a manufacturer to put out is a very

large amount.

In addition to this, a large number of our

new residents find they are denied the ad-

vantages of having a public utilities function

for the sale of electricity. No area in Pickering
is at present covered by a PUC. By the rules

of the region at present, unless there's unani-

mous consent from the whole of the region
the province will not institute an inquiry as

to whether a PUC should be brought into our

area. Naturally, some of the areas to the

north feel that a PUC is not reasonable and

they will drag their feet on this suggestion,
with the result people in the south suflFer a

good deal of problems.

Another area which would be rectified by
a reorganization of the region is the matter
of education. Although we do not deal directly
with this in the proposed amendment, we
have found that some areas in our community
have been denied junior kindergartens which

they had previously, solely because the rest

of this region simply will not or cannot afi^ord

to db this.

We also have a major condominium prob-
lem, which is compounded by the fact that

the region will not stand by some of the lot

levies which were originally charged by the

municipality, with the result that condo-
miniums cannot be registered.

These amendments to the Act constitute a

start of what we will hope will be a more
rational way of governing Durham region.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Dur-
ham-York.

Mr. MoflFatt: There go those 184 votes, Bill.

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, I rise to

oppose Bill 95—

Interjections.

Hon. W. Newman: —and would hke to

point out, Mr. Speaker, that it's great for—

Mr. Good: You are going to lose 184 votes.

Hon. W. Newman: —two or three members
to stand up here and suggest massive changes
to the regional municipality of Durham bill

after a few ad hoc meetings with a few

people at them. They were not large meetings.

Mr. MofiFatt: It is a lot more meetings than

you had before you started.

Hon. W. Newman: I had somebody at all

the meetings.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. W. Newman: If you want to play

politics in Durham region, that is your pre-

rogative, but let's look at some of the impli-

cations of Bill 95 and what it means to the

people of the region.

Mr. Godfrey: Mr. Speaker, I am not play-

ing.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. May I point
out that everybody's on a time limit and

there should not be any objections because it

is unfair to that particular speaker.

Hon. W. Newman: The member for Dur-
ham West talked about the Liberal candidate,

Mr. Harema. Mr. Harema was not a Liberal

candidate for one thing. It is quite obvious

he doesn't know what is going on in the

area. Mr. McPhail, who is the mayor of

Brock, is a supporter of regional govern-
ments by and large. Sure, he thinks there

should be some changes but he's a sup-

porter of it. You talked about Mr. Bill

Ballinger. Sure, there are problems, but

Uxbridge could not afford the extended

sewer and water services they are going into

now without the equalized regional rate

which is set up by the region as a result of

a grant from the province of approximately
$2.1 million.

I just want to get a few facts straight.

This bill and the way it was generated

represent what to me is entirely the wrong
way to function in a democratic society. The
member for Durham West has, on occasions

in the past, criticized the Ontario govern-
ment for what he sees as an unwillingness to

consult with local governments, and yet he

introduces a bill to radically alter Durham's
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municipal system after only a few meetings
with a few people.

First, the municipalities in the area com-
missioned a study in 1968 to look at their

problems. Maybe you remember that. By
1969, they had decided to find a better

system of local government and asked the

province to help. We were invited by the

municipalities to get involved in the ex-

amination of local government. Through
1969, 1970 and 1971, we worked with the

municipalities on this project.

In May, 1971, the municipalities involved
in the Oshawa Area Planning and Develop-
ment Study, as the study was known, agreed
to terminate the study and turn the recom-
mendations over to the province. Interested

people and governments were to submit their

views by November, 1971. The province then

proposed a new system of local government
for the consideration of the local peple. This
led to over 150 meetings between the prov-
ince and various groups in the region.

Mr. Haggerty: That is a lot more than

you did in the Niagara region.

Hon. W. Newman: Even then, the local

people commented and suggested changes
and amendments, and some amendments were
introduced in the Legislature at the time the
bill was passed and some changes were made.

Mr. Good: But not Charlie Mcllveen.

Hon. W. Newman: Even then, after a
few ad hoc meetings, the New Democratic
Party is willing to change the whole system.

The 17-section bill wreaks havoc on Dur-
liam region. It proposes to expel Uxbridge,
Brock and Scott from the region. Yet just
three years ago, the councils and residents
of the municipalities, after a great deal of
discussion whether they should go to Vic-
toria or whether they should go to York,
decided they wanted to stay with the region
of Durham. Maybe the hon. member doesn't
remember that.

Mr. Godfrey: Now they've left.

Hon. W. Newman: He may remember
that we had originally suggested that some
of these areas should move-

Mr. Hodgson: Too busy looking after yours.

Hon. W. Newman: In Bill 95, the NDP
would change the system of election—a sys-
tem that was established in each municipality
at their request.

Mr. Moffatt: To appoint a Tory hack is

what it was.

Hon. W. Newman: They would increase

Ajax's representation to match Newcastle's

even though the population is twice as large.
It is rarely possible to adhere strictly to

representation by population in some area

municipalities, and they are asking for a

different system. In Durham, however, in

response to local requests, the system was
close to representation by population. The
member for Durham West would change
this without consultation.

One of the shortcomings of the old county
system, of which I was part—I sat on county
council—was somewhat of a communica-
tions gap with our mayors. It was decided
that we should pick up this communications

gap in the regional governments; therefore,
the mayors were included in the regional
councils. The member for Durham West
suggests that they be kicked off and does so

without any local governments' comments.

The member for Durham West also pro-

poses that the regional chairman should be
elected at large—certainly a very costly and

expensive programme.

Mr. Davidson: In every region.

Mr. Moffatt: Democracy.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. W. Newman: Instead, our view is

that council should be supreme and the

chairman be only head of council and not
head of the region.

Mr. Haggerty: Elect them the way you
used to elect the wardens. That is a very-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. There will

be opportunity for many of you to speak
later.

Hon. W. Newman: The provincial system is

build and maintain major highways, the

county system to build and maintain arterial

roads, and the local system to build and
maintain local roads.

I won't say this system can't be improved
upon, but to arbitrarily scrap the county
road system or the regional road system is

to risk the deterioration of an eflBcient and
excellent service to the province of Ontario.

Mr. Davidson: Where is the eificiency?

Hon. W. Newman: It frankly appals me
that the member for Durham West would

propose in legislation such a major and far-

reaching change without any study or dis-

cussion of the effects of such action.
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Mr. Warner: Too far ahead of you.

Hon. W. Newman: Such cavalier behaviour

is precisely what this government has tried

to avoid.

The bill's sponsors, regardless of how bad
the legislation is, have proposed major

changes to our system of local government
with only a passing glance at local consulta-

tion. This government will not support legis-

lation generated like this. If the regional

system is not perfect—and I admit that it is

not—

Mr. Warner: Then make changes in it.

Hon. W. Newman: —we are open to sug-

gestions from the municipal representatives
who are elected to be responsible for munic-

ipal matters.

Mr. Warner: They wiU say resign. They
will tell you to resign.

Hon. W. Newman: If the electors in Dur-
ham have a message for their councillors,

they may deliver that message this Decem-
ber; and they, in turn, will make those views

known to us.

In closing, I would like to say this: The
process may not be perfect, but it is repre-
sentative of democracy, and I for one prefer
this to the ad hoc approach taken by the

member for Durham West. It just kind of

appals me. I am not saying the regional sys-
tem is perfect—nor is my friend—but I will

tell him this: It is up to the elected repre-
sentatives and the regional and local coun-
cillors to bring forth their suggestions and
recommendations to the province. If they
want change in the regional system, then this

province is prepared to look at it-

Mr. Davidson: Dismantle the whole thing.

Hon. W. Newman: —not by an ad hoc
committee set up to travel around and do a
little political proliferation in those areas out
there. Let's hear from those people who are

elected out there. And when they are re-

elected in December, let's hear from them if

they want change. Let's stop this nonsense-

Mr. Davidson: If they are re-elected.

Hon. W. Newman: —because I say this: If

there are changes needed, changes will be
made.

[5:15]

Mr. Good: Mr. Speaker, the bill before us

today would bring in, if passed, a good many
changes in the regional government structure

in the regional municipality of Durham. It is

interesting to note that when the bill went

through this House in 1973, I believe the

member who just spoke, spoke to it at that

time, and there were certain things about the

bill which he did not agree with. The mem-
ber for Oshawa—who was a Conservative

member at the time. Dr. Mcllveen—certainly
found many things in the bill with which he
did not agree. To the best of my knowledge,
the proposals went through basically as they
were.

I think at the time many people felt that

the original concept—that is the plan that

was brought in by the former Treasurer of

the day, Charlie MacNaughton—met the re-

quirements and had a great deal of accept-

ance by the people in the south end of the

riding. That particular first proposal, as I

remember, left out the north part of the

county, which would not have been included.

As it was, in this bill when it was originally

passed the regional municipality of Durham
did not form a region along count>' boun-

daries.

It is the only one to my knowledge that

violated county boundaries. It threw certain

townships in Victoria, I believe, and others

into Simcoe. Consequendy, there is some

validity, I believe, in taking another look at

the relationship of the northern townships in

the region to the southern more-industrialized

area. It is certainly something that should not

be done unilaterally; it would have to l^e at

the initiation and with the approval of the

townships involved. I know in my own area,

two of the rural townships of the region are

doing studies on their own to find out why
they feel the financial burdens are so much

greater since they have become part of the

region.

Any bill that would bend or warp or re-

shape McKeough's cookie cutter, or break the

straitjacket which McKeough and White

threw this province into, I would say deserves

some support. This has been one of the major

problems with regional governments across

this province. The cookie cutter was bent and

moulded by McKeough and the regions were

stamped out. The same mould or die was used

when the restructured counties of Oxford,

Muskoka, and all the rest of them were

created.

Consequently, I feel the government has

been remiss in not reviewing the legislation

individually across the province. We see

amendments going through and they usually

apply to all bills. I think the time is long

past when we can expect these regional

governments to run one after another, cut out
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of the same mould. I think there are differ-

ences in areas across the province and these

must be recognized.

There are sections in the bill with which I

have a great deal of concern. First of all, the

fact that the new regional council should be

composed of 38 members—14 from Oshawa
and six from each of the other four, plus a

regional chairman which would make 39. In

my view, our regional government of 25 in

Waterloo is too big. I think it's cumbersome.
I think a group of 39 would be much too

large. The representation on that council, as

proposed in this bill, would give six, for in-

stance, to Newcastle, six to Pickering, six to

Ajax and six to Whitby.

The figures at the time showed a great deal

of difference in the population of the various

parts of the region and I think this proposal,
while being overly large and cumbersome
does not give the representation by popula-
tion that might be expected, even bearing in

mind the fact that the city of Oshawa, being
the largest city, would have to discount its

membership to some extent.

Certainly I have no hesitation in support-

ing the idea that the regional chairman should

be elected at large. This is something this

party has talked about as long as the idea of

regional government has been discussed in

this House.

It may come as a shock to members oppo-
site in the government that the regional chair-

man of Waterloo, Jack Young, who was ap-

pointed by this government, told me as re-

cently as last week that he would have no

objection to regional chairmen being elected

at large, provided that certain objections
could be overcome as to how regional chair-

men would be nominated and how they would
run their campaign. I would think the greatest

objection, of course, is the size of the con-

stituency which in our case would be about a

quarter of a million people, 240,000—it's prob-
ably the same as Durham—and I don't think

that that is any more impossible to achieve

than, for instance, the mayor of some of the

boroughs in Metropolitan Toronto and the

mayor of the city of Toronto himself being
elected as members at large.

Our regional chairman this year will be
elected by council. The present incumbent
has made it known that he is ready to serve
another two years, and as of now I have not
heard of anyone else who intends to seek the

position.

Electing a regional chairman at large I

think would certainly increase his accessibility
and the stature of the position, in that he is

elected by the people and not considered to

be a political appointment from Queen's Park
to sort of run the region in the manner as

dictated by Queen's Park, because that's pre-

cisely the cloud under which a regional chair-

person has to operate with the way it has

been set up here.

The matter of transferring many of the

powers from the region to the area munic-

ipality, I think in a great many instances has

a lot of validity. One of the major concerns

and the greatest upheavals in our region was
in the region taking over the water system.
It was not until after the bill had passed that

some of the regions who had no debenture
debt on their water systems suddenly found
that they were going to help pay for huge
debts and debentures of other area govern-
ments.

This is in the bill; I tried to tell people
this is the way it would be, and they said,

"Oh, no, we'll just have to assume each
other's burdens for the future, not for the

past." Well, the bill isn't like that and that's

the way it is. One of the single biggest prob-
lems in most of the regional governments is

that people are going in on an unequal basis.

Those municipalities that had fortunately

paid off their debentures in the past, had a

very efficient operation, are now saddled

with other debts.

This disadvantage, of course, would be
eliminated to a great extent if items which
can conveniently be turned back to the area

government be turned back. I see no reason

why this can't apply to the distribution of

water and the obtaining of the water; there

are mutual agreements among the munic-

ipalities as to the sharing of the water sup-

plies and that can certainly be worked out.

But water is something that I think no one
has benefit from by its being at the regional
level.

We had absolutely no water restrictions in

the city of Waterloo until the region took it

over. What did they do? They raised our
rates and put on restrictions that you can
water your lawn twice a week—always when
I'm never home, so I've got the dirtiest,

brownest, dried-out grass that I've ever had
in the years that I've lived in Waterloo, sim-

ply because that has happened.

Mr. Breaugh: They say it's kind of a Tory
problem.

Mr. Nixon: A Tory problem?

\fr. Good: So I would say the collection

of garbage and the disposal of garbage, I

think, can also be done on an area govern-
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ment basis, if there is co-operation among
the area governments for procuring their

landfill sites. And maybe it would be—not
maybe, it certainly ba5 to be—a very great
deterrent to this idea of continuing the use
of landfill sites is the fact that they are

becoming so much more diflScult to get.
We've got to look at other means for dis-

posing of our garbage. We have to look at

the conservation of v^^rappings and the gar-

bage of vvT^hich v^e are disposing, and I tldnk

that can be done.

I'd just like to point out a few things
which I do not agree with—

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.
member's time is up. It was agreed as 10

minutes, I believe.

Mr. Good: I'm sorry. There are two more
things. I feel that a region is in a better

position than the area government to issue

debentures. I think they can get a better

rate and, for that particular thing, I would
have some qualms in accepting that particu-
lar part of this bill.

Mr. Moffatt: Before I begin, I'd just like

to pliace on the desk of the Treasurer (Mr.

McKeough) 1,200 signatures to a letter,
which I did not solicit, all of which object
to the present method of government in the
town of Newcastle, part of the area munic-

ipality of the region of Durham.
I did not put a copy on the desk of the

member for Durham-York (Mr. W. Newman)
because I feel he won't read it. He's no

longer in the House or I would have given
him one copy.

I'm surprised at the remarks from the
member for Durham-York because what we
attempted to do in putting forth this bill, as

he full well knows, was not to rewrite the
Act or to change the thing in substance be-
cause we know the limitations upon a pri-
vate member. What we are attempting to do
with this bill—and I think the member for

Waterloo North (Mr. Good) has hit upon it

as well—is trying to bring the attention of
the government to focus on a problem
which, if they do not pay attention to it,

means there won't be any Tories over there
next time. I don't know what will happen
then because these two groups on this side

won't be able to decide whether all 125
seats should be in the NDP or just a few of

them. We're really of some doubt as to what
should happen.

Mr. McCague: I wouldn't worry about
that.

Mr. Moffatt: The present regime in this

province has foisted upon the people of the

region of Durham a method of government
which cannot work because of the way it

structured the Act. The regional councillors

and elected people are attempting to make
the thing work. They're being blamed by
the present government and by the citizens

as being spendthrifts who cause all of these

problems. Yet, in fact, what has happened
is that every one of those things they have
had to do, they have had to do as a result

of legislation in the original Regional Mu-
nicipality of Durham Act. They were forced

by the Act to have a regional water rate.

I listen to the present mayor of the town
of Whitby talking about the great benefits

of regional government but Whitby, when
it had as mayor Des Newman, who was the

Liberal candidate in the last election, over-

spent for the provision of sewer and water

to the extent where the town now has 34

per cent of the region's debt, but under the

present bill they have to pay just 10 per
cent of the region's taxes for that particular

service. They pay 10 per cent of the levy
for 34 per cent of the debt. That's not a

bad deal as far as that particular munici-

pality is concerned, but what does it do

to the other areas where they don't have

that kind of debt?

This has been alluded to by the member
for Waterloo North. Great debentures are

now out and falling upon people who have

no benefit from the money which was

budgeted to be spent on their behalf. They
don't see any of it; they don't have any

effect of it; all they do is get higher and

higher tax bills.

What we've attempted to do in our bill

is to respond to the feelings of the people

in that area. The Minister of Agriculture

and Food (Mr. W. Newman) can get up
and say three or four times in the course

of 10 minutes that he knows regional gov-

ernment is not perfect and his government
will change it. I submit that under the

present legislation, unless some of the meas-

ures we propose in this bill are put forward,

there is no way in which it will be changed
because they haven't listened to anybody
out there for the last three years. Sure, one

can talk about a $1.2 million loan that can

be arranged. Do you know how that's ar-

ranged? The appointed regional chairman

comes in with the Minister of Agriculture

and Food and they go to the Minister of

Housing (Mr. Rhodes) and somehow from

the Minister of Housing they get $1.2 mil-

lion to do industrial development in the

region of Durham.
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I ask you, Mr. Speaker, if that makes

sense, there are a lot of things in this prov-
ince that could be done, because that makes

no more sense than to have the Minister of

Industry and Tourism (Mr. Bennett) putting

up loans for mobile homes in my riding. I

just don't understand what is going on.

They won't listen to the elected people.
There are three members from this party
from the region of Durham and one from
the government party, and the reason for

that is regional government and the way in

which it was implemented.

The people there and the people in this

party will support the idea of expanded
representation, but we will not support the

idea of foisting upon innocent people a

kind of legislation under which they'll have
to suffer but have no control. That's what's

wrong with regional government now. Our
bill attempts to put back to the local mu-
nicipalities those things which we and the

people there think the local municipalities
can indeed have control over, pay for, and
run in an eflFective manner.

[5:30]

It makes no sense at all to me to see a

regional road system and a municipal road

system when the city of Oshawa, up until

The Regional Municipality of Durham Act,
had proposed effective street programmes.
There was no need for anybody from the

county to come in and clean the snow off

the streets in the city of Oshawa or to do

repairs on their streets. They had an effec-

tive system. What do we have now? The
city of Oshawa has a system and the region
of Durham picks up some of the cost, be-
cause it sends trucks in to do work on those

regional roads in the city of Oshawa.

That makes no sense at all. That's, at the

most, duplication. We've got a staff of people
who plan those things. If you put people
aside and say, "Here, you're a staff to plan
regional roads," do you know what they'll
do? They'll plan roads even though the need
may not be there. They'll plan them, and
then someday somebody will say, "Well,
we've got the plan, we'd better implement
it." That's what happens in this sort of thing.
It becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy.
What I'm particularly concerned about is

the sort of thing that happens in our region
where, because of the Act, the region is

forced to make plans to put forward pro-
grammes. They've got to have a regional
works department, a regional roads depart-
ment; each municipality has to have the
same thing. With regional planning and mu-

nicipal planning, everybody then has to run
to the region to get the thing done over again

anyway. What happens is that they star*^ out

by saying, "The Act says we must do these

things," and they plan how they best may
do them. Then they go to the people and
raise the money to do those things they've

planned. What's happened in that area is

that taxes have gone up and up and up to

the point where people cannot afford them.

What they should have done, and the Act
doesn't allow this now, is let those people
know what amount of money they're going to

be able to pay. The region should know how
much monsy will be raised in one year, and
that is the amount that their budget has to

reflect. There can be no more of this business

of running around and saying, "These are the

things which the Act requires us to do. We
want to get a road subsidy from the Minister

of Transportation. We have to spend so many
billion dollars."

If that kind of budgeting goes on, the

people in that area are going to stage more
than the kind of bill that the member for

Durham West has proposed. There's going to

be a tax revolution in that riding. That whole
area is a time bomb, and if you people across

there aren't prepared to listen to the elected

representatives in the House, the people who
sit on those regional and local councils and
the people from that area who are ordinary
citizens who've been writing you letters, then
I don't know what you're going to do. You've
created a monster and it's going to devour

you. I urge all members to support the bill

before you.

'Mr. Williams: Mr. Speaker, it's been inter-

esting to hear the basis on which this bill has
been presented to the House for considera-

tion this afternoon. I listened carefully to the

member for Durham West when he intro-

duced the bill, and he was quick to suggest
that he wanted to bring sanity back to the

region by reshaping and reworking the exist-

ing legislation-

Mr. Moffatt: A little more than that; that

sums it up.

Mr. Williams: —because he felt that the

bill had been introduced on the basis of "let's

see how it goes," to quote the member. Then
the member went on at some length to point
out that in fact there's a great groundswell
rising in that area, based on four meetings
that were held at the beginning of the year
on January 13, 20 and 27—1 guess the mem-
bsr had a bit of free time that month, be-
cause thsy had a lot of meetings—and they
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had one on February 3. Because of those

four meetings he could see that the whole

shape of the Durham region had to be

changed. We now have some evidence that a

brief or petition has been signed by some

1,200 people, which I think is impressive in-

deed, indicating some £arm of dissatisfaction.

Mr. Godfrey: Thank you.

Mr. MoflFatt: Public money.

Mr. Williams: But having had that infor-

mation put before us, obviously to persuade
the House that in fact there's going to be a

palace revolution dowTi in Durham, I think

goes against the facts that have not really

been clearly brought out here today. Let's

just look back for a moment or two at the

history of how in fact The Regional Muni-

cipality of Durham Act came to pass.

Th3 hon. minister did mention earlier in

his remarks that in fact extensive studies in

the area had been undertaken long before the

bill was enacted. I think in 1969, the Osha-
wa and Area Planning and Development
Study was undertaken and went on for a

period of about three years. During that

period of time there were no fewer than

about 15 component areas of consideration

in urban planning that were considered at

great length, with a great deal of public

input-

Mr. Moffatt: And public money.

Mr. WiUiams: —to consider all dimensions

of the region—geographical, transportation—

every facet that has been touched upon here

today was dealt with at considerable length.
As the hon. minister has mentioned, after that

study had been ongoing until May, 1971, the

report was submitted; from that, the govern-
ment put together several alternative pro-

posals for the people in the area to consider

through 1972. I would say that what led up
to that initial proposal were representations

involving in excess of 100 briefs—and not

briefs arising out of four meetings that were
h:]d in the area.

Mr. Moffatt: You don't know anything
about this.

Mr. Williams: Following that review by
the government, with their proposals being
put forward—by comparison to the four meet-

ings we've heard about which apparentiy are

shaping a new era out in Durham—I under-
stand there were in excess of about 600

meetings that were held through 1973 in the

area as a prelude to the enactment of The
Regional Municipality of Durham Act. Of

those 600-odd meetings, at least 150 of them
were attended by representatives from the

ministry at that time to ensure that they
were fully representative of the views of the

people in that area.

Mr. Godfrey: That's 10 meetings a weekl

Mr. Warner: How many were public?

Mr. Moffatt: Ours were all public.

Mr. Williams: I think that the proposer of

the bill will concede that, in fact, it was the

population in the area that is now Brock that

had demanded so strongly that they be in-

cluded in the region of Durham. One eve-

ning, I believe, up in the town of Beaverton,
not fewer than 1,000 people in that area

turned out to state vociferously to the elec-

ted representatives that they must be in-

cluded in the region of Durham.

Mr. Moffatt: As opposed to what?

Mr. Williams: So these contrasts between
the samplings—and they can be nothing piore
than samplings that have been taken by our

friend—which he suggests justify this bill, in

contrast to the extensive studies that went on

over a three-year period with much greater

involvement, at a cost in excess of $1 million

to conduct those hearings and the studies-

Mr. Moffatt: What a waste, what a waste.

Mr. Williams: —that I think, perhaps sug-

gests, there is a degree of emphasis being
given to the member for Durham West's com-
ments that is not justified. In any event, even
if there was any merit to the suggestion that

the three areas secede from the area, cer-

tainly the suggestion that it be done by way
of referendum, I suggest, is unreahstic and

inappropriate.

Mr. Moffatt: You don't believe in those, do

you?

Mr. Conway: Take it easy on the referen-

dums.

Mr. Williams: If any changes are to be

made, I think it only appropriate that it be
done in the normal fashion of either taking
it before the minister or taking it to an im-

partial body such as the Ontario Municipal
Board, which is so often done in changing
and reshaping the boundaries of regions and
areas—and certainly not by referendums,
which at best are conducted on the basis of

emotion and not fact.

Mr. Swart: What's wrong with emotion?
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Mr. Williams: One of the other very inter-

esting considerations that I find appaHing is

the casual suggestion that the chairman of the

region should gain his seat by election.

Mr. Warner: That really goes against your
grain.

Mr. Williams: I find that this has been

proposed in the Metropolitan Toronto area,
which comprises 240 square miles and which
also seems somewhat unrealistic, and here we
are talking about an area 10 times the area—
of about 2,400 square miles.

Mr. Warner: Two and a half million people.

Mr. Moffatt: Lake Nipigon riding is bigger
than that.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Williams: We now have a proposal that

people should go out and run for election

across an area of that size. It's further sug-

gested that anyone at large would have the

financial capacity and ability to realistically

go out and persuade the voters of that vast

region to be knowledgeable about the region
as a whole, whereas the colleagues who would

appoint the person would be far better in-

formed-

Mr. Conway: Better Tories anyway.

Mr. Williams: —on who would be the best

spokesman and chairman of the board. In

fact, it's interesting that in the seat of democ-

racy, in England, we find that all of the

county councils appoint their chairmen. They
don't elect them. In fact, half of the county
councils are appointed. They are not elected.

That system seems to work very well. In fact,

I haven't heard any complaints coming from
that part of the world in recent times.

So it appears that these basic proposals
which have been suggested are not redly to

restructure or rewrite the Act or change it in

substance. In fact, they will materially change
the substance of the Act. The whole purpose
of regional government is to provide equity
across the system and to provide basic

regional needs. This is proven so well in the

Metropolitan Toronto area where the smaller

municipalities did not have the financial

capability nor the resource nor tax structure
to provide the tax dollars necessary to pro-
vide the basic facilities.

The building of massive waterworks or

waste disposal units—whether they be incin-

erators or land disposal undertakings or what-
ever—are matters of considerable financial

substance and normally cannot be sustained

by smaller municipalities who do not have

the financial capability. So even though they
suggest that the smaller municipalities would
be best equipped to handle these things, I

think in reality we all understand from the

Metropolitan Toronto experience—

iMr. Moffatt: Paternalism is always much
more comfortable.

Mr. Williams: —and the experience of other

jurisdictions it would be ludicrous to suggest
that these large regional capital undertakings
could be financed by the local municipalities.

Indeed there is a great number of incon-

sistencies in the statements that have been
made here this afternoon by the proposers of

the bill. They certainly fly in the face of the

experience that was gained prior to the enact-

ment of the Durham legislation specifically.

Mr. Warner: In the face of autocratic-

Mr. Williams: At that time it was created

largely as a result of a great deal of public

input to demonstrate that this was the way in

which it should be done. This is the way the

people wanted the legislation at that time.

There's nothing that's come forward that

really has substantially changed that situa-

tion. I would therefore have to vote against

the bill. At best it is premature at this time

and, in fact, unrealistic.

Mr. Warner: You can't be serious.

Mr. Stong: Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of the principle of this bill, insofar as it re-

lates to duplication of services and the estab-

lishment of local autonomy. But I find discus-

sion of the bill from members of the govern-
ment side of the House consistent with their

attitude of creating a bureaucratic monster in

the name of regional government, with its

imposition on people to the eventual elimina-

tion of the municipal council.

Mr. Conway: Shame.

Mr. Stong: On the other hand I find the

approach of my friends in the NDP to this

bill and their attitude toward regional gov-
ernment consistent with their attitude of

sucking and blowing at the same time.

Mr. Haggerty: That is typical of them.

Mr. Stong: They propose in this bill the

preservation of local autonomy. But when we
discussed Bill 55 in this House, and I pro-

posed a recommendation that would protect
local autonomy, to a man they voted against
that very amendment. Here in this bill they
are advocating a return to local autonomy.
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Mr. Grande: Because you didn't under-

stand the bill.

Mr. Nixon: It was very clear and you voted

against it.

Mr. Grande: You didn't understand the

bill.

Mr. Nixon: Flip flop. You have got more

positions than—

Mr. MofiFatt: Masters and Johnson.

Mr. Stong: Mr. Speaker, as far as Bill 95
is concerned, and its application in the

regional municipality of Durham, many of

the aspects of this bill can apply to any other

regional municipality. I find the suggestion
in the bill that the areas of Uxbridge and
Brock be eliminated at this stage to be
almost impractical. Regional government, de-

spite the fact it was forced on the people, is

there. To eliminate it, as the minister says,

without consulting with the people at this

stage would be to reiterate the exact way in

which the bill was imposed.

The minister referred to the fact that there

is a lack of dissatisfaction. He says "go to

the people." Not less than two weeks ago
the council of Mississauga voted unanimously
to look into the matter of the costs of elimin-

ating regional government from that area.

In my respectful submission, the minister

doesn't have to go too far to find general dis-

satisfaction with (a) the way regional gov-
ernment was imposed and (b) its operation
at present.

[5:45]

Mr. Good referred to several matters in

this bill and I would agree with him. At this

stage we must have representation by popu-
lation and insofar as Bill 95 excludes repre-
sentation by population, setting a fixed num-
ber of representatives on the regional council,
I find that to be impractical and an error in

principle.

As well, reference has been made to the

fact that the regional chairman ought to be
elected. In principle, Mr. Speaker, I find that

to be acceptable and it ought to be employed.
As was referred to by a previous speaker,
the fact now that the regional chairman is

appointed seems to smack of patriotism and
at all costs that must be avoided.

Mr. MofiFatt: Patronage. You've got to be
careful of words there.

Mr. Stong: In this case we must have the

regional chairman elected. Likewise, Mr.

Speaker, insofar as this bill transfers to the

area municipalities the function that ought to

be designated to them—for instance, control

over roads, control over water—that is good
in principle and I have no difficulty support-

ing that at all in this bill.

Insofar as this bill refers to adopting an
official plan and eliminating the need for

ministerial approval, in my respectful sub-
mission that is an error in principle. We ought
to have a provincial plan and not just have

regions or municipalities acting in a vacuum
so that the elimination of ministerial approval
in this particular bill in my respectful sub-

mission is not acceptable and it ought to be
left in.

The setting up of a regional board of

health is in principle a good facet of this bill;

the health council. As well, police and fire

protection ought to be included where
regional municipalities have already been

established, but insofar as they have been
established they must not be holus-bolus

broken down or eliminated but be made to

work—work in a confined and constrained
area and health being one of those areas.

Allusion has been made to the fact that

regional municipalities and regional munic-

ipal councils are better equipped to finance

areas. Perhaps that is a legitimate expression
in this bill as well that the region should be
allowed to finance the municipalities, be-

cause by and large in that area the best

financing could be obtained as opposed to

local municipalities trying to arrange their

own financing. That is an area in which re-

gional councils can play a vital role.

Mr. Speaker, I understand that I was
allotted five minutes to speak to this bill and
those are the areas of concern that I would

express in speaking to Bill 95.

Mr. Breaugh: I have waited for some time

to have the opportunity to debate this par-
ticular bill in the House because it is very
important to me. I am one of those people
who worked on that regional council for two

years. I was there from the beginning when
the proposals were made and attempted, to

the best of my ability, with the other mem-
bers of that council, to make the proposed
region of Durham work, to take the legis-

lation that had been put down in Bill 162
and to make the thing function properly. I

am quite prepared to say now that that can't

be done.

Let me take you back to that glorious

night, December 18 it was, in 1972, when
every politician in the area was invited to go
to Eastdale Collegiate in Oshawa and hear

the word from on high. And it was well
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done. There was a little showbiz involved.

A PR firm came down to put up one slide

of the proposed region. The Treasurer was
there. His parliamentary assistant was there.

And so were a lot of other people, including
the people from Cobourg, screaming in the

balcony that they wanted out before it even
started and that, of course, led to some fur-

ther consultations about things,

Mr. MoflFatt: Hear that, Mr, Speaker?

Mr. Breaugh: I remember them walking
out, slamming the door, accosting the Trea-

surer in the hall, yelling and screaming and

beginning a very effective campaign to get
out of the thing. They had some foresight
that perhaps the rest of us didn't have.

A number of people have made mention
of the fact tiiat how bad it would be if we
took out those three northern townships.

Well, on that night in December of 1972
it took the Treasurer, Charles MacNaughton,
about a paragraph and a half to get right
to it. He said: "Tonight the Ontario govern-
ment invites you to join us in developing a

strong and responsive system of local gov-
ernment for the area along the shore of Lake
Ontario." As a matter of fact, what he said

was exactly what was recommended in the

OAPAD study, that million dollar report that

the government did and then threw away.

A little later, about a paragraph later, he
said: "I want to assure you that everyone
will have ample opportunity to discuss his

views before the legislation is drafted." Well,
that never happened. Closed meetings with
closed minds from TEIGA are not consulta-

tion. And that is precisely all we had. On
the same evening it took the then parliamen-
tary assistant, the present member for Carle-

ton-Grenville (Mr. Irvine), about another

paragraph to get into this bit about who
should belong to the region of Durham and
what would be a viable region. He said that

in Ontario county it had been convincingly
argued that the rural part of the county had
little in common with the urban south and
should not be incltided with it.

Mr. Good: Who said that?

Mr. Breaugh: That happened to be the

parliamentary assistant. All those who talk

about great referendums and planning
studies should be reminded of what the then
Treasurer and his assistant said that night,
after three years, and a million dollars worth
of OAPAD study and' the public hearings to

boot. The member for Oriole mentioned
those public hearings. I think it is also im-

portant that the government not only hold

the hearings, but that it listen to what is

said. When the government spends $1 mil-

lion on planning, at least it should pay some
heed to what they came up with at the end
of that time. It wasn't just a plan created by
seven or eight little Toronto planners. It was
a plan put together by the people of the

area. The problem is that it was almost

totally ignored.

The principle of regional government is a

good one and substantially a sound thing. I

don't think you will find many people in the

area arguing about that principle. What they
are addressing themselves to are the practical

problems that have come up after three years
of regional govvimment in that area. Some-

body else said: "Well, you had four meet-

ings, great." Surely that is being about as

ignorant of the situation as one can get.

There are three members in this caucus who
work daily with people on that council and

people who live in that region. That is where
this information came from. One can read the

papers any day of the week anywhere in that

region and find this kind of information and
this kind of viewpoint put forth. One can

talk to those politicians and can go now and
talk to the committee of the regional council—

they have to redraft Bill 162. They are doing
it as well. One can go this Wednesday and

see one of the main elements that we are

proposing in here debated at the regional

council on a motion from the city of Oshawa
to return water and sewer functions to the

city, to the local municipalities.

There are some very basic problems in that

region of Durham, not the least of which is

making it a viable community. All of tha

studying that was done, all of the initial re-

commendations that were made suggested a

lakeshore community—all of them without

exception. In the final throes of a little poli-

tical upheaval, the government abandoned
that position, and no one particularly knows
the reason. I was there at the time. I cer-

tainly didn't hear any thundering calls from

the north coming in saying they wanted to

join. I sat through two years of council meet-

ings listening to those people telhng me why
they didn't have much in common with the

southern lakeshore community, the one they

recognized, because it is there.

There are some practical problems. That

cohesion one needs, that possible path one

has to have in front of one before one can

ever succeed at anything isn't there in the

region of Durham. There are clearly some
areas where some changes have to be made,
and that is precisely what we are proposing
here. One of the basic problems in that legis-
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lation is that it was set up to make duplica-

tion all along the line. That duplication is not

only costly, it is damned ineflBcient. There is

no responsiveness back and forth. Someone
made mention of this matter of whether we
have local councils and regional councils. We
are saying no, everybody who is elected there

goes and sits on the regional council. One
should talk to those local councillors in the

area who want to know what is going on at

the region and don't sit on that council. They
think it is important that they understand

and play a role in the deliberations of the

region of Durham, and I think so too. Frankly,
that is why it is in this bill.

The government can't say it has planning

locally and planning regionally and ignore
the idea that it has built-in duplication in

costs there. There are.

In essence what we have said in this bill

is let us take the functions, let us take those

that are obviously more beneficially done at

the region, such as planning, and put it there.

Let's take out all the red tape on the thing.

There will be an appeal to the cabinet if

somebody is unhappy. There will be an OMB
hearing in the area if somebody is unhappy.
But let's make that essential planning func-

tion a regional one. All of the studies, the

million-dollar OAPAD study said that.

We also have said, "Let's take the nuts and
bolts of the thing and put them back in to

the local municipality." That is precisely a

major problem. People don't know who to

call to plough their road. They don't know
essentially where to turn if there is a small

servicing problem in the area. They used to

know when it was carried on by the local

municipality. They don't know now.

That's costly, tihat's inefficient, it's out

front where the people see it, and is a source

of constant political aggravation in the area

—something you ought to recognize as being
a simple fact is that if they did those things

well, they could continue to do them well,

and that's another area where you ought to

take the duplication out of that service and

essentially have it run by the local munici-

pality, let them go ahead and do it. In fact,

in a number of other regions what has hap-

pened is that although the Act says the

region shall perform that public works func-

tion, the regional council says in effect that

that's nuts and simply contracts it back to

the local municipality. If you want an

example of that, you go into Oshawa and
watoh them clean the streets. It's essentially
what's going on there.

Those are simply factual matters taking
that duplication out; deciding what service

would be performed by which level of gov-
ernment. Frankly all we are aU doing in this

proposed bill is simply recognizing the study
and the consensus that's there among the

people—and it is there, and you would have

to be blind not to see it.

Let me move to this area about the regi-

onal chairman. Much has been made of

"What else would you do with old Tories if

you didn't recycle them as regional chair-

men?" Now maybe that's a litde unfair and
a little harsh, but how impractical is it to

have democracy at work for the most im-

portant job in the region of Durham?

You say it's a big area. There are members
in this House who have areas twice as much
in size. In this viable community that we are

proposing as a revised region of Durham it's

a very practical matter to have him do that.

That isn't a difficult task at all.

Ths matter of local councillors is impor-
tant. It may not seem like a big deal, but it

is important that all the elected people in

that area understand the process, but more
than that, play a role in that process and they
are unable to do so now.

One of the things we found out in the

region of Durham is that theories don't

always work. The prevalent theory at the

beginning of the regional setup was fi-

nancing, as an example. It has been men-

tioned a couple of times: "That would be
a good thing for the regions to do. There

are more people there; you would be able

to get better investment, better rates on your
debt." Frankly, that theory sounds pretty

good but it hasn't worked in Durham. The

practical factors are simply not there. In

fact the city of Oshawa was able to borrow

money on better terms, under better circum-

stances, before the region came in, and had

a very fine finance department that handled

things very well, thank you.

If you walk around the region of Durham
and you are trying to make the case that

the financing of the region of Durham is

much better now than it was before, people
will hit you over the head with their tax

bills, or their water and sewer bills, and tell

you where to go in short order.

So that part of the financing thing-tliat

there would be economies of scale -never

materialized; it never happened. That there

would be fewer people working never really

occurred at any time during the three years

that that region has been in. In fact what

has happened so far is a Band-Aid approach.

Every year the region sets its budget; every
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year the Treasurer finds another little goodie
to drop on them.

I sat through an amazing council meeting
one day where they tried to convince the

regional council—and I think there were
three ministers there at that time—that some-

thing like a $7 million loan would be a good
thing. I never thought at any particular lime

that a $7 million debt for the region of

Durham was a particular good idea. I don't

like $7 million debts. Even if they are

interest-free loans, you still owe the money.

Much has been said of this water and
sewer rate increases—and particularly in an

industrial area. And we had some questions
in the House the other day about how badly
Durham needs new industrial growth. But
it is pretty hard to convince a new industry
that they ought to take it on the chin— 1,500

per cent for a water increase. That makes it

pretty tough to convince people it's a good
place to come—but it's precisely what has

happened.

I want to remind the government too that

they love it so much, this is the region that

threatened to take it to court over its York-

Durham sewer agreement. So there are some
real problems there.

In summary I want to say very quickly it

is important that the government pay heed
to this bill. If it didn't last December 18,

let it do it December 6; do it now. It is a

bill that's not without its faults, I suppose,
as any piece of human legislation is. But

essentially it reflects the mood of the people
there and accentuates some very real prob-
lems that were contained in that original
bill.

Mr. Speaker: This order is discharged
from the order paper.

Mr. Godfrey: Point of order, Mr. Speaker.
The hour is not expended, il call for third

reading.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: My watch says 6

o'clock, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: I think it's 6 o'clock.

Mr. Godfrey: Mr. Speaker, I do not wish
to contradict you, sir, but looking at the

clock over here, it is not yet 6 o'clock and
this calls for third reading, there being no
further speakers to this bill.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. By agreement
over a number of years and by precedent
established over a number of years, the

motion for second reading does not come
to a vote either, so I declare any such motion

out of order. I declare it 6 of the clock at the

present time.

Mr. Godfrey: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker. Recognizing well the traditions of

this House, which were enjoyed during a

massive majority on the other side of the

House, I suggest it's time for some new
wind in this type of ruling and I protest that

ruling.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: There is lots of wind
over there, that's for sure. They're not suf-

fering from lack of wind.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I believe this

point is being considered by a special com-

mittee; I think that is the place to change
the rules of the House and not here in the

House by an ad hoc action.

Mr. Godfrey: Mr. Speaker, this is where

democracy lives, right here.

Mr. Speaker: This was agreed by all mem-
bers of the House a number of years ago—
before the hon. member was present in the

House, I must admit—and it has been estab-

lished firmly by precedent that the second

reading does not come to a vote.

Mr. Haggerty: It is under review now.

Mr. Speaker: As I mentioned a moment
ago, and as substantiated by one of the hon,

members, this particular procedure is under

study, so I've been led to believe, and we'll

await their decision and recommendation
and the democratic decision of the House at

that time.

Hon. Mr. Brunelle: Mr. Speaker, before

moving the adjournment of the House, 1

would like to remind members that tomor-

row we'll continue with second reading of

Bill 139 and, after its completion, order

number 13, Bill 140.

On motion by Hon. Mr. Brunelle, the

House adjourned at 6:02 p.m.
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APPENDIX

(See page 4642)

Answer to >a question was tabled as follows:

142. Mr. Angus—Inquiry of the ministry: Would the Treasurer advise, (a) What has been
the total amount of machinery sales for each six-month period following the elimination ot

sales tax in the spring of 1975; (b) What was the level of sales for each six-month i)eriod for

the previous two years?

Answer by the Treasurer (Mr. McKeough):
The information requested by the member is not available in the form he requests. That

is, semi-annual total's for the value of machinery and equipment sales are not compiled.

Nevertheless, there is available information for machinery and equipment acquisitions
on an annual basis which show that, in the mining and manufacturing sectors—to which the

exemption was primarily directed—substantial investment growth has occurred.

Investment in these sectors, which form the core of all economic activity in this province,
have shown substantial growth since the introduction of the exemption. Indeed, investment
in Ontario in these sectors has increased from $1.76 billion in 1974 to $2.17 billion in 1975
and $2.42 billion in 1976, increases of 23.9 per cent and 11.1 per cent respectively. By
comparison the investment performance by these sectors in the rest of the country has lagged,
with increments of only 5.3 per cent and 6.2 per cent in the corresponding years.
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act in a moderate, mature way, which is the

special characteristic of this country. I know
Ontarians will feel a particular responsibility

in this regard.

As a Canadian and as an Ontarian, I am
determined to continue seeking that balance

in our federation that wiU permit us to enjoy
the dual advantages of our national unity
and our provincial diversities. I am sure I can
count on the support and co-operation of all

members of the House in this endeavour.

Mr. Speaker: Oral questions.

FIRST MINISTERS' CONFERENCE

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, to the Premier in

response to his statement. In the interests of

stilling some of the irrational voices of doom
about the consequences of yesterday's election

and in the interests of sharing publicly our

determination to keep Canada unified with

Quebec as an indispensable part, will the

Premier first share with the members of the

Legislature in advance what Ontario proposes
for the agenda of this now terribly important
federal-provincial conference in December?

Second, will he insist that the discussions at

that conference on no account be held in

private, as he and his colleagues go about

refashioning a sense of confederation?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would like to point out
to the Leader of the Opposition that prob-
ably the prime area of discussion was to have
been and may still be the question of con-

stitutional reform. I can't predict for him
accurately whether the first minister of this

country will still have that as part of the

agenda discussions, with the recognition that

the Premier-elect of Quebec, who will then
be the Premier of Quebec, may not have
had suflBcient opportunity to assess carefully
what his or his government's position may
be. I cannot predict accurately for the Leader
of the Opposition whether that item will be
the main agenda item which I believe it

would have been 48 hours ago.

I would point out to the Leader of the

Opposition that we have really made avail-

able to the public the basic position of this

province as it relates to our views on con-

stitutional reform. I'm sure he has read these

carefully and would have been prepared to

debate them and would be prepared if we
still have a debate, which I believe we
should, in this House on the assumption
that that still is, shall we say, one of the
main aspects of the first ministers' meeting.

Mr. Lewis: I assume we will, of course.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I have had no communi-
cation yet, and I think it's understandable,
from the Prime Minister of the country as

to any suggested change in the agenda or

what may take place as a result of yester-

day's election in the province of Quebec. I

can assure the Leader of the Opposition that

I will be quite prepared to share this when
the information becomes available.

Certainly, if the constitution remains as

one of the prime areas for discussion—which

was originally, I think, the intent of the first

ministers' meeting—that documentation is

here ready for discussion. I just add not a

word of caution but the possibility, I would

think, that this may or may not be discussed

in December because the new Premier of

Quebec may want the opportunity to assess

what i>osition he may take, I don't know;
I'm orily guessing at that.

Mr. Lewis: A further supplementary: Can
I come back to the second point—in the in-

terests of good faith and sharing in public

terms can the Premier of Ontario ask that

the conference deliberations be held in public

rather than the practice on the last occasion?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I think it is on the record

but if it isn't the Premier of this province,

certainly in the last three years if my recol-

lection is correct, has been one of those who,
when asked by the first minister of this

country whether he preferred the meetings
to be open or closed, had no reluctance in

saying he was prepared to have them open.

Mr. S. Smith: A supplementary: In view

of the importance of die forthcoming meet-

ing, if it were to be held on the constitutional

matter, would the Premier undertake to make
eflForts to include some representation from

the opposition parties as part of the Ontario

delegation to this particular conference, be

it open or closed?

Hon. Mr. Davis: As I understand the pos-

sible structure of the conference it is not

to be a full-flediged federal-provincial con-

ference with numbers of delegates. It is

basically for the first ministers and I would

be reluctant to give that undertaking. I don't

think it would serve any useful purpose be-

cause I don't think it will necessarily be the

kind of meeting where there are 30 or 40

people in every provincial delegation.

Mr. Roy: In view of the question of my
leader and the Premier's response, under-

standing that that may be a problem if the

conference is only for first ministers, would
he alternatively undertake to have a debate
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in the House prior to the conference so he

may have our views and, proceeding as the

Premier of this province, will have cohesion

and full support of all members of the

House in the approach taken by this prov-
ince?

Hon. Mr. Davis: The member for Ottawa
East perhaps didn't hear what I said to the

Leader of the Opposition and what I said

when the House reconvened. That is why
we have tabled documents which I assume

the member for Ottawa East has read very

carefully. Those documents were tabled so

that all members would have the opportunity
—I invited the members—to participate in a

debate on the position that Ontario was

presenting with respect to constitutional re-

form.

I have just said to the Leader of the

Opposition that I would assume that is one

of the main agenda items along with fiscal

arrangements; if that is still an agenda item,

not only would I welcome the debate or the

discussion that is why we tabled the docu-

ments—so we would all have a chance to take

a look at it and be able to participate in a

constructive fashion which I am sure tlie

member for Ottawa East always wishes to do.

Mr. Lewis: I would like to ask a related

question of the Premier based on his reply.

Since the Prime Minister said clearly to the

media, to the public, last night that the

agenda for the conference was still open to

negotiation with the Premiers, would it be
Ontario's position to expand the terms of

that conference now to deal with economic
and social matters beyond the return of the

constitution, and, again, to do it in the kind

of public arena which would begin the process
of subduing anxieties and reaching a new
Canadian consensus?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I think really the mem-
ber is talking about two or three rather

distinct problems and I think we can get
into a lengthy discussion today as to which

compartment one would put those individual

problems in. The Prime Minister has said

the agenda is still open and I think agendas
are always open until we get there. I would
not be really anxious to state that I believe

the Prime Minister should adhere to those

things which 48 hours ago he felt would
be normally part of our discussion. In his

wisdom, he may want to consider himself

just what should make up the agenda of the
first ministers' conference.

Mr. Lewis: What about your wisdom?

[2:15]

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am always prepared,
if asked, and sometimes when I am not asked,
to pass on whatever thoughts I might have.

As it relates to having a discussion, shall we
say, in this House on Ontario's position on
fiscal arrangements, I don't know that I

would have any reluctance, because our posi-
tions have been publicly stated and there

have been opportunities for questions and
discussion here in the House. I've not sensed

any great division of opinion as it relates to

fiscal arrangements.

Once again, I would probably observe
that that aspect of any first ministers' con-
ference doesn't really go to the heart of

whatever difiBculties this country may face.

It causes problems in terms of finance, taxa-

tion, etc., but I don't think it's the thing,
in my view at least, that was sort of the
basis for the results of what happened yes-

terday in the province of Quebec.

Mr. Bullbrook: Supplementary: I'd like

to ask the Premier if he could assure us, if

the question of the constitution is not thought
proper or timely with respect to the next
first ministers' conference, that he might
attempt to extract from the Prime Minister
of Canada an undertaking that there will be
no unilateral action by the federal govern-
ment with respect to patriation before the
matter has been fully discussed?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I don't really think it will

be necessary to do so. We've made our point
of view known to the Prime Minister on
this issue. I've made a number of speeches
expressing genuine reservation about any
unilateral action on the part of the Prime
Minister. This was part of the communica-
tion made to him as a result of the Premiers'

meeting here in Toronto. In fairness to the
Prime Minister, while I don't think he

necessarily agreed with all of those matters
that were raised at the Premiers' conference,
I think he made it clear in his response
that he was prepared to discuss it with us.

I'll certainly make this point again, but
I would say to the member for Sarnia it's

relatively academic: I do not believe in the

present circumstances the Prime Minister
of Canada, without consultation with the
other Premiers, would take any unilateral

action. That's a point of view the member
for Sarnia might not share, but I don't think

the Prime Minister would.

REED PAPER

Mr. Lewis: A question of the Premier:
When might he be able to tell the House
his choice of a chairman for the Environ-
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mental Assessment Board hearings on the

proposed Reed Paper transaction?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would hope to inform

the House just as soon as that choice and

decision have been made.

Mr. Lewis: That certainly cuts through
the blur to the core. I hope the Premier is

as precise at the constitutional conference.

It will be reassuring to Canada and our

future. When he meets Rene Levesque, he'll

have to be on his toes.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I have had some practice
with you.

Mr. Lewis: He's a far greater match, let

me assure the Premier. By way of supple-

mentary, may I ask the Premier what is his

response going to be to the apparent explicit

rejection on the part of the peoples of

Treaty 9 of participating in the Environ-
mental Assessment Board hearings? What
further steps does he intend to take?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I think that really relates

to the person who will be asked to undertake
this responsibihty. I have communicated to,

or it's in the process of being communicated
to, Mr. Rickard the desire on my part to dis-

cuss that particular appointment with him
prior to any public announcement. That is

not necessarily the usual or customary prac-
tice, but that has been or is in the process
of being communicated to him. I think that

would be the occasion to have discussions as

to what involvement Treaty 9 would have.
It is still my hope that they will approach
this in a way that is constructive and that

will add to the hearing and help us resolve

this problem. I don't want to speculate or

make any other cotijectures at this moment
until such time as the person who is to be
chairman of the hearing is determined.

SECONDARY SCHOOLS
CURRICULUM PLANNING

Mr. S. Smith: A question of the Minister of

Education: Since it is now well over a month
since he promised to have some revision in

the requirements for the secondary schools in

curriculum planning in Ontario, can he tell

us when we can finally expect a full report
with a full explanation, so that the guidance
teachers can once again begin to give guid-
ance to the students of Ontario? There are

cases in Oakville, for instance, where the

teacher is unable to give adtvice, not know-
ing what the course requirements are going
to be for the next year.

Hon. Mr. Wells: All the schools in this

province have had the requirements and they

know they will get the detailed HS-1 docu-

ment within the next couple of weeks. All

they have to do is phone up our regional

office if they have any questions.

FEES FOR FOREIGN STUDENTS

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Minister

of Colleges and Universities: Is it true that in

view of administrative and other difficulties

he might consider abandoning the differential

fee concept for foreign students? Has he

come to the conclusion that it is turning out

to have the appearance of unfairness which

causes hardship and that it's administratively

difficult to handle?

Hon. Mr. Parrott: The answer to the first

question is a very clear no. The last part of

the question is supposition and I dton't share

it.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary:
Can the minister tell us whether the govern-
ment has made any efforts whatsoever to

arrange reciprocal arrangements witfi such

places as the state of Michigan and other

places where Canadians frequently study so

that Canadians can have the benefit of re-

duced rates for tuition similar to those given

to the residents of those particular states, in

exchange for which residents from those

states, when they come here could pay the

same fees charged to other people in On-

tario?

Hon. Mr. Parrott: There has been a lot of

discussion on that subject but I would ask

the leader of the third party to recognize

that in Canada we educate two students for

every one who goes out of the country. I

think that statistic shows we are carrying a

very full share. If we combine it with the

amount of subsidy or the amount the taxpayer
of this province pays for the education of

those students—which still is 65 per cent of

the total cost—when we equate those figures

plus the fact that there is a very small base of

population to carry that very heavy burden

here in Canada, there is no doubt that we in

Canada and particularly this province are

doing more than our full share in educating

those i)eople from other countries.

Mr. Sweeney: A supplementary to the min-

ister's first answer: Is it not true that the

differential fee which was levied on the com-

munity colleges, effective September, has not

been collected from all those students it

should, because the administrators simply



NOVEMBER 16, 1976 4687

can't identify them? Is this what the univer-

sity presidents are concerned about for

January?

Hon. Mr. Parrott: I think we are as con-

cerned as anyone else about how that pro-

gramme will be finalized. There are very few
in the college system where that applies and

by the first of January when a large number
will be in the system we will have the full

mechanism in place. I don't anticipate for a

minute that it isn't possible to do and we
shall do it.

Mr. Speaker: Is this supplementary? All

right, final supplementary from the member
for Scarborough-Ellesmere.

Mr. Warner: Does the full mechanism in-

volve each student in the university proving
his or her citizenship rather than just relying

upon a signature as a statement of citizen-

ship?

Hon. Mr. Parrott: I thought I said, and I

will repeat, that by January 1 the full

mechanism will be in place. There are still

some details to be worked out and we are

working on it but I don't want the member
to think for one minute that it isn't possible.

Secondly, I would like to say to the member
that this country does need some individual

responsibility by those people who are par-

ticipating in the many benefits this province

yields. It is about time all of us recognize
the total responsibility isn't always on the

system but should be on individuals on many
occasions.

An hon. member: Like the home-owner's

grant.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

An hon. member: He's sounding very right

wing.

Mr. R. S. Smith: It's not the same for the

professors. That's a different situation. It de-

pends on who you are.

LAND SPECULATION
TAX EXEMPTION

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Minister

of Revenue: Is the Minister of Revenue now
prepared to respond to my question of last

week regarding land speculation tax and land

transfer tax waivers for Ronto and Wimpey
respectively, regarding what seems to have
been a $10.5 million profit or approximately
$10 million profit made in Brantford recently?

Hon. Mr. Meen: I inquired just this morn-

ing on that score and I expect I wiU have the

answer for the hon. member within a couple
of days.

Mr. S. Smith: There is no rush about it. It

is only $10.5 million.

Mr. Peterson: Take your time.

Mr. Makarchuk: When the minister tables

his reply, will the minister table a breakdown
of the half-million-dollar selling cost, and
how much of that selling cost was involved
in donations to politicians and political par-
ties?

Hon. Mr. Meen: I have no information in

my ministry on that score, Mr. Speaker, and
I would expect that any kind of contributions

to political parties will be disclosed in the

usual fashion through the election finances

commission.

DELAY IN OSAP APPROVALS

Mr. S. Smith: A question of the Minister
of Colleges and Universities once again, and
I trust we will get a sHghtly better answer.

Hon. Mr. Davis: 'It depends on the ques-
tion.

Mr. Moffatt: We hope it is a. better ques-
tion.

Mr. S. Smith: Your duties to the third

world are very touching.

Has the minister received a letter from
the Ryerson students' association concerning
the delay of OSAP approvals? Approximately
100 people in that institution alone have had
some delay. What does the minister plan to

do about it?

Hon. Mr. Parrott: If the member is asking
me if I personally have received that letter

the answer is no. There may be a communi-
cation to the student awards officer, but I

personally haven't received that letter as yet.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
has the minister been informed of an unusual-

ly great number of delays in the OSAP ap-

provals which have been occurring this

particular year? These have certainly come to

my attention. Has the minister been informed
of these delays, and has he been informed
that there appears to be a belief that there is

a particular delay when the appHcation
arrives in the French language?

Hon. Mr. Parrott: No, I am not aware of

that at all. I discussed this at some length
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this morning, and the statistic that I have in

my possession now relative to delays is of

those that need to be reprocessed, and there

are a considerable number of them, through
errors either by a student or within the

ministry, or wherever, the proportion is

about three to one of errors on the part of

the student; three out of every four. I don't

suggest that is from lack of knowledge or an

attempt to mislead, but these errors do occur

and they do slow down the process because

then they have to be recycled and the com-

puter can't handle it when a mistake is made.
I think that is understandable.

Mr. Good: Yes, they can't read and write.

Mr. Lewis: What about you personally?

Hon. Mr. Parrott: We are not talking about
the commitment I made in the House the

other day. That still stands. I would have to

remind the House that I made a commitment
that I would personally help any of those

students who were going to drop out of

school because their award wasn t coming
through. I had two lists presented to me. The
first list was from the member for Timiskam-

ing (Mr. Bain) with three names on it. Two
of them already had their award received and
one is being looked after. Two were already
received.

Mr. Yakabuski: A mountain out of a mole-

hill.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: The other member sent

me a list of 21. I have a report on that 21

now. Many of them were not students who
will ever receive an award because their

parental income was such that no award was
indicated. The commitment that I made was
to help those students who would need to

drop out of school at this moment if they
weren't given an opportunity to have their

awards.

Mr. Cassidy: How many hundreds never

heard about that commitment?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Cassidy: How many dropped out?

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: The point is, if you keep
sending over lists-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Will the hon.
minister ignore the interjections when answer-

ing.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: —then it destroys the
the whole process.

Mr. Cassidy: Nonsense.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: It delays it. If you will

take your responsibility we are more than

prepared to take ours on this side of the

House.,

Mr. Cassidy: If you would start to admin-
ister the programme-

Mr. Bain: On a point of personal privilege,
the minister stated he was sent a list with

three names. He was sent only one name. I

did not send him a Hst with three names on
it. II sent him one name only.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: If I remember correctly,
in the House that night there was a great

speech going on by the member for Tim-

iskaming telling us about how many were not

getting the award certifications back. When
we pin it down it becomes one. Not the many
hundreds, the many thousands; it becomes
one.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Bain: On a point of personal privilege,
I realize that Timiskaming may be remote

for the minister, but if there is one person in

Timiskaming with this problem there is one

in every other riding in this province.

[2:30]

IMr. Warner: If it is not true that there are

approximately 10,000 such apphcations which

are aipproximately two and a half months late

in being processed, could the minister give us

the accurate number as to how many fall into

that category for all of the institutions in this

province?

Hon. Mr. Parrott: Well, it's certainly not

true that it's 10,000. I would think a more

accurate figure of awards not yet returned to

the students is about 5,000 at tfiis time.

Some hon. members: Shame.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: Some of those, as I

indicated earher, were because of errors on

the part of the students and some of them

within the ministry—but by far the larger per

cent were on the part of the students—while

some of them were late appUcants. There are

many reasons for that, and I am thinking that

if the member suggests it is 10,000, he is

totally incorrect.
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SUSPENSION OF MAPLEHURST GUARD

Hon. J. R. Smith: In answer to the ques-

tion asked by the hon. member for Halton-

Biirlington (Mr. Reed) yesterday, effective

November 15 this year, Mr. D. J. St. Andrew
was suspended without pay in accordance

with section 22(1) of The Public Service Act.

Mr. St. Andrew's suspension is related to an

incident which occurred at the Maplehurst
Correctional Centre which is currently under

investigation by the local police authorities

and the Ministry of Correctional Services.

Further public comment on the nature of the

incident might aifect the judicial process.

Suspension of an employee without pay is

a serious matter which is given careful con-

sideration before it is put into effect. How-
ever, it has been the experience of this min-

istry that in cases which involve police in-

vestigation and possible further judicial in-

volvement, suspension without pay is advis-

able in some circumstances due to the length
of time that may be involved in these pro-

ceedings. The choice of whether an employee
is suspended with or without pay is not a

reflection of the ministry's opinion of guilt

but rather relates to the seriousness of the

allegation and the manner in which the allega-

tion may be dealt with.

Should Mr. St. Andrew be cleared, he will

be returned to duty and reimbursed for the

period of his suspension.

Mr. Reed: Supplementary: Considering that

to this date no charges have been laid, no

hearing has been held, no trial has been

held, can the minister give us an indication

as to when this suspension will be lifted,

knowing full well that it is reinstatable every
20 days, whether or not he agrees with me
thit it is an implication of guilt?

Hon. J. R. Smith: I wish to assure the hon.

member that as soon as the police investiga-

tion is completed and our internal investiga-

tion is completed, and if it is found that the

employee is innocent, he will be reinstated as

quickly as possible. I personally will give him
that guarantee. It is not going to be dragged
out too long. A very serious charge has been
laid by an inmate of that centre regarding
this gentleman and the matter has to be
cleared by investigation before he can be
reinstated.

CANCER AND ASBESTOSIS

Mr. Laughren: A question for the Minister

of Labour concerning the fate of a Mr. Aime
Bertrand, a former Inco employee who worked

with asbestos and now suffers from throat

cancer: In view of the increasing evidence

that there is a relationship between all forms

of cancer and exposure to asbestos dust; in

view of Dr. Irving SelikofiF's statements, as

recently as yesterday in Toronto, that it

should be compensable; in view of the fact

that there is no evidence to the contrary; in

particular, in view of hair samples from Mr.

Bertrand that were just returned from a

laboratory in the United States which show
an extremely high level of silica and silicon,

namely 46 parts per million of silica and 98

parts per million of silicon; and in view of

the fact that Dr. Cecilioni's opinion is that

there is justification for reconsideration by
the board, will the minister direct the Work-
men's Compensation Board to change its

policy on the relationship between throat can-

cer and exposure to asbestos dust so that it

becomes a compensable industrial disease?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I wiU
not direct the board to change its position at

this time. However, I would remind the hon.

member that Dr. Ritchie and Dr. Miller have
both looked at this problem. They have re-

viewed all of the available literature but they
have not, at this time, recommended any
consideration of the inclusion of cancer of the

larynx or of the throat in the compensable
area of asbestos. It is a matter which is being

kept under study by a number of researchers.

I am aware of Dr. Selikoff's statement as

of yesterday and I'm sure that both Dr.

Ritchie and Dr. Miller are aware of it as

well. If there is good reason, good epidemi-

ological reason, to include it, I'm sure that

it will be included. The matter is under re-

view by the board and when the board has

made a decision based on scientifically valid

evidence I am sure it will inform me.

Mr. Laughren: In view of the fact that

even the minister would admit, surely, at this

point in time that there is at least conflicting

evidence as to the relationship between

asbestos exposure and all kinds of cancer,

does the minister not think it's time the

Workmen's Compensation Board accepted
some responsibility to do more research in

matters such as this instead of relying upon
the union and the worker to send hair samples
to the United States to get results? Further-

Interjections.

Mr. Laughren: I'm not finished. Further,

has the minister acted yet upon Dr. Ritchie's

recommendation of a year and a half ago
that studies should also be initiated to deter-

mine if there is a real association between ex-
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posure to asbestos and carcinoma of the

larynx?

Mr. Lewis: That's a separate study.

Hon. B. Stephenson: There are epidemi-

ological studies going on at all times specific-

ally related to asbestos. This matter of

asbestos and the larynx is one that has been
examined. It will continue to be examined as

more information is made available.

Mr. Davidson: Until more people drop
dead.

Hon. B. Stephenson: There may be con-

flict of opinion on the part of certain medical

specialists in this area but the weight of

opinion at this time is that there is no direct

relationship.

Mr. Lewis: Oh, shamel

Hon. B. Stephenson: Dr. SelikoflF believes

that there is a direct relationship. There are

others who believe there is no direct relation-

ship.

Mr. Lewis: Name them.

Hon. B. Stephenson: On the basis of

epidemiological reports this has not as yet
been included in the compensable list.

Mr. Laughren: In view of the fact that the
minister has stated on numerous occasions
that when there is a doubt the benefit of the
doubt goes to the worker, would the minister
indicate to the House who it is who's giving
evidence to the contrary—that there is no
relationship between asbestos exposure and
cancer of the throat? Finally, would she also
meet with the senior medical people at the

board, with Mr. Falkowski and other people
of the Steelworkers Union to consider this

case again?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I have met with the
senior medical officers of the board and with
Mr. Falkowski from time to time and I would
be perfectly happy to do it again. There is a
difference of opinion on the part of some
specialists and I will get the member the list

of those who beheve at this time that there is

no direct relationship.

Mr. Lewis: On a point of privilege. Mr.
Speaker, on a point of order or privilege, I'm
not sure which—

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. This is getting
into a debate. We'll allow the hon. member
a supplementary.

Mr. Lewis: I'll ask the supplementary and
put it in that context. Why is it always so

difficult for the ministry and the board to

accept even the evidence which we have in

the province of Ontario? How can she say
there's no direct relationship established when
the best study in this area in the scientific

community was conducted by Dr. Robert

Morgan almost two years ago, with the Uni-

versity of Toronto, establishing a direct link

between asbestos and laryngeal cancer? The
minister won't accept it!

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I would
be delighted to respond to that question. The
study done by Dr. Morgan in the province of
Ontario has been subjected to careful

epidemiological examination-

Mr. Lewis: Yes, and clearly—

Hon. B. Stephenson: —and in fact the one
thing that study proved is that married men
get cancer of the larynx more frequentiy than

single men.

Mr. Lewis: Come on. You always do that
to your medical evidence.

Hon. B. Stephenson: It does not prove any
direct relationship. Cancer of the larynx is a

multi-causal disease and the multi-causal
diseases must be examined carefully in order
to ensinre that the proper decisions are made.

Mr. Lewis: You will have to give in on this

one again.

Hon. B. Stephenson: That's exacdy what
we're trying to do on behalf of all of the
workmen in this province.

Mr. Lewis: Six months from now you will

accept it. All you know is to smear Bol)

Morgan's studies. That is ridiculous.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.
Leader of the Opposition will restrain him-
self, please.

ENERGY CONSERVATION

Mr. Good: I have a question for the Minis-
ter of Energy on energy conservation. Is

the minister aware of the new concept in

store and commercial lighting developed by
Wand-X Corporation Limited of Waterloo,
which is a low voltage, high-intensity lighting
arrangement that can effect a saving of 50
per cent of the electricity used for store light-

ing?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, I'm very
pleased to take part in this advertisement for

this firm in the riding of Waterloo North, as
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long as I can get equal time for Saft Bat-

teries which is in my riding.

Mr. Mancini: Try again.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I'm well aware of this

type of device. I must admit I wasn't aware
of this particular company. There are a great

many more of them coming on the market,
which we're pleased to see.

Mr. Good: One short supplementary:
Would the minister have his people examine
this sealed beam lighting unit, which at 35
watts develops the same lighting intensity as

a 150-watt incandescent bulb? Would he
have his people look at it and do what he
can to promote this type of lighting-

Mr. Bullbrook: Put some light on it.

Mr. Good: —no matter by whom it's de-

veloped, as an energy conservation measure?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, the

Premier has pointed out that he'd like one of

those as well, if the member has two.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would like to study it.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I note on the adver-

tising sheet which the hon. member sent over

to me to tell me that he was going to ask

this question that it already says "Approved

by Ontario Hydro," so in fact it has already
been examined by Ontario Hydro, which is

responsible for the electrical safety code-

Mr. Singer: But not by the Premier.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: —and it has been ap-

proved for marketing in the province.

Mr. Good: But he couldn't get into your

ministry with it.

MILK IMPORTS

Mr. MacDonald: A question of the Min-
ister of Agriculture and Food: In view of

the persistent allegations of widespread
bootlegging of milk to plants in eastern On-

tario, would the minister indicate what he has

ascertained to be the facts in this connection
and what he's going to do about it?

Mr. Conway: No bootlegging in eastern

Ontario.

Mr. S. Smith: Certainly not milk.

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, I'm well
aware of the allegations that the member for

York South has made. We have looked into
it and we can find no substantiation for this.

However, to be on the safe side, I notified

the appropriate person, who is Hon. Eugene
Whelan, by phone about two weeks ago
that there was a possibility this was going
on and asked him to please look into it.

Mr. Nixon: What would you do without
Whelan over there?

Mr. MacDonald: Supplementary: In view
of the specification of those allegations by
one of your own back-bench members, namely
the member for Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry
(Mr. Villeneuve), in specific detail as to

125,000 to 200,000 pounds a day going to

Kraft, has the minister dismissed it from him
too, and what was the minister's reply to
him as to an explanation of this so-called

programme?

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, if the

agriculture critic over there would only get
his facts straight and get a few things
sorted out in his mind, yes, some milk did

come in from Quebec to Ontario plants,
which is quite legal.

Mr. Cassidy: Blustering Bill. He is off

again.

Hon. W. Newman: Up to 240,000 pounds
came into Ontario in October with one com-
pany. There was milk going from Ontario
into Quebec too, but that's not the kind of

milk that the member is talking about, and
I think he should get his facts straight.

Mr. Ruston: It is goat's milk.

Mr. MacDonald: May I ask what is the

minister's reply to the detailing of this situa-

tion in eastern Ontario by one of his own
members, the member for Stormont-Dundas-

Glengarry?

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, I have
asked our people to look into it and our

people have been looking at it. I cannot
interfere with another provincial jurisdic-
tion and I have brought it to the attention

of the federal Minister of Agriculture that

there is alleged—there is alleged, I say—some
of this going on. 1 have no confirmation of
it or proof in any way, shape or form at

this point in time.

Mr. MacDonald: Mr. Speaker, on a point
of personal privilege, may I just draw to

your attention that the minister rose and
accused me of spreading this detail-

Mr. Singer: How many supplementaries
does he get, seven?
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Mr. MacDonald: —when now he concedes
he's been getting it from his own back-

benchers. Will the minister take a look at

the memo he got November 1 from the hon.
member for Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry?

Mr. Lewis: Right. It's a good memo. It's

an excellent memo.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, I would
say that the member for Stormont-Dundas-

Glengarry is one of the finest members of this

House and I have a lot of respect for him.
He's done a great job with some of the things
that the hon. member for York South would
like to try and undo in the dairy industry—

Mr. Nixon: He won't be the next Minister
of Agriculture.

Hon. W. Newman: —and he better stop
it because the farmers are catching up to

him.

Interjections.

Mr. Lewis: We are ready to go. Pull the

plug.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. A final, final

supplementary, the member ior—

Mr. Nixon: What do you mean, final? It's

his first one.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The member
for Huron-Bruce.

Mr. Gaunt: Mr. Speaker, supplementary:
Has the minister heard any reports of milk

coming in from the United States, and if so,
has he investigated those reports and what
were the results?

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, I under-
stand there was a couple of loads of whey
came in from the US-

Mr. Lewis: A couple of loads of whey?

Mr. S. Smith: Not curds?

Hon. W. Newman: I checked with the

board—it's illegal to bring milk into the

province of Ontario as the hon. member
well knows—and in talking to our own people
and the Milk Marketing Board there's no
proof of any milk at all coming in.

[2:45]

NATURAL GAS LOSSES

Mr. Peterson: I have a question of the

Minister of Energy, referring to the Medina

Natural Gas Company in Aylmer. Is the min-
ister aware of their rate application now
before the Ontario Energy Board; and the

very excessive rates they're charging, relative

to the other gas companies? Is he taking

any action in this area, as the minister?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I'm sorry, I missed

the first part of the question. I think the

question was am I aware of the application.
I am aware that they've applied; I believe

it's for a phase 1 rate hearing to determine

rate base. I may be mistaken; perhaps it's

phase 2.

Mr. Peterson: Supplementary: One of the

problems in this situation is that there is

proven line loss of 30 to 35 per cent, for

which it appears that the consumers are

paying because of a faulty engineering sys-

tem.

Mr. Speaker: Is there a question?

Mr. Peterson: My question was is the min-

istry looking into it? What is the ministry's

position on these gas companies, particularly

the smaller ones which have deficient facil-

ities?

Mr. Eaton: It is operating like a Liberal,

it is inefficient.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: On the question of the

safety and operation of the gas lines, as the

hon. member knows that falls basically un-

der the Ministry of Consimier and Com-
mercial Relations. There was a hearing be-

fore the Ontario Energy Board early in this

year on the takeover of Medina Gas. Two
local genriemen, Mr. Harold Stafford, the

former member of the House of Commons
for Elgin, and Mr. Lowrie, applied for per-

mission to assume control of Medina, which

permission was granted.

In the approval granted by the govern-

ment, we did include provisions for under-

takings by the new owners to improve the

quality of the system. We are very con-

cerned about the fact that over the last few

years the losses in the Medina Gas system
have been significant and we want them im-

proved.

Mr. Peterson: As I know the minister un-

derstands, the line loss was roughly 35 per
cent a year or so ago. Now they're projecting
27 per cent. Does the minister think this is

a reasonable standard to ask from these gas

companies, to permit a line loss of 27 or 30

per cent? We're talking about what the con-

sumer is paying for.
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Hon. Mr. Timbrell: The point is that the

system is being improved. Inspections by the

staff of the Ministry of Consumer and Com-
mercial Relations are going on to ensure that

it is a safe system. The new owners have

undertaken to improve the efficiency, to get it

to acceptable levels. Every gas line in the

province loses some gas, though granted in

this case the losses, previously at least, have

been extremely high. They are being im-

proved and will be improved further.

Mr. Speaker: The Minister of Housing has

the answer to a question asked previously.

Mr. Mancini: Mr. Speaker, I have a sup-

plementary.

Mr. Speaker: I'm sorry. The member for

Essex South with a supplementary.

Mr. Mancini: If the minister is going to

allow certain utilities supplying natural gas

to lose 27 or 30 per cent, then why did he

allow members of his ministry to use that as

a reason to shut off the now defunct Farmers'

Gas?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: It was not a case of

allowing 27 or 30 per cent; it comes down
to whether or not there is a safe system in

operation. In the case of Farmers' Gas that

in fact was not a safe system; in the case of

Farmers' Gas all customers have now con-

verted to other fuel.

Mr. Speaker: The Minister of Housing.

Mr. Mancini: I have another supplemen-
tary.

Mr. Speaker: Final supplementary.

Mr. Mancini: When we had a meeting in

the minister's office the deputy minister used

the excuse or the reason that we were losing
a great amount of natural gas as one of the

reasons why this gas line was now shut off.

The question is not that they got extra

energy or a new source of energy, but why
in some cases is the minister allowing up
to 30 per cent to be lost, while in other areas

he is using this as an excuse to shut down
gas lines? That's the question.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I understand the ques-
tion but I think the hon. member misunder-
stands the background. First of all, the mem-
ber had in his area a company which had
not filed its reports with the government and
which had lost its charter, that's number one.

That company in fact did not exist any
longer. In the case of Medina, the company
very much exists. The company changed

hands and the new owners have agreed to

improve the system, which they are doing.

EXTENSION OF
OMC TAX DEADLINE

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Yesterday the hon.

member for Windsor-Riverside (Mr. Burr)

and the member for Wentworth (Mr. Deans)

inquired as to the situation involving home-
owners who had mortgages held by the On-
tario Mortgage Corporation as it related to

the payment of back municipal taxes. As just

a brief word of explanation, the factors af-

fecting the mortgage accounts in question
included the length of time between the

occupancy of the houses and the Ontario

Mortgage Corporation's notification by the

municipality of the full year's tax levy. Tax

increases were also higher than anticipated.

OMC, as is the normal practice, estimates

monthly tax payments on new properties but

doss not adjust the mionthly payments until

after a full year's taxes have been paid by
the OMC on the owner's behalf. In Windsor,
for examspb, many owners occupied their

houses between November, 1974, and mid-

1975. In some instances the partial 1975 bills

were not received by Ontario Mortgage Cor-

poration for payment until June, 1976, by
which time the final 1976 bills were also be-

coming due and payable.

Upon payment of the final 1976 bills, On-
tario Mortgage Corporation's annual review

revealed that 1976 taxes in some accounts

were 21 per cent higher than in 1975 and

35 per cent higher than in 1974 when the

original estimates were made.

Mr. Deans: Do you hear that, Darcy?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: This resulted in deficit

positions after payment of 1976 taxes. What I

want to tell the two hon. members and

others, is that in the short period of time

we have looked into this we have been able

to identify approximately 800 such mortgages
in the Windsor, Hamilton and Ottawa areas.

I have instructed Ontario Mortgage Corpora-
tion to remove any question of deadline.

There wiU be six months given to the prop-

erty owners to make their payments and there

will be no interest charged for that six

months.

FAILURE OF SWITCHES

iMr. Moffatt: I have a question of the Min-
ister of Health: I would like to ask the min-

ister what action has been taken by his

ministry to correct the obvious failure of
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Robonic switches in alternative generating
sources at hospitals in this province, as re-

ported in the October 30 story in the Ottawa
Citizen?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, since I

am unaware of the problem I will have to

check and let the member know.

Mr. Moffatt: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: The oral question period has

expired.

Petitions.

Presenting reports.

Motions.

Introduction of bills.

Before the orders of the day, I should

announce to the House that pursuant to

standing order 27(g), the hon. member for

Ottawa Centre has filed the necessary notice

that he is dissatisfied with the answer given
to him by tfie Minister of Consumer and
Commercial Relations on November 10 con-

cerning rent review. This matter will be de-

bated at 10:30 this evening.

Orders of the day.

EMPLOYEES' HEALTH
AND SAFETY ACT

( continued )

Resumption of the adjourned debate on the

motion for second reading of Bill 139, an
Act respecting Employees' Health and Safety.

Mr. Mancini: Mr. Speaker, before we ad-

journed yesterday I was questioning section

4(6) in the Act respecting Employees' Health
and Safety.

It says a committee shall meet during

working hours, at least four times a year and
not more often than once a month, and may
be required to meet by order of the minister.

I think this should be left up to the individ-

uals at lihe certain work place. I believe if

they feel it is necessary to meet four times a

year they should, but I also believe if they
feel it is necessary to meet more often than

once a month or at least once a month they
should be allowed to do that.

I would like to say that probably the most
important and most basic principle in this bill

is the right to refuse to work. Now that the

workers have this right, or will be having
this right very shortly, I believe we will be

seeing many employers working very quicldy
in ths direction of taking care of the heat

problems which exist now in some factories.

I am sure they will be moving now into the

area of reducing gas odours and excessive

noise. This is surely something that should

have been done in the past but now, with
this type of legislation, we'll be able to get
on with it.

Another section of Bill 139 that gives me
some concern is section 7. This section allows

a government inspector to give direction in

writing to the employer and this direction is

supposed to be placed in an area where it's

very visible. It concerns me because there are

many people in our province—some of French

descent, some of Italian d^escent, some of

Portuguese descent, etc.—who may not be
able properly to understand exactiy what the

order says. I believe it is very encumbent

upon the minister, where there is a work

place with a large ethnic community, such as

some of the ones I've just mentioned, to en-

sure that the order should be in more than

one language if the people feel it's necessary.
I think that can be worked out through the

safety committee and through the inspector.

'Regarding section 8, we must not only tr>'-

to protect people who are presently employed
in dangerous and hazardous working condi-

tions, but we also must give notice to pros-

pective emplovees. Therefore, I believe the

minister should include a provision in this

bill to the eflFect that a corporation must make
available to a prospective employee a copy
of that company's safety record so that when
a person is going in to apply for a job he

knows by the company's record whether it

has been attentive to the workers' needs as

far as health and safety are concerned. I

think that is very important.

Yesterday, a lot was made of the legisla-

tion coming from Saskatchewan. I have a

copy of that legislation before me now, and
I believe that legislation, in section 14(2),

does not allow an employee to refuse work;
it only allows this to be done by an order of

the minister. I think our legislation is some-
what stronger than that, but we can also

look at that in a diflFerent sense. We can also

look at the Saskatchewan legislation as being
more balanced legislation.

We here would like to believe that no one

would be irresponsible enough in our work

places to stop work or to stop production for

reasons other than those relating to health

and safety as the bill allows. I think the

minister must give some type of considera-

tion to what alternatives the employer has if

the employees are using the tool of Tlie

Employees' Health and Safety Act to stop

work for other reasons.

I think I'll end my comments there, Mr.

Speaker.



NOVEMBER 16, 1976 4695

Mr. Godfrey: Mr. Speaker, like many other

of my colleagues in this party, I welcome this

bill, and' certainly the philosophy behind it is

to be admired. I will not reiterate some of the

comments that have been made with regard
to the zealotry with which the minister will

pursue some of the philosophy, but it is our

hope that she will pursue it with suitable

aggressiveness.

The bill on the surface appears to be con-

cerned largely with some of the more major
aspects of the health of workmen and it

would seem to deal extensively with the

mechanical things, the mining hazards and
other things like that. However, there are

other hazards that apply to employees in

other areas of the work force—employees on
a production line and employees in the offices.

In particular, I'm more concerned in speaking

today about the white collar workers.

[3:00]

The bill purports to make safe certain ac-

tivities while on the work team. Looking at

what safe means, it means secure, out of and
not exposed to danger; unsafe would seem to

be the opposite of those definitions. In speak-

ing of unsafe we presume that the bill will

protect against noise, not only the noise which
is in mines or on heavy construction work but
also the noise which would apply to normal

working situations in office areas.

While I do not denigrate any of the haz-

ards which are apparent in heavy industrial

areas there are many people who suffer

morbidity as the result of many factors which
are existing in current working situations.

One of the more common ones of these is the

hazard of tobacco smoke. The House has pre-

viously heard me speak to this matter.

I wish to reintroduce it so that the minis-

ter understands very clearly—I am sure the
minister will agree with me because in some
of the minister's statements with regard to

the etiology of cancer in various organs of

the body, the eflFect of nicotine upon the

incidence of cancer has been mentioned many
times. If this can be brought forward as

possibly one of the causes, as opposed to

asbestos or other things like that, tobacco
smoke must also be considbred.

I think in all fairness that sometimes there

is a shrugging off of the fact that cancer is

caused by asbestos by pointing out that these

people also smoked so therefore we cannot

say clearly that carcinoma of the larynx is due
to exposure to asbestos. It may also be due
to tobacco smoke; but I will not debate that

now, I prefer to do that at the academy of

medicine.

The point I am making is that every
worker should be free to work in a tobacco-

free atmosphere, a tobacco smoke-free

atmosphere. As we all know, tobacco smoke
is composed of two components, one of which
is called the main stream component which
has been recycled through the smoker's lungs
and does not carry as high a content of

hydrocarbons or other carcinogen constituents.

The other is side-stream smoke, that is, the

smoke which is given out from a cigarette

while it is being held or a pipe while it sits

upon the table. This contains the more
lethal components of tobacco smoke.

It represents a greater proportion of the

tobacco which is consumed on a daily basis

and it represents a significant factor in the

working situation in many areas, whether in

hospitals—smoking is still carried on in many
hospitals, I regret to report—or whether it is

in offices or other similar areas.

These hazards are not simply a matter of

irritants. It is not simply a matter of being
noxious to the eyes or to the nose but rather

these are truly vectors of disease. I am sure

the Minister of Labour (B. Stephenson), in

collaboration with the Minister of Health (Mr.
F. S. Miller) will eventually come to a

sound proposal which will ban this type of

activity.

When we talk about tobacco smoke, we
are talking about tobacco smoke in normal

working conditions, in an office. We are

talking about a concentration level of con-

stituents such as carbon monoxide, benzo-

pyrines and nicotine which have been meas-
ured in public places and working places and
shown to have levels of carcinogens which
are above normally accepted values.

The threshold limit which has been applied

by our Ministry of the Environment for the

acceptance of carcinogens is ignored in these

common working conditions. This all takes

place in the province of Ontario where we
do not enjoy the same protection, at least

on the books, as they have in Quebec. Under
Quebec civil law, article 19, it sites: "The
human person is inviolable. No one may cause

harm to the person of another without his

consent or without being authorized by law
to do so."

In quoting from the Quebec civil law, I

point out that we are remiss in not having
a similar article on our books which, by
legislation, would protect persons from being
exposed to noxious fumes. This is not a

theoretical consideration.

If we look at the body as being a machine,
we need merely turn to a recent hearing of

the standing committee on health, welfare
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and social affairs—a federal committee—
which was looking into aircraft and health

fatcors. At that time evidence was introduced

to the standing committee that on Air Canada

flights the instruments on the panel board are

subject to premature failure if they are ex-

posed to tobacco fumes. Indeed, it has be-

come a matter of common convention that

smoking is not allowed around aircraft in-

struments on the proposition that they will

fail more quickly.

This can also be seen in other areas. In

testimony which was put forward in the

United States where there was a consideration

of computers and computer effectiveness, it

was pointed out that computers are subject to

more failure and subject to earlier break-

downs when exposed to tobacco smoke, with

the result that there is now in several large

companies a universal rule that tobacco smoke
will not be allowed in the presence of com-

puters. As a member of this House I

appreciate the protection which is afforded

to me by tradition, convenience and safety,
inasmuch as I am not subject to tobacco
smoke while working in this particular room.
This is a pleasant tradition which happens
by circumstance to have come about. Surely
the Minister of Labour would not deny the

same convenience and freedom from vectors
of disease to other people who work in a
common atmosphere? We enjoy the ability to

work in this chamber without inhaling smoke.
I suggest that the same right should be en-
shrined in legislation for other workers in*

white collar jobs.

Mr. B. Newman: In rising, Mr. Speaker,
I would like to commend the minister for

the introduction of this bill. We applaud the
bill and we welcome the bill, except that
we wonder what took the government so

long to introduce such legislation.

Mr. Bain: Lack of minority go\'ernment.

Mr. B. Newman: When we are dealing
with health and safety in the work place I

think that should have been a prime con-
sideration of this government years ago. As
one who is in a fairly heavily industrialized

community you can readily see, Mr. Speaker,
that the health and safety of the employees
in the work place is of extreme consideration
to me. As I mentioned earlier, this legisla-
tion is long overdue. It has been asked for

by employees for years. It has even been
asked for by employers. The advantage of

this legislation now will not only be to the

worker, to the employee, but it will also be
to the advantage of the employer, to the gov-
ernment and to all. We hope that with the

implementation of this piece of legislation the

injuries and accidents in the work place will

be substantially reduced as a result of seeing
hazards and unsafe conditions—the safety
committees within those plants acting accord-

ingly, bringing it to the attention of manage-
ment; and likewise the other way around,

management bringing it to the attention of

the workers—and remedying the unsafe con-

ditions or the unsafe piece of equipment, as

the case may be.

I can see now that the ministry will have

to probably require first aid education in

more of the work places, because there is

going to be the need for a fairly good
familiarization of the employer with first aid

procedures, since not all plants will have the

advantage of having either a medical doctor

available readily or having an individual who
is familiar with the rendering of first aid, as

the case may be.

As my colleague the member for Essex

South (Mr. Mancini) made mention, I think

it is sort of imperative of the ministry to see

that information is published in the various

ethnic languages so that those who are un-

familiar with the English and/or French lan-

guage will have the opportunity of reading

information and instructions in languages
that they are completely familiar with.

One of the things that does disturb me is

that in the bill itself we have certain types of

hazards that I don't think are mentioned. For

example, I think unsafe conditions could be

as a result of high humidity in a plant. They
could also be as a result of excessive heat.

The work place could be unsafe and the em-

ployer could be at a distinct disadvantage,

if such conditions do exist. I can see where

there will have to be built-in heat tolerance

limits. Once the plant surpasses the heat

tolerance, then there should be an automatic

suspension of work activity in that plant up
until the time the excessive heat has been

substantially reduced.

There are other physical aspects in the

work place that could lead to an acceleration

or increase in accidents. I would think that

the physical aspects, likewise, would have to

be taken into consideration. There is the fact

that an employee in some instances has tD

work longer than the eight-hour day. Due to

the fact that he is in some cases working
double shifts and even around the clock and

being put to such strain in the work place,

physically he is not able to operate to his

maximum potential. As a result, a dangerous
condition could develop simply from the

overworking of the individual. During the

discussions of the estimates of the ministry.
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some of these points were brought to the

minister's attention. We hope that the minis-

ter will have tolerance limits in case of heat

and, likewise, limits as to the number of

hours that the individual could safely work in

the plant.

I hope that as a result of this legislation

data banks will be developed in the plant so

that the employer at least will have a history

of the individual's working conditions as well

as history of the accidents and the medica-

tion that may be given to the individual in

the work place.

I would think also that one of the things

we are going to have to demand is that the

introduction of new procedures should always

be a joint venture with the employees and

management agreeing to the introduction of

those new procedures. Likewise, if in the

course of the manufacturing the management
introduces new types of chemicals, I think

there has to be some information provided to

the union, if there is one, or to the safety

committee of the new chemicals that are go-

ing to be introduced into the work place.

Today with the exotic types of chemicals that

are being discovered daily we haven't gone

through sufficient experimentation to assess

the safety of the use of the chemicals.

For example, in the sewing trade some of

the materials that are being used have

already been processed by flame retardants.

From what I understand, some of these flame

retardants, especially one called Tridibromo-

propyl phosphate, is carcinogenic. I would
think that not only might it but also many
other types of flame retardants be used on
materials so that the individual working in

the sewing trade is exposed to the handling
of these materials and, as a result, could be

adversely affected, and could develop a

cancer.

In fact, in the United States right now they
are looking into the use of the chemical that

I made mention of and the chemical being
used in the manufacture of pyjamas. It is

said that there is a great danger that chil-

dren wearing these pyjamas can be adversely
affected and can develop cancer.

, ;^ .t

[3:15]

For example, back in the early 1960s i had
raised the question of the use of asibestos;

asbestos had been used in clothing manu-

facturing. At that time the Minister of Health
said there was no danger whatsoever from
the use of asbestos. Today we are sorry as a

result of not having paid attention to the

carcinogenic effects of asbestos, and now we
have the problem to the point where asbestos
will practically be banned.

I would hope that the work place not only

be the factory or the shop, but also offices as

well as medical laboratories and even hospi-
tals. For example, there is the danger of

mixing chemicals developing an explosive.
For example, in Atlanta, Georgia, now, the

centre for disease control has found that

sodium azide is being used in blood testing
and in blood cell counting, and the sodium
azide is eventually poured into the sink and
it combines with other types of chemicals. It

combines with the lead, it combines with

copper and can cause a violent explosion.

So you can see, Mr. Speaker, with the

introductions of all types of new chemicals

into the work place, unless we have some
control over them and unless we test these,

the danger to the individual being exposed
to these in the work place is extremely great,
and it could be such that it could mean his

death.

I bring these few points to the attention of

the minister, hoping she will take them into

consideration. I support the bill and we
certainly hope that as a result of this legis-

lation this will be just the first step and that

we eventually will develop health and safety
in the work place to its prime, so that our

industrial force or labour force works in a

completely safe environment.

Mr. Mackenzie: Mr. Speaker, I wish to first

congratulate the minister for bringing the bill

in as far as she's gone with it. I am a little

sorry that we had to be dragged into the 20th

century on this topic of industrial health and

safety. While I support the bill in principle,
I am concerned with some shortcomings in it

and I really hope the minister is open to

positive amendments that may be moved. 1

think what concerns me, if I can put it on

record, is the little debate we had earlier this

afternoon in this House, when we tried to

establish what there is no question about in

my mind or in the mind of of almost anybody
who is dealing in the mines and the factories,

a legitimate case of Aime Bertrand. We found

the minister's own statement that where the

board's going to err it's going to err on behalf

of the workers just wasn't true, because that's

not what's happening in that particular case.

iln dealing with some of the principles of

the bill I am compelled to comment just

briefly on the comments that were made

yesterday, about who did or who didn't

support safety and health legislation or bills

in the House, by the member for Sarnia

(Mr. Bullbrook); and I'm just sorry that he's

not in the House today. As 1 listened to him

yesterday, and I never heard such whining
and carping in all my life, I could have sworn
that we were listening once again to Albert
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Rheume, that late Liberal-Labour member,
and il just wondered why the Liberal Party

always seems to want to drag labour into the

courts and into the clutches of lawyers and

try and define to death various sections of

the Act.

What I really find is that there seems to

be a tremendous amount of frustration from
the members over their inability to sell the

labour movement in the Liberal Party. It

shows quite obviously in this House. They
think a little bit of name-dropping, the

occasional private member's bill, some fence-

sitting hypocrisy or statements taken out of

context, make a fair case.

Mr. Haggerty: You fellows would never do

that, would you?

Mr. Mackenzie: That just hasn't convinced

the labour movement at all. The fact is,

they've blown it, as they did in Quebec
yesterday. They've just simply blown it.

Mr. Lewis: Nova Scotia and Prince Edward
Island— that's all they have left.

Mr. Mackenzie: In dealing with this bill, I

think we have to deal with the principle
that's involved. What we really are dealing
with in the field of safety and health, and the

principle we've got to understand and stay
with in discussing this bill, is who has what
at stake. In the case of the companies—in the

case of the mines, for example—where a

worker refuses to do a job that he considers

unsafe, the company possibly is risking some

production, possibly X dollars in profit. In the

case of the worker who refuses, and who
hasn't had much support in refusing an unsafe

job up to this point in time, he could be

risking his arm or his leg or his very life.

That, I think, has got to stay before us when
we're debating this particular bill.

When we take a look at why we're debat-

ing this bill in the House and the fight
we've had to get this kind of legislation, I

think it interesting to put a few things in

perspective. Yesterday, my colleague, the

member for Nickel Belt (Mr. Laughren),
mentioned there is the right under the WCB
Act to form a safety committee, but the fact

is that up until now, even though we've had
some real examples of unsafe work places in

this province, it has never been done. Just
as the minister's statements on Aime Bertrand
and on lung or throat cancer didn't give
me too much confidence, the past record
hasn't given me mu(?h confidence in what we
get in the future.

I'd also like to point out that under The
Industrial Safety Act, as we discussed in the

estimates, tliere is the possibility of fining a

major industrial employer, or indeed of im-

prisoning him, for being responsible for un-

safe working conditions or accident? in the

work place. But, other than in the construc-

tion industry, we find that provision has

never been used in the past either.

A publication that came out just this month
from the steelworkers' union—I'm talking
about the November issue of the Miners'

Voice—deals with the safety laws across Can-
ada and with who has the best and who has

the worst safety laws in the mines. British

Columbia, Manitoba and Saskatch:wan are

at the top of the list; the worst are Ontario,
Alberta and the Northwest Territories.

It's rather interesting, to go through the

checklij^t that was used in an investigation of

all of the provinces and their legislation. I'll

deal only with three or four of th'?>m, but

there are about 30 positions. The ri^ht to re-

fuse unsafe work?: "Yes" in British Columbia;
"No" in Alberta; "Yes" in Saskatchewan:
"Yes" in Manitoba; and we now have a bill

before us in the province of Ontario. Workers'

safety committees recognized?: "Yes" in

British Columbia; "Yes" in Alberta; "Yes" in

Saskatchewan; "Yes" in Manitoba; "No" in

Ontario. Workers' right to inspect?: "Yes" all

the way through and "No" once again in On-
tario. I could go down the check-list on what
kind of protection or coverage the workers

have or don't have in the mines of this

province.

Th^re are several shortcomings in th ^ bill

and I hope the minister will deal with them
when we get to looking at possible amend-
ments. One of the areas that we're concerned
w'th obviously is the fact that it's not man-
datorv and we feel it should be mandatory.
We think, for example—at least I personally
think, and I want to put this on record—that

th? British system of no limits on the num-
bers is a good system and should be
considered.

I'll give one example for the minister to

consider: There are a number of part plants
that are highly automated but where there

still can be some dangers. In many of th-rse

parts plants there are three to 10 men work-

ing, and I see no reason why they should

not be covered by a safety committee as well.

A safety committee has got to be able to

deal with all of those who come into the

work place and not just those who are em-

ployees of that company or workers in that

particular union. There are many cases where

people are not involved in that unit but

should be covered or where the safety com-
mittee should have the authority to deal with
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people who may come into that particular
work force.

We think independent technical advice

should be available to the workers. They
should ba able to request inspections of job

sites and go around with the inspectors when

they call them in. This is something we
haven't had. I only have to refer to the situa-

tion at Stelco. I can tell the minister that

one of the things we got when I was in the

1005 office this week was a bill for some $600
for testing some substances which we thought
were unsafe in the Stelco operation.

It was a period of time ago when we had
the tests done. It was to do with tires used

to ling the inside of the ingot moulds and
what we did was take some of that material

out of the plant and send it away for testing.

When the inspectors came in—I'm going back

a number of months ago now—there are two
or three different substances whidh oould be
used in that plant and it wouldn't bj the

particular tire that was being used.

The test results we got back—in this case

through Dr. Selikoff—showed they were ex-

tremely dangerous and high in asbestos fibre

count. That is not being used now. It's some-

thing we've achieved in that plant. They've
stopped the use of it. We didn't do it with

any help from the Minister of Labour or the

ability to call them in ourselves. If we
asked for somebody, they'd come in and the

company took them and they made sure that

the operation being done wasn't with that

particular substance.

Let me give another example. No. 2 scrap

yard is right beside the coke oven. We
haven't yet been able to get a test on that

but the emissions from those coke ovens are

affecting ths workers in No. 2 scrap yard. We
should be able to call in an inspector and we
should have had this right long ago. It's been
a long-time fight—it's not something new I'm

raising—but we never got this kind of co-

operation or this kind of ability to achieve
this kind of free insipection in the work place.

I think the bill is also deficient in not en-

suring protection for workers who are moved
as a result of not being able to cope with
som > of the unsafe conditions. They should
not have to be taken down to a lower job.

We have already run into some problems
in the coke ovens. I didn't realize there could
be somebody who might have some potential
heart problems there, but their own doctors
are telHng them they should not be using the

respirators which are now required or they
do not advise it. At the same time we're dis-

cussing that, if she has not already done it,

it might be worth the minister's while to take

a look at what they call the facial-airstream

helmets which the union itself is taking a

look at.

It's funny, though—I'm glad to see the

minister nodding that she is looking at them—
the first reaction we get from the companies
is that they can get away wdth the old respi-

rators at about $8 apiece. We're dealing with

about $135 or $140 for one of these light-

weight helmets which are very effective. That
seems to be the stumbling block right there.

It's not the safety or health of the worker-
it's the cost of that doggone helmet in an

operation like the coke ovens.

I tliink when we have to move a worker
out of a job because he can't cope with the

existing equipment or requirements, he should

not suffer a loss. There's the potential of

suffering a fair amount of loss on the pension
if a man is moved out of a higher paid job
into a lower paid job. There's the potential
of being moved into a sweeper's job when
he's been in a class 12, 13 or 14 job and he's

raising his family or working on that kind of

income level. We haven't made provision for

that in this particular bill.

I think there has to be more posting of

unsafe conditions and the chemicals used in a

particular work place and that should be

guaranteed in the bill as well. I worry about

the wordls "reasonable cause." It may be that

that has to go in. I would be inclined to say
"cause" only, to refuse an unsafe job. One
thing that's hung us up in grievances and ar-

bitration over the years is the definition of

"reasonable." It's one of the reasons I'm sus-

picious of attempts to move us back in with

the legal profession and getting definitions of

these various terms.

Finally, there is the number of times we
can have an inspection. I can't see why we
limit it to not more often than once a month.

I think that provision should be out of the

bill.

iMy last comment is on minutes of meet-

ings. When the minister sits down with the

company, with the safety committee and
with the Ministry of Labour or if it's just the

safety committee and the company sitting

down, I think minutes should be kept. They
should be on record and should be available

to the minister as well as the union in the

future. It's surprising how often we find

statements being made which weren't neces-

sarily what went on at particular meetings
we've had in the field of safety and health,
and with many of the companies we deal
with.
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Finally, I'm really hoping that the minister

doesn't break faith with the workers on this

particular bill; that she looks at positive and

strengthening recommendations and doesn't

bow to the lobby I know she's already feel-

ing, at least from the mining industry and

probably some of the other major industries,

trying to make changes which would weaken
the bill, I say to the minister it has taken a

long time and a hard fight to get to this point
in terms of workers' health and safety in the

work place and that she will really be break-

ing faith with an awful lot of people if she

gives in to any suggested amendments that

weaken it from the industrial sector. With

that, I do commend the minister on the step
that we have made with this bill and hope
for its speedy passage.

Mr. Haggerty: I want to add a few com-
ments to Bill 139, An Act respecting Em-

ployees' Health and Safety. I am most pleased
and delighted that the minister and the gov-
ernment have finally moved in this direction.

As the lead-oflF si>eaker for our party, the

member for Samia, mentioned, we had intro-

duced amendlments to The Mining Act back
in 1970. When I look at sections of the bill

that is introduced by the minister—sections 4

and 5 I believe—they are similar to the

amendments that were moved by the Liberal

caucus back in 1970. As has been mentioned

before, the party to the right, for some un-

known reason, couldn't see justice in sup-

porting the amendment.

Mr. McCIellan: Read yesterday's Hansard.

Mr. Haggerty: Of course, it may be new to

them and I regret that the member for Sud-

bury East (Mr. Martel) is not present today
because I think he would concur with my
views and thoughts on this particular bill

too—

Mr. Bullbrook: A very temperate and rea-

sonable man!

Mr. Haggerty: —because he has been most

outspoken and added perhaps some of the

best comments in leading the government to

this present bill today and in bringing the

legislation forward.

And I want to extend my best wishes for

an early recovery from his present illness.

Hopefully he will be back in the House very

shortly. I am sure that we all miss him.

I am at a loss for words at this particular
time about this particular bill because as I

said before, I have a bill here. An Act to

provide for the Establishment of Safety Com-
mittees, that has been on the order paper

here in the Legislature for the last five or six

years. It reminds me of the position that the

member for Wilson Heights (Mr. Singer) was

put in when finally the government moved
in the direction of bringing in Ontario's first

Ombudsman bill. I think it is quite gratify-

ing, in a sense, to say that at least the gov-
ernment is listening. It may take them a

period of time but they do finally listen to

the members from the opposition, from la-

bour unions and from the employers and
workers throughout the province of Ontario.

Interjection.

Mr. Haggerty: Again, I want to refer to

a news release of September 13 from the

Ministry of Labour.

"There is the fear that the occupational
health and safety issue will become another

forum for labour and management to carry

out their political posturing. If management
and labour, organized or unorganized, want
to flex their muscles, fine, but let them do it

over the bargaining table, not at an operating
table."

Perhaps that is the particular section I

want to deal with in the bill—and the min-

ister's comments relating to this—that it has

been labour that has been bringing it to the

forefront and that government must move in

a direction to provide better safety measures

in all industries in Ontario. In many cases

it has been done through the bargaining

process and on occasion members of this

party and myself have objected to this

method of bargaining, that if a person is to

bargain for his health and safety it should

not be done at the bargaining table but it

should be done through legislation and not

on an operating table. I suppose we can look

at the minister in her profession as a physi-

cian; maybe it's sympathy for those persons

who had gone to the operating table to cure

cancer.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Of course.

Mr. Haggerty: Certainly.' Well, I'm glad

the minister feels that way. But I can tell

her this much: the previous Ministers of

Labour, the previous Minister of Lands and

Forests and Mines have not looked in this

direction. If I had the time I could go on

and read you a list of names, possibly 252

names, of persons who have-

Mr. Laughren: Lots of time. No hurry.

Mr. Haggerty: —come to cancer and re-

lated occupational diseases. And it's rather

difficult that that person should have to bring
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information forward to the different minis-

tries. I can say that the efforts of this par-

ticular party, and the NDP, have brought
about changes in the thinking of the Work-
men's Compensation Board and they have

allowed special claims for sinus cancer.

Perhaps there are other fields related to

carcinogens that we should be looking at.

One is cancer of the larynx. It's occurred

particularly in persons employed in the min-

ing industry, related to the smelters of the

nickel industry in the province of Ontario,

and hopefully the Workmen's Compensation
Board will be looking into that matter of

changing some of its views on it. Hopefully
the minister will be bringing in an accom-

panying bill for the required amendments to

The Workmen's Compensation Act as it re-

lates to the regulations concerning new
classes of occupational disease.

To this present day we don't have any

compensation for severe bronchitis condi-

tions or a number of respiratory conditions

and diseases that workmen have come down
with over the years. I think these are the

areas that the minister is going to have to

move in.

Look at section 4: "The minister may, by
order in writing, require an employee or a

class or group of employees as defined in the

order to establish a joint health and safety
committee or committees for a work

place . . ."

Then in section 6(2): "Where there is no

safety representative or authorized represent-

ative, the inspector or engineer shall en-

deavour to consult during his physical inspec-
tion with a reasonable number of the em-

ployees concerning matters of health safety
at their work."

I say those two sections there are rather

ambiguous, and perhaps the word should be

changed from "may" to "shall."

Where it is requested by a group of em-
ployees, ff a group of employees want a

safety and health committee established

within that environment, in their working
place or the plant they're employed at, then

by all means it should be available to them.
I bring that to the attention of the minister.

Hopefully she will bring in the amendments
to do it.

The report of the royal commission on the
health and safety of workers in mines may
be a mild report in a sense to read, but it

certainly does outline the lack of government
policy in this particular field. In a sense it

may be a damning report as regards the lack
of interest of all government agencies, the

Minister of Labour, the Minister of Mines
and the Minister of Health, They've done

very little in the field of occupational health,
and I'm sure that reports and studies will

bear this out. They have done little in re-

search in this particular area in the last two
or three years. No doubt about it, the 117
recommendations here are relevant to the

conditions that have existed in the mine
smelter operations for the past 25 years.

I think recommendations 66 and 67 are

identical to Bill 32, An Act to provide for the

Establishment of Safety Committees, that I've

introduced in the last six years. Section 22 is

rather important. I think the minister must
take a look at this particular section. As I

mentioned before, she must be looking at

changes to the workmen's compensation sys-

tem. It should be an accompanying bill.

It says: "Section 22 and section 53 of The
Workmen's Compensation Act be amended
as necessary to provide clear entitlement for

rehabilitative compensation based on the

principle of work adjustment per person, sub-

ject to exceptional exposure to environmental

hazards at work."

I think what he's saying here is similar to

what other members in the opposition party
have stressed for a number of years, where
that risk is the highest, that person should be

compensated to the fullest.

It's no good to say, as I think it does in

one of your reports, "It is better to have the

person living than dead. He should be retired

from this particular place of employment and

put out to pasture." He should also be com-

pensated for that damage done to his health.

That is the obligation of industry and the

obligation of the government to see that that

person has sufficient income to maintain a

standard of living in this province similar to

what he was earning in his take-home pay.

In a number of cases this does not take place

with the Workmen's Compensation Board.

The minister is going to have to bring in an

accompanying Act to change the workmen's

compensation to go along with this present

bill.

One can sit and look and say, "What has

the government done?" They've had reports,

they've had warnings for the last 15 or 20

years and they have not moved until now.

Hon. B. Stephenson: That is not so.

Mr. Haggerty: She says it is not so. Look
at the silicosis report on hard rock miners in

Ontario. That report was buried in a file some

place in the Ministry of Natural Resources.

There is all of this information available. The
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report of the Ham royal commission definitely

spells out that the worker should be the first

one to know of the hazardous conditions that

are present and the information shouldn't be

kept from him. I have had a number of per-
sons call me concerning this report and con-

cerning their past work record in the prov-
ince of Ontario, and it relates to Elliot Lake.

I can tell you I am no physician but the

minute I pick up the phone and am talking

to such a person, without asking where he
has worked, I can say, "Have you worked in

the mines in Ontario?" And he says, "Yes." I

can tell without x-rays, just by his voice.

There are going to have to be changes in

ministry decisions on compensation for

silicosis for persons today who have got out

of the mines on the advice of a physician

telling them they have to find new occupa-
tions.

Hon. B. Stephenson: That is not in the bill.

Mr. Haggerty: Oh, she says we are not in

order. Perhaps the minister doesn't like to be
reminded of this report.

Hon. B. Stephenson: That isn't what I said,

Mr. Speaker. I said it is not in the bill.

Mr. Haggerty: I can't quite hear the

minister. Perhaps I should go back to what I

said about the physicians, that they have told

them they have to get out of that particular

type of work employment. They have gone
out and many have had to suffer over the

years. Many of them have gone on welfare.

Perhaps there is greater need in the Elliot

Lake area and in the mines of northern On-
tario, but many of those persons have come
down into this area, hoping that they can

pick up a light modified job, which is very
hard to pick up in the Niagara Peninsula or

even in southern Ontario.

There are areas that the minister is going
to have to take a look at, instead of going
around and saying how good the safety

programme is in the province of Ontario. One
of the arguments the government side mem-
bers put up is that it's the best that we
have. The best can be improved and this

report gives the minister that direction to

improve it.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Precisely. Those are

exactly what our motives are.

Mr. Haggerty: Why take so long, six or

seven years? Surely some members on this

side of the House must be getting home to

some of the ministers over there. It shouldn't

take that long. Is it because the government

is not getting down to the grassroots problems
that exist in the province of Ontario, par-

ticularly relating to the occupational environ-

ment in Ontario? In the seven or eight

years that I have sat here I can go back
and rehash the things I hope the goverrmient
will move in that direction to improve, but

it takes them so damn long. The minister can
think about it, yes.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Is that language per-
mitted in the House?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Perhaps the hon.

member would continue speaking on the

principle of the bill.

Mr. Haggerty: I shouldn't have used the

word "damn."

Mr. Sweeney: Six years of frustration.

Mr. Haggerty: Six years of frustration is

right. Think of the position in which the

government has put a number of employees
in the province of Ontario, a further risk

of occupational disease. I can go back

again and cite a case where a person in a

quarrying operation in the Niagara Peninsula

had silicosis but even the best advice of

the experts sent him back into that working
environment and eventually it speeded up
his death.

What I am concerned about is the delay in

the government's moving to bring about jus-

tice to the employees in Ontario, particularly

as it relates to occupational health. It is a

serious problem. There are more new
chemicals coming on the market and less re-

search done as to what effect they have on

a person's health. Time will tell.

It is just the same thing in the United

States where they have been trying to get
an occupational health bill over there for a

number of years. It was industry and gov-
ernment that didn't want it. A big lobby
was put on. One saw it here in the province
of Ontario in the past.

[3:45]

I will read again the report of the Ontario

Mining Association that was placed on my
desk on May 28 of last year. It says: "Recog-

nizing that co-operative evolution will make
the role and activities of such committees
more constructive and permanent than any
set of rules composed by legislation" he is

talking about joint safety committees of

management and labour, and he goes on to

recommend that establishment of joint health

and safety committees at each mining prop-

erty be made mandatory. Now it is man-

datory.
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You couldn't reach them before. Now that

is what they are suggesting. That was my
comment, that you couldn't reach them be-

fore.

In about the six months of debating The
Mining Act back in 1970 the opposition

party hammered at the government to bring
in this type of amendment to The Mining
Act. Of 800-and-some clauses in The Mining
Act there are about 400-and-some that are

permissive legislation, as it relates to occu-

pational safety. Now all of a sudden the
Ontario Mining Association says, "We want
to jump on the bandwagon."

I'll tell you at that time they didn't want
to jump on the bandwagon. And the minister
at that time, the Hon. Allan Lawrence,
went along with them. He said there was
nothing wrong in the mining industry in

Ontario, that was one of the safest places to
work-

Mr. Ferrier: That was the white knight.

Mr. Haggerty: -well, reports don't in-

dicate that, and I suggest to the government
that you should be moving in the direction
of more research in occupational health.
Better records should be kept.

We could look at the Shaver Clinic, the
hospital in St. Catharines, we could open up
the records there-I suppose that would open
up a can of worms too, wouldn't it, with
all the problems of occupational health in
the Niagara Peninsula. It is one of the best
research places for respiratory diseases in

Ontario, I am sure it is. It has a good record.

Hopefully the minister will be moving in
the direction of a new Occupational Health
Act-we have the safety, let's go for occupa-
tional health. That is the next step. That
should be the next goal of this government,
that employees in industry in Ontario have
the safest of places to work without that
fear: I may be the next one who will have
problems with occupational health.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order please, I hate
to interrupt the hon, member, but will he
direct his remarks to the principle of the
bill? If he has any constructive suggestions
for the government he might use those in a

Throne or budget speech.

Mr. Haggerty: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
I have been constructive in this line for the
last seven or eight years. All I can saf is that
I am thankful that the government has finally
moved in this direction. It is long overdue,
but I am thankful for it. Thank you.

Mr. Dukszta: In order to understand the

bill presently before the House we must

clearly bear in mind what it purports to do,
what it does do, and what it ought to do.

It purports to protect the health, safety
and well being of employees in the work

place. In fact it does not do this. Instead it

grants workers a limited and constrained

right to refuse unsafe work under certain

limited conditions within the context of the

master-servant relationship in common law.

What it should do is to remove the important
and pressing issues of health, safety and

well-being of workers from the master-

servant relationship, and establish the prin-

ciple that people have a fundamental right
to participate in those decisions which most

directly and immediately affect their lives,

health and safety in the work place.

A famous folksinger who is well known
for support of labour's cause once defined

"progressive conservative" as a person who
sta""fTers forward' when shoved. In this case,

I think there is no doubt in anyone's mind
that it is the New Democratic Party opposi-
tion which is doing the shoving, and the

Conservative government which has been

doing the staggering.

The present bill is specifically and gen-

erally modelled on The Occupational Health

Act introduced experimentally by the New
Democratic Party government in Saskatch-

ewan in 1972 as subsequently amended. This

Act was designed to protect the health, safet>'

and welfare of all persons engaged in oc-

cupations in the province.

To this end, it established health and

safety committees in every place of em-

ployment in the province where more than

10 persons were at work. It created a spe-

cial occupational health and safety division

within the Department of Labour. It estab-

lished a group of occupational health and

safety ofiBcers to enforce the provisions of

the Act and together with section 68(c) of

The Saskatchewan Labour Standards Act

granted to workers the absolute right to re-

fuse to engage in work which was unsafe

or unhealthy to themselves or to others. The

government of this province says it intends,

in the bill presently before the House, to

promote the health and safety of employees
but this bill differs in several important

respects, both philosophically and practically,

from the Saskatchewan Act upon which it is

modelled.

There are really two aspects of interest in

this bill. One, it purports to recognize the

right of workers to refuse unsafe work; and
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two, it seeks to establish safety committees

with substantial worker input. However pro-

visional and tentative these two proposals

are they nonentheless open up the question

of industrial democracy and workers' par-

ticipation in committees to oversee health

and safety on the job. There's no doubt in

my mind that workers, more than any other

group, have the interest and first-hand knowl-

edge of the dangers present in their work

place which are necessary to deal eflFectively

with this issue. The question of industrial

democracy and workers' participation is, how-

ever, a question about which a number of

people have strong opinions.

John W. Eleen, research director of the

Ontario Federation of Labour, in an article

in the Toronto Star on November 13, 1976,

page B4, expresses labour's fear that when

employers or their friends in government call

for workers' control they really mean control

of workers. He argues that these proposals
should not reflect corporations' interests in

co-opting and controlling the work force and

government's motives in ensuring industrial

order and reducing strikes. By contrast there

is a widespread interest on the part of

workers and worker organizations in moving
tov/ard workers' participation but only where
it is not subverted to other ends.

These views are representative of a world-

wide movement. Several conferences have

been held here in Canada over the past
several years on this theme. There is also a

well-documented interest in workers' control

among trade unionists in Belgium, France

and Italy, West Germany and Scandinavia

and in socialist countries such as Yugoslavia.

Reactions among trade unionists to this

topic turn on at least three points: The scope
of the issues to be decided by a workers'

committee; two, the relative power compared
to management's; and three, the degree of

active worker participation in making essen-

tial decisions. It is clear that the workers'

control movement goes bsyond traditional

trade unionism but this does not mean that

unions must oppose it, ipso facto.

For example, deliberations by local plant

safety committees are going to open up other

potential issues in the management of the

company. What is the budget for health and

safety? How is the overall budget allocated?

To whom are medical or paramedical per-
sonnel in the company responsible? Participa-
tion on this issue, in other words, has the

positive eJBFect of opening up to the com-
mittee the full range of company policy on a

host of issues: Resources; personnel; the whole

financial picture; the chain of command and

responsibility; and technological change.

I believe that the reason some persons of

good faith like John Eleen are cautious about

the concept of industrial democracy—and feel

that the European experiment in industrial

relations can only be valid for the Canadian

scene when it can be adapted to the adver-

sarial system and not substituted for it—stems

from scepticism about management and the

present government's intentions regarding
workers' participation. In this case, as I will

show presently, this scepticism is justified—

many of the elements of this bill are not

quite as revolutionary as they appear at first.

Implicit in the proposed Employees' Health

and Safety Act is the protection of so-called

residual management rights. I say so-called

residual management rights because we must

recognize that labour has a major if not over-

whelming role in the productive process. It is

inconsistent to speak of the rights of capital

without recognizing that labour is a form of

capital. Some of the doubts about the idfea

of workers' participation in industrial democ-

racy can be dispelled when one recognizes

that its implementation is essentially a matter

of degree. There is, first of all, a form of—

Mr. Reid: On a point of order. You cut my
colleague oflF some time ago for not speaking
to the content of the bill. Surely this speech
that's being read to us is not really dealing

with the principle of the bill.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Would the hon. mem-
ber continue and direct his comments to the

principle of the bill?

Mr. Ehikszta: Let me just explain this—

Mr. Reid: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order,

could you tell me where my colleague's com-
ments were oflF base and how these are on?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Perhaps the—

Mr. Reid: Sorry to wake you up, but

perhaps you could be consistent.

Mr. Acting Speaker: I would point out to

the hon. member that I listened' for some
little time to the hon. member for Erie (Mr.

Haggerty) trying to associate his comments

with the principle of the bill. Then I drew it

to his attention. I've been listening with some

patience to the hon. member for Parkdale

(Mr. Dukszta) and I assume that he will soon

be returning to the principle of this bill.

Mr. Dukszta: Let me just speak on that

point. When I started speaking on the work-
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ers' participation it's implicit in a certain pro-

vision of the Act which deals with the joint

committees of workers and other people in

respect of heaWi and safety. I am elaborating

on this because I intend to prove that it is,

in fact, a fairly phoney issue the way the

minister has done it. She is not really intro-

ducing it and I have to develop the point
more slowly, even if the hon. member for

Rainy River (Mr. Reid) doesn't quite follow.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The hon. member will

continue.

Mr. Dukszta: There is, first of all, a form

of workers' participation in which labour

plays a merely consultative role. There is a

widespread example in Great Britain.

Now, the second point, before I was inter-

rupted, there is a form in which workers

participate in planning and decision-making.

This is the meaning of co-determination as

practised in West Germany.

Thirdly, there is genuine workers' control.

Here workers, through their representatives,

have the power to stop or delay management
initiatives and to inaugurate measures them-

selves.

Fourthly, there's self-management. Here the

work force is the management; no structural

division between the workers and owners or

workers and management is found at all.

In considering the provisions of this bill

before the House, we must try to establish

v,'hat the government's intention is. Does the

government intend that labour merely plays a

consultative role in the system of production?
DiOes it intend to introduce worker participa-

fon in planning and decision-making? Or
does it intend to lay the basis for more
fundamental industrial democracy? Are the

kev provisions of this bill merely old wine in

new bottles or do they move, or at least have
the potential to move, beyond it?

The two principal features of the bill, (a)

that it establishes, at least under certain cir-

cumstances, the right to refuse unsafe work,

and, (b) that it proposes to establish safety

committees with substantial worker input, are,

at first blush, commendable. That those fea-

tures, however, are interwoven with ambigu-
ous and reactionary ones has become star-

tlingly clear upon the closer examination of

the bill. This, in turn, raises serious doubts
about whether or not the Conservative gov-
ernment really intends to promote the health

and safety of the workers of this province. To
understand this fully, one must probe beneath
the surface of what is written and look both

at what is omitted and what is obscured to

see what, in fact, the Act does not do.

It is clear in detail that the master-servant

framework which now forms the legal and

philosophical basis for labour law in Ontario

is one of the chief impediments to achieving
a reasonable standard of industrial health and

safety. This comes from the wholly one-sided

power relationship whidh the bill implies and

embodies, that a "servant" must do whatso-

ever the "master" wishes while on the

master's business.

The historic relationship has been modified

in statute, particularly after the rise of labour

unions, to protect workers' interests. But in

this province reactionary labour legislation has

sought to preserve the master-servant relation-

ship and since every new Act must relate to

the existing legal framework, it is by no

means clear that the efiFect of this proposed

legislation will be the same as it was and is

in Saskatchewan where labour law generally

is more enlightened.

[4:00]

Do we really expect the Ministry of Labour

to guarantee workers' right to participate in

decisions regarding health and safety when it

does not even fully guarantee their right to

bargain collectively? Do we expect the min-

istry to enforce the no-reprisals clause in the

bill when, both by law and by administrative

practice, it countenances hired strike-

breakers?

Let us look at the bill itself closely. First,

it is poorly drafted. A number of points,

especially concerning the definition of the

terms used in the Act, its administration and

its ultimate responsibility for each provision

of the Act, will have to be clarified in com-

mittee before this Act can hope to be en-

forced at all.

Second, it only grants workers a highly

conditional right to refuse to do unsafe work.

The entire burden for ensuring the safety

of the work place rests upon the employees,

who must report in some as yet unspecified

manner hazardous conditions. Nowhere in the

Act is there a general duty placed upon the

employer to establish and maintain safe and

healthy working conditions. This is, in part, a

result of the fact that the thrust of the Act is

towards issues of safety and not health. The

Act gives the right to workers to refuse to

work in unsafe conditions but no authoritative

means to ensure that such conditions are

identified, controlled and, where possible,

eliminated as recommended in the Ham
report.
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Third, the proposed Act leaves the imple-
mentation of its provisions vis-a-vis any work
place wholly to the ministry's discretion. This
could lead to highly uneven enforcement.

Fourth, the Act ties ministerial hands in

the sense that the ministry has no clearly de-
fined power to act where there is no prior
complaint. It must now move from crisis

to crisis like a horse-and-buggy fire brigade.

How are these crises defined? What is an
unsafe condition? What is the prevailing
definition of the term "employer" in the Act
and what are "managerial functions"? How
does the Act apply to the great diversity of

work places, particularly to those not defined
in The Industrial Safety Act, The Construc-
tion Safety Act and The Mining Act? What
constitutes "reasonable cause to believe . . .

a work place is unsafe" and in what specific
manner must the employee report "the cir-

cumstances of the matter" to his employer?
What is the acceptable process for the

selection of a safety representative and
members of the joint health and safety com-
mittee where no trade union exists in the
work place, which is true for the majority of

Ontario workers?

All these questions are unanswered in the
bill before this House or perhaps deliberately
left vague.

Saskatchewan's experience with litigation
on similar legislation shows that these are
essential points which required clarification

for the Act to be at all effective. For in-

stance, the case of the Crown versus Inter-

provincial Steel Pipe Company shows the

necessity for defining such terms as "em-
ployer" and "places of work" in schedules
laid out within the Act itself, rather than

leaving such definitions open to an interpreta-
tion based on other, and perhaps inconsistent,
definitions from other Acts. The decision in
this case also mentions the importance of

establishing the statutory duties of the em-
ployer. By not specifying the definition for
terms used in the Act-"employer," "work
place," "unsafe," "safety representative," etc.

—the Ontario government runs the risk of

interminable and futile litigation of these

points.

This sort of thing is not merely a semantic
game, particularly where people's well-being
is at stake. In the Crov^ni versus Buildall, the
court ruled that clear and explicit wording is

of the utmost importance in Acts of this kind
because, given that they contain a penal
statute, they are subject to strict interpreta-
tion.

The most significant omission of this kind
in the proposed Act is its failure to define

what is dangerous or hazardous in the work
place. The government's fear seems to be that
the employees vdll exercise their right to
refuse to work frivolously or technically if it

spells out what it considers to be hazardous
or dangerous. Experience in Saskatchewan
has shown that this is not true and that the
Saskatchewan Act is not being used as a
means of disrupting production. Moreover,
the term unsafe usually implies a direct or

immediate threat to a worker's well-being.
Unhealthy, by contrast, implies an indirect

or a long-term threat. The proposed Act does
not specify whether or not a worker can re-

fuse to work in an unhealthy situation, for

example, in an unheated building, in a dust
or irritant-ridden atmosphere, with new
chemicals or materials introduced into the
work place whose long-term effects are not
known.

Many of my constituents are all too pain-

fully familiar with how ambiguity of this

kind hurts them in dealing with the Work-
men's Compensation Board. They must fight

to receive meagre compensation for an ill-

ness of disability that has developed over a

period of years because of unhealthy but not

necessarily unsafe conditions in the work

place. In all of these cases, ambiguity in the

wording seems to spring from the govern-
ment's political and philosophical confusion

about it. Is it the intention of this Act to re-

strict the meaning of the hazardous condi-

tions only to those which present a clear and

present danger? To do so, would be to fail

to recognize the workers' rights to a safe and
a healthy work place, rather than a freedom
from industrial accidents.

Just what are the specific mechanisms pro-

tecting the worker? What is considered an

acceptable report of an unsafe condition—a

phone call, a verbal statement, a written re-

port? What happens in the event that the

employer and/or the inspector or engineer is

unavailable at the specific time of the report?
What mechanism is there for appealing a

decision of an inspector or engineer? Who is

ultimately responsible for those decisions?

What is the relationship between the joint

health and safety committee and the safety

representative? In all cases, once a worker
has identified an unsafe or unhealthy condi-

tion, is he protected against reprisals and dis-

crimination during the complaint and adjudi-
cation processes with his employer and/or an

inspector or engineer? What, for that matter,

would constitute reprisals and discrimination?

None of th-^se points is clearly spelled out

in the Act. On its face, the work place is

assumed to be safe until proven otherwise.
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Surely the statistics on the number of work-

related injuries and fatalities would suggest
that such an assumption is unjustified. In

considering this bill, it is important to recog-
nize that any preventive or proactive steps
that might be taken to promote health and

safety are severely limited by some of the

administrative procedures outlined in it. Let
me go over this in point form.

1. Under its provisions an inspector or

engineer must be called in by the employer,
and hence she or he may be prevented from

acting without a specific, crisis-oriented com-

plaint, filed in some unspecified way with
the employer.

2. The establishment of a joint health and

safety committee in the work place is at the

sole discretion of the Minister of Labour,
rather than being a mandatory requirement of

all work places which meet particular quali-
fications defined within the Act.

3. There are no provisions which ensure

employee control over the selection of com-
mittee members and a safety representative.

4. There are no requirements which enable

the joint committee to protect and promote
the health of the employees in the work

place through the use of personnel responsible
to the minister for regular medical check-ups
and reports, data analysis of illness and
accident records, etc.

5. It is unclear how the power of the health

and safety committees to obtain information
will be guaranteed in practice since the Act

places no onus on the employer to comply
with committee directives. The only pro-
vision in which the employer can be held
liable is where he or she contravenes subsec-
tions of the Act dealing with protection of

employees acting in compliance with the Act
from discipline or dismissal, or failure to

comnly with an order in writing of the

minister regarding selection of a safety repre-
sentative and/or the establishment of a joint
health and safety committee.

6. It is unclear who bears the ultimate

responsibility for the carrying out of the pro-

posed Act's provisions. The situation will

inevitably arise when the worker or the em-

ployer will disagree with decisions made by
the inspector or engineer. As a result, there

is a need for some clear appeal mechanism.
Under the proposed Act the inspector or

engineer can make final decisions or com-
plaints. In order for the administration of the
Act to be successful, the Act should specify
that the Minister of Labour is charged with
the responsibility for confirming or denying
each of the work-refusal decisions. As a re-

sult of administrative practice flowing from

this, all decisions on work refusals should be
reviewed at the ministry, as is the current

practice in Saskatchewan.

7. Finally, the Act does not make clear

provision for the training of inspection per-
sonnel competent to deal with both health

and safety concerns for each general class or

type of work place. Simply placing existing

inspectors under one administrative roof

will not sensitize them to the subtler long-
term issues and new aspects of their job.

In summary, under the provisions of this

bill the person most endangered by unsafe

or unhealthy conditions must take all the

initiative for protecting himself or herself

from accident or illness. The worker runs all

the risk, both possible sickness or injury and

potential reprisals, if the complaint is judged
frivolous by the employer and/or inspector
and the worker cannot prove he was acting

correctly within the Act's utterly ambiguous
provisions. And who will guard the guardians?
The administrative provisions of the Act give
workers no real assurance that existing and

potential hazards will be eliminated from
their work environment.

In the final analysis, it is quite instructive

that, unlike the Saskatchewan legislation,

there is no provision in this Act to allow

employees to refuse to work if a condition

exists which threatens the health and safety

of other workers. Do we really want to

reaffirm the most odious aspect of the master-

servant relationship, that a master can force

an employee to do things that are dangerous
to others?

The extent to which the Conservative gov-

ernment is prepared to go in preserving the

archaic master-servant relationship is also

clear in how this Act would differentially

affect unionized and non-unionized workers.

Little attempt is made to see how the labour

relations provisions of this Act fit in with

other Ontario labour legislation. For union

members, it is unclear whether or not a

work refusal would constitute a walkout or

strike under a collective agreement whose
terms include a no-strike clause.

It must also be specified how grievance

machinery established under the Ontario

Labour Relations Act will relate to work re-

fusals and the work of the joint health and

safety committee regarding working con-

ditions.

We must bear in mind, however, that On-

tario, because of its antediluvian labour

legislation, is a province where unions are

the exception, not the rule. Thus, where no
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mechanisms for worker organization such

as a trade union exist in the work place, the

question of who will guard the guardians
of occupational health and safety becomes
a most serious one.

Within the present wording of the Act, there

are no guarantees of democratic process in the

selection of safety committee members, free

from coercion by an employer. In Ontario,
unlike in Saskatchewan where the model for

this Act was written, there are no statutory

obligations which force the employer to main-
tain an arm's-length relationship with this

process of selecting workers' representatives.
And without a labour union, there is no
mechanism to provide organizational backup
for the safety representatives and the joint
health and safety committee.

Without a legal, political and administra-

tive environment which actively promotes the

right to employees and which encourages, not

discourages, the formation of labour unions,
collective bargaining and collective safety in

health, we run the risk that legislation, no
matter how good it looks on paper, will

simply be a cruel hoax. It remains to be seen

whether such a rough justice, will be any
justice at all.

[4:15]

In conclusion, we have seen the lack of

protection in this bill for the individual

worker who protests. We have seen the lack

of provisions for forcing remedies for unsafe
and unhealthy situations. We have seen that

it hinges on the whim or pleasure of the

minisiter. In all these respects and others, the

bill leaves the protection of workers' health

and safety to corporate or governmental
agencies.

It is this feature of the bill which accounts
for all its defects. We cannot come to grips
with health and safety issues without clearly

endorsing a definitive shift of power away
from the employers, government inspectors,
and ministers to the work force itself. We
cannot do this without making government
responsible to the people whom it represents.

To sum up, this Act appears to view the

input of the workers on committees and the

safety representatives as mere consultation.

Decisions on implementation are left to

others, and even then, these responsibilities
are left unclear and ambiguous. This is a

glaring weakness when we compare the bill

before us to what has already been achieved
in such countries as West Germany and
Scandinavia where there is at least to some
extent provision for participation or co-deter-
mination. This bill is pitifully weak when

compared with the situation in our sister

province to the west.

The present Act can only be made effective

if the safety committees, with worker partici-

pation, are given authority to actively pro-
mote rules and conditions affecting worker
health and safety. This would involve, in

both principle and practice:

(a) Clear recognition at law of joint com-
mittees' rights to function effectively, includ-

ing access to all budgetary information which
bears even indirectly on health and safet)';

(b) A clear role for these committees in

selecting health and safety personnel, i.e. in

the employment of all medical and para-
medical personnel; and

(c) An important voice in formulating em-

ployment policies which bear on health, such
as leaves, medical care, etc.

Moreover, since health and safety issues

overlap in practice with all functions and
activities in a work place it becomes clear

thait the role of this committee must be clari-

fied with respect to all other issues of man-

agement. This must lead to an involvement of

worker representatives in all aspects of work

life; it must ultimately lead to a genuine
industrial democracy.

It is a great mistake to think of worker

participation as achieved solely through the

role of a few representatives on a committee,
no matter how great the powers of that com-
mittee might be. Tliere is a long and sad

story, both in western and eastern Europe,
of the co-optation of workers' representatives
on the part of employers, governments and

political parties. Democracy depends on the

real participation of each and every person
in the matter at hand, through the representa-

tives of his own choosing. This would neces-

sitate regular meetings, at the shop-floor level

and on company time, of all the workers in

the work place. Here, in public discussion, all

issues of health and safety and the issues that

then open up can be discussed and tendencies

toward bureaucratization and co-optation
arrested.

Only through a genuine and full participa-

tion by people in those decisions which affect

their health and safety and well-being can we
truly democratize the work place. Only when
all people participate in the central decisions

which shape their lives, can we have a truly

democratic society.

I don't suppose anyone here will do this

except us.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The hon. member for

Rainy River.

Mr. Reid: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
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Mr. Lawlor: That's the reason you made
the interjection, you want to speak.

Mr. Reid: It's nice to see you back, Pat-

rick. I hope your health has improved; obvi-

ously your vocal cords have improved.

Mr. Lawlor: You are an impatient young
fellow.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order please.

Mr. Reid: No doubt you'll have your op-

portunity to make your contribution. I hope
it won't be as fatuous and self-righteous as

the rest of your colleagues. But I'm sorry

that's something that probably is unavoidable.

Interjections.

Mr. Laughren: Typical Reid speech.

'Mr. Ferrier: Tremendous speech. Are you
finished?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Go ahead, Pat.

Mr. Reid: Mr. Speaker, I rise to support
the principle of the Bill 139, An Act respect-

ing Employees Health and Safety. Because
the debate has gone on for so long and many
^f the points have already been covered, I

would just like clarification of a few points
and to underline some of the matters that

liave been raised by members in this party
and the party to my right particularly relating

to the provision in regard to the health and

safety committee. The legislation is permissive
rather than requiring and it doesn't seem
to make any provision for those work places

which, in fact, are not unionized.

I would like to indicate to my colleague
^who just spoke that I presume that the defini-

tions that are in The Labour Relations Act,

The Industrial Safety Act, The Mining Act
and The Construction Safety Act are the ones

we are talking about in the bill. Perhaps if

he had taken the time to read the bill, he

might have realized that but when one is aU
tied up in ideology and philosophy one for-

:gets the realities,, and the facts .of the

.situation.
' * '

'.

Mr. Bain: That's coalition government in

;action.

Mr. Reid: But it raises a particular prob-
lem for me and probably for some of my
40ther colleagues in northern Ontario and that

Mr. Ferrier: Not many up there, Pat.

Mr. Reid: I am glad to see so many of

them are awake for a change. It raises par-

ticular logistic problems of matters relating to

inspectors. We have had this conversation

before in that when there is a problem in a

mill or a mine or a work placs, it's often

difiicult for the unions or the people involved

to get an inspector to come down and look

at the situation, check it out and make a re-

port. A side effect of that is that often the

safety inspectors don't talk to the unions or

the people who called them but in fact deal

only with management rather than dealing-

Interjection.

Mr. Reid: Well, I realize that but I am
talking about things that have gone on in the

past and hopefully they won't in the future.

The point is, how are you going to guarantee
both the unions and the companies that the

personnel are going to be available to do the

kind of inspections that are going to flow

from the provisions particularly of section 2

of the Act? That's one concern.

Th3 other concern is that it seems to me
that in a work place it should be manda-

tory that there be a committee. Again the

legislation is only permissive and says "may"
rather than "shall." It seems to me that this

is obviously ons of the most important parts

of the social and economic part of the job
that we have to deal with.

The other concern I have is that where
these things have been voluntary in the past

they have not worked in many cases, partly

because management hasn't been interested,

in some cases because the workers haven't

been interested. The unions or the workers

in some cases have placed all their concerns

on wage rates and so on because that's the

thing that they can focus on; that's the thing

that gets public attention. Health and safety

have not been able to focus public attention

on the conditions in the work place. There-

fore the health and safety of the workers

have been somewhat less in the limelight

until the conditions in the asbestos mines and

the Ham commission brought things to the

fore.

I am concerned therefore about how these

committees are going to work. There's provi-

sion in the Act that they meet at least four

times a year. That may or may not be suffi-

cient. It seems to me that it won't be suffi-

cient. It seems to me there has to be another

mechanism, rather thar. almost what you

might call confrontation as envisaged in sec-

tions 2 and 3 of the Act, before these matters

are looked after. It again comes back to the

logistics of the situation. If a paper worker

refuses to work near a machine or in the

wood room or kraft mill or whatever, by the
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time you get an inspector down there, there's

going to be a great deal of pressure put on

him. It will come from his co-workers, from

the unions, from management to work under

those conditions until somebody does show

up to do the inspection. It is the logistics of

the thing that concern me because we had

these problems in the past where there was
an obvious problem that was brought to the

attention of the Minister of Labour.

My colleague from Sarnia spoke briefly

about the matter of the number of people
who would have to be employed before such

a committee was set up, Certainly that is

something that can be discussed. But I would

urge upon the minister that in fact she make
it mandatory—I am sure there will be an

amendment flowing from somewhere on this

side to that effect—and that we take a figure

—perhaps 10 or 20 employees—and that we
make it mandatory for these health and

safety committees to meet.

There are some other concerns I have that

have already been touched on. But I would
like to leave the minister with that one

thought, that she make the health and safety
committees mandatory, and that she set a

minimum figure of employees that makes it

necessary for such committees to be set up
and to function.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of this bill. Beyond the principles which have

already been touched upon by a great many
speakers on both sides of the House, in my
view it establishes two extremely important

precedents. One is that the work place, or

the place of employment, whether it be the

smallest unit in a locked building operation,
or an extremelv large, complex and sophis-

ticated establishment, such as a basic steel

mill or a smelter, the employee now has a

direct voice in not only the safety of the

operation but in the direct protection of

himself.

Secondly, after many decades the Ministry'

of Labour is finally getting the kind of

authority that I think was originally en-

visioned when first the federal Ministry of

Labour was established, shordy after the

turn of the century, and on the provincial
labour department in subsequent years. As
someone who some years ago did a con-

siderable amount of work, not only in the

construction field, but in the industrial field,

one of the great difficulties was the frag-

mentation of authority which inevitably led

to the fragmentation of reports, the lack of

coordination, and quite frankly, in the final

analysis, an almost groping situation in trying

to look for the causes of the hazards that

were really within the sphere of the human
element to control.

Unfortunately, in the past decade with the

sophistication of industrial technology, with

the growing awareness in the occupational

health field by professionals of hazards that

10 or 15 years ago were thought not to be

a hazard, the old system simply does not

work. I believe a progressive piece of legis-

lation like this, ff it did nothing more than

to put the entire responsibility upon the ap-

propriate ministry, would be sufficient reason

for the passage of this legislation.

But it goes far beyond that. As I said

before, virtually every speaker on this bill

has touched upon—some sketchily, some at

great length—the three fundamental prin-

ciples which really are the thrust of this bill.

These are: first, the centralization of respon-

sibility in the Ministry of Labour; secondly,

the right of the employee to exist in an open
and clearly defined area when it comes to

his concerns about the safety of his job as

well as protecting himself from hazards;

finally, the right of the worker to refuse to

work when he has reasonable grounds to

believe that continuing to work would be

injurious to himself.

[4:30]

It is very interesting that in 1963 or 1964

—it may interest some of the solicitors in the

House—the province of Quebec ruled this

through the courts. I have always been sur-

prised that dbe courts in this province really

didn't follow the precedent. At that time there

was a mining operation in the province of

Quebec that was threatened with a walkout

by its white-collar employees. Not its mining

employees, its white-collar employees. At that

time they took what they thought were some

precautions: They stored powder under-

ground. In other words, they put the dyna-
mite underground because they were afraid

that the particular white-collar worker who
had control of the powder in the operation

might very well have withdrawn his services

at a future time.

Of course, this caused considerable appre-

hension among the underground miners. It is

a difficult enough situation to go underground
and face a great many natural hazards with-

out the company filling up empty chambers

underground with dynamite so it would have

easy access to powder in the event of a strike

on the surface. At that time the courts in

Quebec ruled that notwithstanding the collec-

tive agreement which had the usual and con-

forming clause that there was to be no strike
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within the duration of the contract, the work-
ers did have an overriding consideration in

that situation. You literally could not, under
the terms of a collective agreement, force a

worker to perform in an unsafe area.

That was a very historic decision in the

mining industry of Quebec. As I say, I have

always been somewhat surprised it was never

extended not only to the mining in this prov-
ince particularly, but to the industrial or con-
struction spheres.

Nonetheless, with this bill there is a clearly
defined area where the right of the worker to

protect himself—not just against injury and
not just perhaps against the ultimate, loss of

life, but to protect himself against a hazard
—is established. He does have the right, pro-
vided it is reasonable.

I must say I do not really understand the

great concern by so many as to what consti-

tutes the definition of "reasonable." I think

"reasonable grounds" means what it says. In

virtually every statute in this country, reason-

able grounds in one form or another are used.

I think what is sufficient for the great body
of law in this country, is when it comes down
to safety law, "reasonable grounds" or "rea-

sonable cause" will mean exactly what it

means in the remainder of the body of law.

That is a great step forward for working
people.

To those who are in a position of being
townhouse observers, or what have you, of

the industrial scene, it has always been diffi-

cult to understand why a person would con-

tinue to work in an area that appeared to be

unsafe. There has always been a funda-

mental reason. People who work generally
have tremendous obligations; they have a

w^fe or a family or some dependants to sup-

port. They have other financial obligations,

and above all they do feel a vested interest

in keeping their job.

Mr. Laughren: Would you put that in

writing for the minister?

Mr. Drea: For those reasons, in a great

many cases, faced with the right to withdraw
labour or to refuse to continue because of a

hazard, the person just shrugged his shoulders,

hopedl that something would be done and
crossed his fingers that nothing would happen.

Mr. Davidson: Are you suggesting the com-

pany fire them?

Mr. Drea: With the passage of this legisla-
tion those days are gone.

Mr. Speaker, in terms of safety, which is

really saving lives or saving people from seri-

ous injury, another benefit that would appear
not to be important, but I think is a tremen-
dous step forward, is that now the employee
must have access to the information. All of

us in this House, or those of us who have
been associated with the labour movement
or with working people, can recall the days
when the company was told the safety in-

spector was coming, and what hour he was
coming.

[Invariably that meant a couple of labourers

got a little bit of work 20 minutes beforehand
—the place was cleaned, it was swept, it was
magnificent. The inspector came in and
couldn't understand what all the fuss was
about and left. Besides, he never even filed

a report—he filed the report with the minis-
ter and the worker never received it.

There was an argument at that time—I

never could understand the argument but it

was argued that it disrupted production less

if the company knew when the safety inspec-
tor was coming, that they could schedule the
work around his visit.

(Well, those days have been gone for some
time, and thankfully now we have moved a

step further. The worker does have the right,
without loss of pay, not only to accompany
the inspector, but to participate in the inspec-
tion because he has to be told publicly, in

writing what the results of the inspection
were.

No longer is it that the inspector has been

here, he's nodded his head, he's gone through
the quasi-medical jargon of a few hrrmphs
and um-hmms, and marked something down
on a piece of paper, and somehow it has

gone into the maw at the Ministry of Labour.
Now it is the subject of a public report that
nmst be put on the bulletin board.

Furthermore, employees now have access

to information concerning the occupational
accidents and hazards in their industry. They
don't have to have their union fight for it—

not that their union isn't capable of getting
it—for this type cf information will be pro-
vided. And it won't be only a matter of

informing working people what has been

going on in the health and accident area of
the industry; it may very well be that upon
reading those reports working people may
be able to contribute a great deal toward
future reports—because there may be a great
number of things that have been overlooked,
or not considered as significant as they should
have been.

The question of the mandatory health and

safety committee has been rised on numerous
occasions during this debate—somehow the
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magic number of 10 has been appearing. I

would suggest that in large metropolitan areas

there is a vast number of employers who have

less than 10 employees, Remarkably, many
of them use very powerful machines, and I

am suggesting that making it mandatory but

stopping at 10 is not really doing much of

a favour to many of the people who need
it most-

Mr. Lewis: Bring it down below that.

Mr. Drea: —because the truth of the

matter is that it is extremely difficult, for a

number of reasons and some of them their

own fault, for trade unions to organize a

very small place of under 10. These are the

people I would feel need the protection of

this Act the most.

The other diflBculty in establishing a man-

datory committee is when you get down to

a small shop. As a matter of fact, there are

a couple of small shops out in the east end
that probably have the most grisly accident

statistics. I think one of them has four or

five people. In that particular one, the hands
and fingers of the apprentices in that metal-

working shop are in danger. You don't last very

long in there because there is virtually an

amputation by accident once a year. What
good would it do to have a mandatory
health and safety committe in a place like

that where there are two or three employees
and an owner who functions not only as

an owner and a manager but as a foreman
and a supervisor?

Just making a health and safety committee

inandatory .or making it that it has to be
established, I suggest to you, doesn't get to

the root of the problem. I think the failure

over the years of the Workmen's Cvompensa-
tion Board, the Accident Prevention Associa-

tion, and a great many of the labour-manage-
ment committees is that where there was
no real clout—in other words, the health and
safety committee of an industrial union. The
committee was much more semblance than

activity. It was a health and safety com-
mittee virtually in name only.

I think the failing over the years of the
Industrial Accident Prevention Association is

that it spent about 90 per cent of its

time on lectures and about two or three per
cent of its time on inspections and the other
seven or eight per cent writing annual reports
that were published in four-colour publica-
tions.

I think the approach that the minister has
taken concerning the health and safety com-
mittees is a practical one. It is one that will

work in the largest, most sophisticated, tech-

nologically advanced and unfortunately some-
times quite hazardous industries as well as in

the very small type of shop that is back-

ward technologically. I think it is the only
real answer at this time to the wide diver-

gence within industrial society. Furthermore,
I think it is a practical answer in the field

of the small shop where the Minister of

Labour really is the business agent because

these people never will be organized into a

trade union. I shouldn't say never; almost

never.

Mr. Swart: Not with your government.

Mr. Drea: I don't care what government
it is. Don't you give me that. Come on. It's

as diflBcult to organize a place with three or

four people in Regina, Saskatchewan, as it

is in Toronto, Ontario. I suggest it's probably
more difficult in Regina for exacdy the same

circumstances I have outiined.

The Minister of Labour, in a non-union-

ized establishment, is the union.

Mr. Laughren: That is what bothers us.

Mr. Drea: The Minister of Labour, already

under existing statutes-

Mr. Gcrma: That's what we worry aboui.

Mr. Drea: The Minister of Labour under

existing statutes, already is the one who en-

sures that there are vacations with pay-

Interjections.

Mr. Drea: —who ensures that The Employ-
ment Standards Act is carried out, who en-

sures that the hohdays are carried out, who
ensures the entire scope of The Employment
Standards Act, which in no way, shape or

form is meant to meet the standards set by
industrial trade unions in this province. She

already has that authority under the Act.

[4:45]

When we come to safety, she is once again

assuming that responsibility and I suggest it

is compatible because it doesn't say in this

Act that health and safety committees shall

not be mandatory.

It recommends most highly that they l)e

there. If they are, it provides certain guide-

lines, certain procedures under which they

operate. If there isn't one in a particular

plant, then with the additional information

and the data that is going to be retrieved

under the new system, if it turns out that

that place is not exactly safe, then the minis-

ter makes the health and safety conunittee-
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the joint labour-management committee-

mandatory in that particular estabhshment.

It's a very simple and a very blunt thrust.

Either you get together with your employees
and you run a decent place in terms of health

and safety or the government is going to

come knocking on the door to hand you a

piece of paper, and tell you since you
wouldn't do it the easy way you are now
going to do it the hard way. There is going
to be a mandatory committee set up and

there's going to be an inspector from the

labour department standing around to make
sure that that committee functions.

Mr. Laughren: Why wait? Do it now.

Mr. Drea: I would suggest making a health

and safety committee mandatory in the bulk

of industry in this province would be super-
fluous and redundant. Show me a major or

even a minor plant where there is a collective

agreement by an industrial union where there

is not this type of committee. Show me one.

Interjections.

Mr. Drea: The difiiculty on the other side

is that in a small plant there will never be
this thrust for the benefits of trade unionism;
there can't be. And it is not because the

people don't want it. It is because the

geography of their particular industry, or the

size or something beyond their control, makes
it virtually impossible for them to enjoy it.

Under this legislation the Ministry of Labour
assumes the blunt thrust that the trade union

plays in the larger and the more sophisticated
and technologically advanced industries.

In summary, there are two real thrusts to

this legislation. It opens, in a most open
fashion, the door to greater participation by
the employee in the thing that really con-

cerns him the most, and that is safety.

Secondly, the responsibility is now four-

square upon the Ministry of Labour. It is no

longer fragmented. The responsibility is there.

The responsibility is with the Ministry of

Labour not alone, but to oversee management
and labour in this field. I remind you once

again that in a great many cases the Minis-

try of Labour has to function as the trade

union. They can identify; they can control;
and they can, in the words of the minister,
eliminate as much as possible the hazards to

health in the work place.

Surely this has been the goal of govern-
ment after government in this province since

at the turn of the century Sir William Mere-
dith was commissioned to look into industrial

safety and out of that came The Workmen's
Compensation Act. As a matter of fact it

might be well, in conclusion, to hearken to

the words of Sir WilHam Meredith. One of

the fundamental decisions he made at the

turn of the century was that safety really is

of paramount importance to only one person
—the person, where there is a lack of it, who
is going to sufiFer substantial, grievous or pain-
ful injury or even the loss of life.

That is why, from the very beginning of

modern industry in this province, the thrust

has been upon government to ensure that the

work place, whether it be a construction site,

a mine or in industry, is as safe as possible
for the people who work there.

I feel the bill continues in the most pro-

gressive spirit of that earlier time. I am confi-

dent the bill will achieve as much in the

alleviation of human suffering and human
misery as did the original Workmen's Com-
pensatiion Act over so many decades, and as

such I would hope that the entire House
would support this piece of progressive legisla-

tion by the Ministry of Labour.

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, it would appear
that the entire House will support the min-

ister's bill on second reading and give it

support in principle. God knows, many mem-
bers in this House, certainly those in the

New Democratic Party, have been struggling
for some time to achieve legislative imple-
mentation of some of the matters which the

bill contains.

While we have profound reservations about

the way in which it may be administered, and
while we feel unhappy about some of the

obvious omissions in the bill, we will certainly

support the principles as delineated initially

by my colleague from Nickel Belt and ex-

panded upon by others in the New Demo-
cratic Party who spoke subsequent to his

lead-off.

I would like to come to the bill in a

slightly different way, by a kind of expression
in a personal sense of what many of us have
felt in the NDP as we followed this vexing
issue of occupational health over the last

three or four years.

If I may do it in a somewhat itemized

fashion, I would like to point out to the min-

ister that the litany of occupational disasters

that flow from the introduction of chemicals

into the work place and from exposure to

hazardous substances in the mines—that litany

seems to know no end. Every day, every

week, every month that members of this

Legislature, scientists and journalists pick up
learnzd publications, investigate reports and

analyse assessments of various Workmen's

Compsnation Boards, it becomes more and
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more clear that we have launched on an

extraordinary self-destructive course of intro-

ducing carcinogens into the work place.

I don't know how you call an end to that.

I dent know what we do about this fixated,

technological society, which forever places

the productive process ahead of the safety,

h alth and often life cf its workers. There's

something compulsive about it. There's some-

thing obsessive about it. We aU know, in

dramatic and feehng terms—and the minister

has documented some of it—what the con-

sequences of the hazardous oontaminants have
meant to people. But even though the evi-

dence piles in on us like a torrent, we are

never able to turn the tide. We always seem
to come in after the event to introduce safety

precautions to reduce the emissions rather

than removing the chemicals from the work

place entirely or preventing their introduction

from the outset.

This legislation, therefore, while it is im-

portant legislation and appreciated by m?m-
bers of the House, is wanting because it is

invariably after-the-effect legislation. It deals

with the dangers which will become explicit.

It does not yet eliminate the dangers them-

selves. And the dangers kind of engulf us in

this endless proliferation of data and evi-

dence. It has been drawn to public attention,

for example, in just the last few days that

the emission of fibreglass particles, formerly a

substance about which we had litde concrn,
is now shown to cause mesothelicma in a

particular group of animals under laboratory

testing. It is not yet in workers, thank God,
but that's largely because the use cf the

small fibres of fibreglass have not been in the

work place long enough. The latency period
is not yet long enough for us to know the

cons8qu:nces to individual workers or groups
of workers. There is now scientific data avail-

able that shows that the small fibreglass is in

fact leading to mesothelioma, one of the

rarest forms of cancer, and a cancer which
seems to be only induced from exposure to

asbestos thus far in the work place.

Hon. B. Stephenson: No.

Mr. Lewis: Perhaps the minister can show
us other sources of mesothelioma as she is a

medical practitioner. She probably knows my
experience of mesothelioma is only in the

presence of asbestos.

It has been revealed recently—mid this too

is just flabbergasting—that the asbestos in

brake linings, if discharged into the environ-

ment, can cause cancer. There is now a case
in the state of Connecticut of a tollgate opera-
tor who suffered from cancer as a result of

the asbestos emissions from the brake lin-

ings in cars that screech to a halt at the toll-

gate to deposit the coins. It is bizarre, yes,

but terrifying as well. That kind of prolifera-
tion of peculiar, but very real, cases that raise

questions about occupational hazards seems to

be growing.

Senator Hubert Humphrey recently had his

bladder removed as a result of cancer of the

bladder. When I visited Irving Selikoff in

January of this year with one of my research

colleagues, he told us that he had been the

man who had identified, who had diagnosed
the senator's cancer. The cancer of the blad-

der in the case of Hubert Humphrey relates

to his occupation as a druggist and tne occu-

pational exposure he had to certain drugs, I

gather benzedrine being one of them. The
minister nods her head. Again she would
know far more about it than I do, but it is

naturally a terrifying business to realize what
we have unleashed in the manifold work

place that we call society and its appurte-
nances.

In Ontario we now learn—and again it's a

matter of some shock—that people called

tapers, who are essentially plasterers who use
a tape which has asbestos in it, working in

the construction industry are susceptible to

cancer as well even though the asbestos con-
tent of the tape is only 10 to 12 per cent.

There was a fascinating case, as yet I

believe not dealt with in the public arena,
in the province of Ontario which was debated
at the Workmen's Compensation Board in

1973 and 1974 over the question of a taper
in this province and whetiier or not he had
suffered cancer as a result of the simple
exposure to a very small quantum of asbestos

in the tape which he used in the plastering

industry. The board, as is its wont, if you
will forgive me putting it that way, categor-
ically denied the claim on the basis that

evidence was not available.

[5:00]

My former colleague from High Park in

the Legislature, Dr. Morton Shulman, ap-
pealed that claim. In October, 1975, having
provided himself in conjunction with the

worker and the union with a weight of evi-

dence which the board did not itself seek, the

case became compensable. For the first time
in any jurisdiction in Canada that I know of

a taper, that is a plasterer who works with

tape with an asbestos content, was granted
compensation for occupationally-related can-

cer. Now I learn that there is a second case

before the board being adjudicated, at this

very moment as the debate takes place, which
looks as though it will lead to compensation
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as well in exactly the same area. What does

this presage for those vast numbers of workers
in the construction industry who in one area

or another have been working with products
which have asbestos components or com-

pounds?
We always though that cement dust was an

entirely safe business just as we assumed that

fibreglass was a sate substance. Now we learn

to our astonishment that there is an apparent-
ly definitive study out of Yugoslavia showing
that cement dust causes bronchitis and

emphysema in very serious proportions and
was never thought to have these occupational
implications before.

I learned recently, and raised it in the

House, of the findings in the United Kingdom
over the use in the work place of toluene

diisocyanates, TDI. TDI is a chemical that is

used very widely, including in the province
'Of Ontario. I can remember, meeting not so

many months ago with a significant number
of rubber workers in Kitchener who talked

quite openly and anxiously about the sensitiz-

ing of features—particularly breathing and nasal

areas and coughing and spitting—ithat came
from exposure to TDI. I gather that TDI is

•often used in the rubber and chemical and

plastic industry. Now we have evidence in the

United Kingdom from the government's
health and safety executive that TDI should
have been declared more dangerous than

polyvinyl chloride which has been identified

as the cause of cancer in certain people work-

ing with it.

"We are very worried by TDI," the spokes-
man said. 'It doesn't take precedence over
asbestos but it should have taken precedence
over vinyl chloride." They record a death of

an acute bronchial spasm due to bronchial

asthma, TDI-related and induced. They come
to the conclusion, and I quote from the

article: "That the TDI safety limit of 0.02

parts per million in the air offers no protec-
tion to susceptible people and may be at least

20 times too high."

In yet another case a hospital team in the
area of Brompton is looking at the con-

sequences of sensitizing due to TDI and the

occupational diseases which flow from that.

It's a pretty frightening business when one
[realizes that TDI is a relatively common
chemical about which we are only now
amassing information. I simply say it's one of

the most depressing fields you can deal with,
I think, because wherever we turn, whatever
document we read, whatever we investigate,
we find that technologically obsessed man
has managed to induce into the work place
yet further chemicals without first testing
itheir consequences and their toxic effects.

Then, 20 years later, we begin to count the

bodies.

If you raise those kinds of questions every-

body gets very anxious about it and wonders
whether there isn't irresponsibility attached

to it. I can remember raising in the Legisla-
ture some time ago what would be happening
in ths petrochemical industry in the Sarnia area

when it gets into full operation. All of that

immense variey of chemicals, some of whose

compound effect we know nothing, what will

happen after that is introduced 10, 15, 20

years from^ now. The mere raising of the

alarm brought calumny on the heads of all of

us for causing public anxiety.

But I don't think any of us should be
deterred by that. I think the evidence is so

tough, the documentation is so real, the scien-

tific community is so learned, that no piece of

legislation can be strong enough to protect
the worker above ground and below ground
from the dangerous contaminants to which

they are exposed.

Jf I may, not willing to engage in a bitter

kind of adversarial position, I would like to

return to the questions which were raised

with the minister in question period today by
my colleague from Nickel Belt in his pursuit
of the very, very sad case of Aime Bertrand.

I raise it now because it flows logically, I

think, from the litany of diseases which we
are inheriting and documenting, and because
it speaks volumes about the failure of govern-
ment and of the Workmen's Compensation
Board to react to clear and compelling evi-

dence. Indeed, it speaks volumes about the

failure of the government and the board to

react to clear requests for reaction. The
minister, even though she is as partisan as I

am objective, would surely recognize that all

of the feelings of the government over there

shouldn't inhibit—shouldn't prohibit—a more
reasonable approach to these matters.

Aime Bertrand, miner in Sudbury, 52 years

old, has been exposed for 30 years to silica

dust, to exhaust fumes, to asbestos, to cad-

mium, to sulphur dioxide, to a range of

chemicals which is probably not available

for recitation by many members in this House.

Hon. B. Stephenson: And to coal tar, nico-

tine.

Mr. Lewis: Coal tar, nicotine, everything.
That is right. Cigarette smoking as well.

When Aime Bertrand, aged 52, after 30 years
of exposure to this horrendous list of con-

taminants, comes before the Workmen's Com-
pensation Board with a case of laryngeal

cancer, the board turns him down. When
representations are made upon his behalf, one
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after the other, the board continues to turn

him down. There is something about that that

is so aggravating, so offensive in the be-

haviour of the board, that it can hardly be
dealt with here in a dispassionate way.

I want to remind the Legislature of some-

thing. In April, 1975, Dr. Ritchie, chief

pathologist for the medical school of the Uni-

versity cf Toronto, dealt with this whole
business of asbestos and related diseases. In

April, 1975, he filed a preliminary report
about the various diseases, giving his re-

sponses to his findings. This is what he said:

"At this time the evidence seems insuflBcient

to justify compensation for an asbestos worker
who develops carcinoma of the stomach, colon
or larynx. However, evidence in this matter is

accumulating and each case should be evalu-

ated in the light of the evidence as it de-

velops."

He goes on and makes another point:
"Studies could also be initiated to determine
if there is a real association between ex-

posure to asbestos andl carcinoma of the

larynx. In Ontario a high proportion of car-

cinoma of the larynx are treated at the

Princess Margaret Hospital, and most of the

rest must be treated at other radiation centres,
so that conditions make a study easy. Those
treated surgically could probably he traced

by the ENT surgical group, but even if not,

most cases do come to radiotherapy. A i)er-

spective or retrospective study could easily
be mounted, and could well determine the

reality of the suggested association and its

strength."

Can I summarize for the minister, lest she
be dlistracted by other pertinent materials.

Here is Dr. Ritchie, in April, 1975, saying
that there was accumulating evidence be-

tween asbestos and cancer of the larynx, and
that studies should be mounted to determine
whether or not the link was occupationally

provable. Here is Dr. Ritchie, in a report
submitted to the Workmen's Compensation
Board and to the government, going so far

as to suggest the methodology that might be
used and the circumstances that might be
found within which a study could, to quote
him, "easily be mounted." That's in April,
1975.

Can I ask the minister something? What
happens to them? What are they—pieces of

scientific gobbledegook to be filed away some-
where? Does the Workmen's Compensation
Board, in its majesty, read' it and toss it into

the waste basket? Does the Ministry of Health

accept it and file it as arcane scientific data?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I think even you know
better than that.

Mr. Lewis: Well, I'll tell you, I don't know
better than that, because I want to reveal

something to you. From April, 1975, to

November, 1976, no such study as that sug-

gested by Dr. Ritchie has been initiated by
the Workmen's Compensation Board.

Mr. Warner: They don't care.

Mr. Lewis: Do you know of such a study?
Because this afternoon the board didn't know
of such a study.

Hon. B. Stephenson: It's not at the board.

Mr. Lewis: If not at the board, where else?

Where else is the study?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I believe there is one

being done at the University of Toronto.

Mr. Lewis: The minister believes there is

one being done. Well, I am glad the minister

believes there is one being done, but I want
to say it is quite a commentary on the feeling

of urgency which is associated with the board

and with the government, if I may say

earnesdy, that the minister has this kind of

request. It's very rare one gets a document
that says: "We can't yet establish it, but the

evidence is building; here is a possible study,

please go out and do it." And nobody does

anything about it.

Does she call that socially responsible?

Morally responsible? Does she call that work-

ing in defence of the injured workmen?

Then in April, 1976, Dr. Ritchie puts for-

ward his second report. A year later he says,

and I quote: "The best conclusion at diis time

is that the reality of the association between

exposure to asbestos and carcinoma of the

larynx remains to be established, though there

is strong reason to investigate this possibility

further." That was April, of 1976.

It's now November, 1976. Can the minister

tell me what happens to these reports? Does

nobody in the board treat them seriously?"

Does nobody in the ministry regard it as a

matter of urgency?

Precisely the irony of it, the bitter irony

of it, is that exactly at the moment when the

board is receiving Dr. Ritchie's report on

cancer of the larynx related to asbestos, and

exactly at the moment when the board is

being asked by Dr. Ritchie to perform further

study, the board is refusing to accept Aime
Bertrand's claim. That is ironic and bitter

hypocrisy. How can the minister reject the

claim if she has launched the study which her

own people have requested?

What is even more peculiar about it, and

really distressing about it, is that die board
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has a study. The board has the Morgan study.

And I want to say to the minister opposite—
with the greatest respect I can muster, be-

cause she has medical authority and I have

no knowledge in that field at all—that she

does not make her case by debunking and de-

preciating the work of Robert Morgan's

study.

I want to draw to the attention of the

minister that there is a British study of 1973

which draws a direct relationship between

cancer of the larynx and asbestos. I want to

draw to the minister's attention that there is

now a study in the United States which makes

a direct relationship between cancer of the

larynx and asbestos. I want to draw to the

minister's attention that Dr. Robert Morgan
conducted his study under the tutelage of

Irving Selikoff. SelikoflF was his mentor in the

study conducted here. It does not sit well

with that government to accept Selikoff as

the authority for stomach cancer compensa-
tion, but dismiss him when it is useful to the

government on the question of laryngeal

compensation. It is just too inconsistent and

unacceptable.

I must say that I thought one of the

shabbiest moments in medical science, as I

have been familiar with it, was the way in

which some members of the scientific

fraternity moved in on the Morgan study,

subsequently published in the annals of the

Academy of Medicine, which annals do not

accept trivial or frivolous studies, when the

profession decided that they'd found some-

thing wrong with some of Morgan's method-

ology.

[5:15]

All that Morgan showed was that a con-

siderable percentage of those who had laryn-

geal cancer in a particular grouping at the

Toronto General Hospital had had asbestos

exposure. A percentage so high that it would
be absurd for anyone to suggest that there

wasn't some kind of link. And, do you know,
23 per cent relationship to asbestos exposure;
that's almost supernatural. If there is no
scientific validity drawn from that, then you
ask us to believe in myths; 23 per cent

asbestos-related and you say that there's no
cause and effect.

May I say that what's going to happen, and
we all know it, is that Robert Morgan, as a

doctor, is going to be vindicated three months

hence, six months hence, when the Selikoff

study becomes public. He's going to be abso-

lutely vindicated. There will no question in

the world.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Is Dr. Selikoff going
to publish his study for a change?

Mr. Lewis: Yes, he is, and he has already
said that he would be happy to share it with

the Workmen's Compensation Board of On-
tario. Had they looked at his study of

stomach cancer in 1965 we might not have
waited 10 years or 11 years before the com-

p nsation was finally granted.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I doubt that.

Mr. Lewis: The minister doubts it? She
doubts it because, you see, with great re-

spect, Mr. Speaker, the board has a con-

gsnital inability to give the benefit of the

doubt to the injured workman.

Mr. Cassidy: That's right.

'Mr. Lewis: Can I quote the minister some-

thing about that? Can I show her how effec-

tively the case can be made?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Could we get to the

principle of this bill?

Mr. Lewis: In an article in the Globe and
Mail in early September, when the case of

Aime B^rtrand was discussed and the matter

of laryngeal cancer was discussed. Dr. Mc-

Cracken, the medical director of the board,
said that the Workmen's Compensation Board
is willing to accept larynx cancer and asbestos

as an industrial disease if a well-documented

report provides sufficient proof. He feels ex-

isting documentation is not strong enough,
'Tjut every day that goes by where docu-

mentation does not come forth, the case for

larynx cancer gets weaker." That's a sick

quote. I want you to know that I feel very

badly using those words.

This is a man who receives reports from

Dr. Ritchie requesting that studies be made
on the relationship between asbestos and

laryngeal cancer, does not undertake them,

nothing happens with the recommendations,
it all lies idle for a year-and-a-half and then,

as a method of excluding the claim, he says

the studies don't exist and because they don't

exist the case grows weaker. That's really

perverse, you know. That really debases the

quality of scientific truth and application.
That's not the way we should be dealing;

that's what I'm appealing for. That's what
we in the New Democratic Party are saying
to the minister.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I thought we were

debating this bill.

Mr. Lewis: We are debating this bill, and
this bill has to do with occupational health
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and I couldn't possibly bs speaking more

centrally to it. The problem with the govern-
ment and the Workmen's Compensation Board
is the rigidity, the inflexibility, the reluctance

to find for tho workmen, the willingness to

make them jump through every hoop to make
th?m prove their own case.

Mr. Laughren: They call it benefit of the

doubt.

Mr. Lewis: Yes, the government has the

eflFrontery, or the board has the eflFrontery,

to call it the benefit of the doubt. I appreciate
w ) have a different view of the Workmen's

Compensation Board than they have of them-

selves, and the government has of them.

Really, as a person who brings some scientific

balance to this subject, can the minister

fustify—is there any way in the world of

fustifying—a report from Ritchie in April of

1975 requesting further studies, and no action

as of November 1976? At the same time, the

board is dealing with a case which would be
affected by the studies. And then Dr. Mc-
Cracken makes that kind of statement. It

really rattles us. It's not civilized; it's not

decent, human behaviour; and it has to end,
because this whole business of occupational
health just mounts and mounts. Somehow
th? responses have to be strong and forth-

right, not passive and rejecting; and that

tends to be much of the atmosphere.

In speaking to this issue, all I can say to

th^ minister by way of counterpoint is to re-

mind her of what's happened with stomach
cancer. We've been through this mill. We've
gone through the minister's assertions in the

Hous3 that there was no scientific evidence.
We've gone through the board's delays while
Dr. Ritchie looked at the material. We finally

struck up a separate epidemiological study of

the worth of Selikoff, involving someone from
the cancer institute, I think it was. Finally
we recognized what logic and common sense
would bring one to recognize, that asbestos-

related cancer of the stomach is a compens-
able disease.

All I'm saying to the minister is that that

is the same for laryngeal cancer and it

should be granted in November, 1976, with

willingness, sensitivity and compassion rather

than in November, 1977, after we've had
some kind of confrontation about it. That's
not the way it should work. The board s'hould

be given all the encouragement that the min-
istr can possibly give them, not just to

undertake studies in this field but when they
get these individual isolated examples of the
Aime Bertrands, for God's sake capitulate.

Why do we have to fight with these individ-

ual workers? Here's a man who has been

exposed for 30 years to those contaminants,
even albeit he smoked; surely the board can
err on the side of the injured workman,
particularly when it itself is culpable of not

pursuing the evidence which would make a

compensation award possible.

That brings us to another focus of the bill,

the question of whether or not the bill will

work effectively and how these things have
come to public attention in a way that results

in the bill. I have made a couple of notes.

The minister will have to forgive the in-

tensity of some of the positions ws take,

because prior to her entry to the Legislature
we had to deal with situations which were

very frustrating and aggravating. The min-
ister wasn't here when the Elliot Lake saga

emerged, and I don't know whether she

realizes to this day that compensation in the

case of Elliot Lake occurred as a result of

two elements: One was the single most heroic

compensation battle ever fought in this prov-

ince, that by a man named by Gus Frobel

from Elliot Lake, who won a lung cancer

claim himself, no thanks to the board.

The other was that Wheeler and Muller

of the board did a statistical documentation

of the pattern of cases in Elliot Lake. And
where did they deliver it? As my colleagu*"

from Nickel Belt pointed out, they delivered

it in Europe. We would never have heard

of it in the province of Ontario h^d we not

stumbled upon it. This was evidence which

not only showed a pattern of the catastrophe

that was to follow for that communit\'. ' ut

also demonstrated that we should be thinkincf

seriously about the levels of compensation
and the numbers we would have to com-

pensate.

Elliot Lake turned out to be the worst

disaster of its kind in the western world.

Interjection.

Mr. Lewis: That's right, and that is di-

rectly from Selikoff and the other scientists.

Nowhere else has there been th-^ onset of

so much lung cancer with such a sh'^rt

latency period as in the Elliot Lake condi-

tion. Nowhere else.

Hon. B. Stephenson: But that doesn't

necessarily constitute a disaster.

Mr. Lewis: Well, there is nothing more
disastrous anywhere than what happened in

the community of Elliot Lake and which
we're still dealing with. But surely the min-

ister can understand our aggravation and our
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anxiety about it when that reality had to

emerge (a) through the epic struggle of an

injured workman and (b) through the tabling

of a scientific paper in Europe, which wasn't

shared with the community here, with the

workers affected or with anybody else.

Let me remind the minister of asbestos.

The patterns which were emerging at the

Workmen's Compensation Board for asbestos

were not shared, except when they were

sought. The pattern at Johns-Manville in

Scarborough were quite overwhelming when
they emerged, but we had to fight for them;
and ultimately the union itself had to make
them public because for whatever reason,

the Ministry of Health, the Ministry of La-

bour and the Workmen's Compensation
Board did not see it within its province to

share with the public generally its own com-

pensable findings.

After one looks at Johns-Manville, thinking
of the Reeves mine is enough to cause one

nightmares. I don't know where those work-

ers are; I don't know where they're scattered.

There were levels as high as 225 fibres per
cubic centimetre in certain areas of that

mine in which workers had been working
for months on end, some of them for eight

years before they closed it down.

Mr. Laughren: The Minister of Natural

Resources (Mr. Bernier) looked the other

way.

Mr. Lewis: Can you imagine what will

emerge seven to 12 years from now from

among that group of workers?

In Matachewan—look at the struggle we
had to have around Matachewan even when
everybody in this province, and certainly
those still in this field, recognized the con-

sequences of that kind of asbestos exposure.
So the minister has at least to appreciate or

understand, even if she does not approve of,

the reasons for our inveterate scepticism.
The government has failed and the board has
failed. And the consequences have been cat-

astrophic. If the minister is now moving to

close that off, she'll have our support every
step of the way.

I've already chronicled and we've already
chronicled, in the case of laryngeal cancer

alone, that it's still a bitter fight every step
of the way. It still doesn't happen voluntarily,

willingly or urgently. At Elliot Lake it is

uranium; at Johns-Manville, Reeves and
Matachewan, asbestos. Let me remind the
minister about coke ovens.

For years, as my colleague from Hamilton
East (Mr. Mackenzie) can tell her, the steel-

workers in Ontario have been raising alarms

about exposure to the coke ovens. For years
it has all been depreciated as of no con-

sequence. Then suddenly in April, 1974, the

widow of David Smith, a coke oven worker
at Algoma Steel, Sault Ste. Marie, gets full

compensation for the death of her husband

by lung cancer, occupationally-related.

Suddenly through all the years that we
were telling the workers there were no

worries, the threshold limit values were all

right and they shouldn't be unduly alarmed,

the likelihood emerges that in all of those

years the appeasing sentiments were mis-

placed and that all of the questions the

workers themselves raised and the scien-

tific community was documenting were
valid. Then, finally, in 1975 we get our

own coke oven study through the Ontario

Research Foundation. What does it show?
It shows that in Algoma, in Stelco and in

Dofasco the levels of emission from the

coke ovens exceed the threshold limit value

in case after case, some of it five, 10, 15, 25

or greater, and are higher than the exposures
to which the workers should themselves be

exposed. And what's happened?

Hopefully, they're wearing masks. Hope-

fully, there are technological improvements.
But the minister must know, as we know,

that the exposure to those hazardous con-

taminants continues with our knowledge to

this day, and it continues at levels which

may ultimately cause sickness and even

death. I want to point out to the minister

that when this question of coke ovens was

discussed with the Mount Sinai school of

medicine, they pointed out that it may not

be benzene and some of the other compo-
nents at all, that every coke oven door has

asbestos in its lining and that when you've

got this kind of lung cancer tissue scarring,

it may indeed be asbestos. It's time that we
started looking at that as a component of

the consequences to exposure from coke

ovens.

[5:30]

What we're saying very clearly is that in

every single major case, even in the last

three or four years, we've had to struggle

with an unnecessary intensity and an in-

voluntary abrasiveness over the question of

getting decent occupational health legisla-

tion in this province. Now we've gone a step

toward it—an important step and therefore

we will support it—but it is surely important

to emphasize how the battle continues.

I want to suggest very strongly to the

minister, through the Speaker, that some-
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thing has to change at that Workmen's Com-

pensation Board. I don't know what it is,

exacdy—I don't know how it happens. I had

hoped that with the appointment of Michael

Starr things would change, and I think prob-

ably the atmosphere did. The atmosphere

changed from military to civilian rule. That's

really the shift that occurred at the board

from the days of the colonel and the high
tables in the dining room to the days of the

more egalitarian accessibility of Michael Starr.

But the ethos of the board didn't change;
the dynamic of the board didn't change; the

view of the board didn't change.

That board cannot make the kinds of

statements Dr. McCracken makes. That
should not be the role of the board. The
board isn't a workman's adversary. The
board is a workman's protagonist. The
board's definition has to become completely
reconstructed. The board, when it sees

patterns of disease, when it sees problems,
when it receives through this bill or any-
where else the consequences of occupational
disease, it has to get out there and talk about
it.

Does the minister know that in the last

12 days there have been three deaths of

workers who worked at the Johns-Manville

plant in Scarborough—all of them from
cancer? That's really a bit much. I under-

stand what has happened in the latency

period. I understand what has happened in

the intervening 15 or 20 years. The first was
a week ago Friday. The last was this Mon-
day. There was one in between. Two of

them are now, I think, being compensated.
The third will be before the board. All of

them long-time Johns-Manville workers. Can
I say something about that? Because it

really bothers me.

If I was chairman of the Workmen's Com-
pensation Board and there had been three

deaths registered from cancer in a period of

12 days, even 15 or 20 years later, I would
say something about it. I would think the
board might say something about it. I would
think the board might write some of the
workers who worked at the Reeves mine or
that it might meet with the workers in

Matachewan or issue some kind of statement

publicly, in Ontario, and say "these are the

consequences of conditions inadequately
secured. We want people to know therefore

that the kinds of things everyone is fighting
for must be achieved. We are sounding the
alarm bells because we are weary of dealing
with these wretched compensable cases."

But the board says nothing.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Rather

than continue debating the role of the Work-
men's Compensation Board, would the hon.

member return to the principle of the bill?

Mr. Lewis: You interrupted me at exactly
the appropriate moment, Mr. Speaker, be-

cause I had finished what I wanted to say
about the board. I beheve that the board
is tied to this bill very direcdy. Although I

don't hold an animus towards the board, its

role is a peculiar one and a confusing one,
and somehow it has to be given a broader
mandate. It just should not be operating as

it's operating.

We will support the bill but we are going
to fight very hard to have the clause made
mandatory which requires a safety committee
in the work place. If the member for Scar-

borough Centre (Mr. Drea) is concerned

that there are too many work places with

f3wer than 10 employees, we will be glad
to reduce our amendment to five employees
or three employees or two employees—what-
ever the government finds acceptable, so

long as it is mandatory.

We are not fundamentalists. We don't

grab the figure 10 out of the air and hold

on to it like holy writ. You want it to be

eight, five, three or two or in every work

place in Ontario? We'll buy it. So long as

it is mandatory—so long as the workers have
that protection.

We also think that somehow, either in this

or in another bill, there must be mandatory

t:^sting of the chemicals which are intro-

duced into the work place. There just must

bs—because the pattern that I opened with

cannot be allowed to go on—whether this

government does it in conjunction with the

federal government or whether it launches

it itself. I understand its cost, but the gov-
ernment has $50 million from the lottery to

be spent on scientific research related to

occupational health and I wouldn't have

thought it wrong to use some of those mil-

lions for the testing of potentially carcino-

genic contaminants. That too must be done
in Ontario or we will forever be raising it

with the minister at question period and
she will forever be responding in a human
and professional way to the kinds of things
which present themselves in her ministry
time and again by way of environmental and
industrial disease.

We think as well that there has to be in

the bill some kind of central data collection

so that workers can have access to—and if

they say so, their unions and their doctors

can have access to—a pattern of exposure
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rather than fragmented and isolated ex-

posure. There must also somehow be in the

bill a provision which makes real the change
of threshold limit values from guideHnes to

standards. What good is a standard if it's

no more enforceable than a guideline? And
I have yet to see—we have yet to see—a

ministerial order issuing from the minister's

office saying to a company or a plant some-
where in Ontario: "You are now violating

the standard. You have X months to come
down to the threshold limit value and if you
don't come down in this period of time

there will be the following penalties." None
of that has happened yet, yet the minister

made a very major pronouncement about the

shift from a guideline to a standard.

All of those things follow logically as an

extension of this legislation. We'll support it.

We'll try to amend it. We'll work with the

minister—we promise her, in good faith—on

every major initiative she takes, but we will

brook no nonsense on the issue of occupa-
tional health. And if the board or the min-

istry plays cavalierly with the situations of
a kind that Aime Bertrand represents, if

they continue to accept reports from Dr.

Ritchie without acting upon them, if there

are serious violations of the principles or

the mechanics of the bill which are not re-

sponded to, then we will fight it every step
of the way. Because there are few subjects
in this Legislature which bear more force-

fully upon the human condition.

Interjections.

Hon. B. Stephenson: While I have been
edified—

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order please, the hon.

member for Sudbury.

Mr. Germa: I wish to participate in the

debate if the minister is closing the debate.

Mr. Acting Speaker: I had asked and

nobody responded, that's why I called the

minister.

Mr. Germa: With all the noise in the

chamber I didn't hear you call.

Mr. Acting Speaker: I called, but I'll rec-

ognize the hon. member for Sudbury.

Mr. Germa: Thank you. I certainly want
to make a few comments regarding Bill 139.

It's been a long time coming and I have a

personal interest in the bill, having spent a

great deal of my life in an industry which
has come to be recognized as possibly one
of the most hazardous industries that we

have in Ontario, the mining and smelting in-

dustry. My history in this industry goes back

as far as 1903, when my grandfather hap-

pened to get killed underground in a mine
in Copper Oliif, with the Canada Copper
Company. I'm the third generation in the

mining industry from my family and my
father lasted a little bit longer than my
grandfather. I have done a little better than

those other two who went before me.

Of course, in 1903 I'm sure the state of

affairs was probably a hell of a lot worse
than it is now. I don't know how it could be

much worse than it really is now, but I

suppose it must have been.

Bill 139 had a very long incubation

period. I think the motivating force for the

introduction of the bill was the recent re-

port by Professor Ham who is inquiring into

the safety and health of miners. I think this

was the weight that pushed this government,
this insensitive, non-compassionate govern-

ment, over the edge into bringing in this

legislation.

I think the heat first started when my
colteague from Sudbury East (Mr. Martel)

undertook to investigate the hazards at the

sinter plant in the Copper Cliff smelter. He
fought a lonesome battle here for five or six

years. He was subject to the recriminations

of the government and I recall some of the

stories coming out of the Legislature—I

wasn't here at the time—that he was overstat-

ing his case and he was being melodramatic

and that his evidence was really not re-

liable. But this man persisted and he piled

up body after body in front of the Minister

of Natural Resources until the minister

couldn't stand the stench himself and he just

couldn't ignore the case any longer.

Finally, the Workmen's Compensation
Board succumbed. They did have a break-

through and they are now pensioning sinter

plant workers who have as little as six

months' seniority in the sinter plant.

Of course, when the Workmen's Compen-
sation Board first recognized the hazard of

cancer from the sinter plant, they set a six

year limit. They were going to be nice and

safe and that's how the board seems to work.

They always err on the side of the employer.

They never err on the side of the worker.

They set the standard that if you had six

years' seniority in the Copper Clifl^ sinter

plant and you developed lung cancer, you
were consequently going to be compensated
for it.

iBut statistics were being kept and it de-

veloped that people with as little as three

years in the sinter plan were breaking down
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with lung cancer. Of course, the Workmen's

Compensiation Board couldn't hide the evi-

dence any longer and they reduced it to

three years.

A couple of years later, with the persis-
tence of my colleague from Sudbury East,
evidence was documented that people with
six months in this sinter plant were develop-

ing cancer. I was at the meeting; by that

time I had arrived on the scene. I was at a

meeting at the Workmen's Compensation
Board. There were the various Workmen's

Compensation Board doctors. There were
doctors from the occupational health branch.

There was the chairman of the board. It was
that day that the Workmen's Compensation
Board decided to lower the seniority require-
ments in the plant to six months and I re-

call Dr. McEwen's statement at that time.

She says anybody who even looked in the

door of that place should be compensable.
Now that is how virulent the hazard was in

the Copper Cliff sinter plant.

Let me just tell the minister of the atti-

tude of the International Nickel Company
in those days—and I don't see that it has

changed any.

On Saturday afternoon last, I was deal-

ing with a compensation case, a person who
has cancer of the stomach, and we are trying
to find out just where he got it. He wasn't
an employee of the International Nickel

Company. He worked for a contracting firm

which is brought in by International Nickel

Company.

I was asking him what kind of work he
was performing and he said: "Well the,
filthiest job I ever had was when I was with
a contracting finn working in the concen-
trator in the Copper Cliif smelter," He said:

"I was sandblasting pipes," but he wasn't

using sand. He was using sinter from the

Copper Cliff sinter plant. He was spewing it

out of the pipe like a black death all over
the rest of the workers in the concentrator.

So we see that there are going to be some
men who cannot qualify because the regula-
tions of the Compensation Board are such
that you have to have six months in the

Copper Cliff sinter plant in order to get
compensation for lung cancer. But here was
the International Nickel Company spraying
sinter around one of their buildings in a

sandblasting operation.

Then the Elliot Lake situation came on the
scene and I think my leader and various other
members of the New Democratic Party, with
the assistance of the United Steelworkers,
were responsible for putting that case to-

gether. Once again we had to start piling

bodies around the Minister of Natural Re-
sources so that he would take action and

bring to the attention of the Workmen's Com-
pensation Board that there was, in fact, a
serious hazard at Elliot Lake which this gov-
ernment has refused to recognize for I don't

know how many years. And there was the

ridicule that various union leaders faced, that

various colleagues of mine faced, and which,
in fact, I faced myself. There were the minis-

terial statements that this minister made
when she accused people of crying with
crocodile tears who were trying to make the

case for workers who were poisoned on the

job.

[5:45]

Mr. Wildman: Very nice speech.

Mr. Germa: And now the most recent case

is the Reeves Mine in Matachewan. I remem-
ber the Minister of Natural Resources (Mr.
Bernier) standing in his place telling us that

the Reeves plant was the best asbestos plant
on the North American continent, and that

there was no need to close it down-

Mr. Laughren: He is a real winner.

Mr. Cerma: —and two weeks after he said

that he went up there and closed the plant
down for two weeks. What a ridiculous situa-

tion we had here in the province of Ontario
when the man stood in his place and said we
have the most modern plant in the world, and
two weeks later closed it down.

Subsequently we found out what was going
on up there. It wasn't a new plant at ad\. It

was some piece of scrap that had been im-

ported from some place in Quebec, and the

modem equipment which we assumed was in

a new plant was just not there.

This is the kind of inspection service this

government has failed to supply to the work-
ers of Ontario—there is a severe credibility

gap, as well, between the workers of Ontario
and the government of Ontario. I have been
in the work place for very many years and I

can tell you to a man, that no man I ever
worked with ever looked on the Minister of

Labour or the Minister of Natural Resources,
as his friend—they were always his foes.

Mr. Laughren: With just cause.

Mr. Germa: That situation still exists today.
The minister, if she is sincere in what she

said, if she is not going around the province
crying crocodile tears on behalf of workers,
has to overcome this great credibility gap.
Hear what Mr. William Mahoney, the

Canadian director of United Steelworkers had
to say about the government of Ontario. I
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am quoting from the Sudbury Star, March 4,

1976; "Our union has come to expect in-

competence, bungling and outright coverup
of dangerous situations affecting the health

and safety of our members from this depart-
ment—"

He was speaking then of the Minister of

Natural Resources. The Minister of Labour
has now taken over that responsibility and I

would warn her of the credibility of that min-

ister. He's probably the most incompetent
Minister of Natural Resources that the prov-
ince of Ontario has ever faced, because it was
under his jurisdiction-

Mr. Laughren: That is saying quite a bit.

Mr. Germa: It was under his jurisdiction

that all of these hazards and ridiculous situa-

tions were allowed to develop.

Hon. Mr. Welch: My colleague?

Mr. Laughren: He is a bad news bear.

Mr. Germa: I have certain doubts that this

legislation will work. This present minister

who is taking over the responsibility has said

she favours a self-regulatory system; the Min-

ister of Natural Resources, over the years, has

favoured a self-regulatory system. We have

evidence, Mr. Speaker, that self-regulation in

the mining companies is not going to work.

The mining companies and the govern-
ment rely on the Mine Accident Prevention

Association to do the dust testing in die en-

vironment. The government, of course, takes

for granted that the figures that they get are

accurate and correct and that they are done
under proper settings. I haven't got that

much faith in the Mine Accident Prevention

Association. You just have to look at the

people who make up the MAPA and you
have a loss of credibility as far as that is

concerned.

Mr. Laughren: Does the minister have

confidence in them?

Mr. Germa: Comparing this legislation

with the Ham recommendations, Mr. Ham
made 117 recommendations to the govern-
ment of Ontario. As far as I can compare
the two—the bill and the recommendations—
I would say that only eight of these very
serious recommendations in the Ham com-
mission are covered in this bill. I would sug-

gest that recommendations 60, 61, 63, 66,

67, 68, 69 and 81 are the only part of the

Ham commission recommendations which
are included in the bill.

There are three major items covered in

the bill: The formation of health and safety

committees, the right to refuse to work in

an unsafe area or to move an unsafe piece
of machinery and what I think is the most

important part of the bill—and something we
have pressed for lo these many years—that

part IX of The Mining Act be transferred

out of the hands of the Minister of Natural

Resources.

For probably four or five years we have
been trying to get through the government's
head that there is a conflict of interest be-

tween the Minister of Natural Resources and
his duty as protector of the working man.
The Minister of Natural Resources is con-

cerned with exploiting resources to their

maximum benefit and, consequently, that is

in conflict with the protection of workers. I

think this is probably one of the reasons—

at least I am going to credit it as one of the

reasons—that he was unable to protect the

workers in the mines and mills of Ontario.

Mr. Wildman: He doesn't know the situa-

tion and doesn't care either.

Mr. Germa: Part IX of The Mining Act is

a very large section of the Act; it covers 187

pages. I am sure the minister has taken time

to make herself familiar with everything
that's in The Mining Act. One would suspect
that after having written 187 pages of legis-

lation, it would be possible to operate a

mine in Ontario without the mayhem and
destruction which has gone by in the past.

An hon. member: Well said.

Mr. Germa: Apparently legislation is not

what we need. We need some enforcement.

We can write all the laws we want, but until

such time as we decide to enforce these laws

and penalize the people who choose to not

obey them, then the laws will have no force

whatsoever.

I have in my possession the brief that the

Minister of Natural Resources presented to

the Ham commission. It is very revealing to

read the statements of some of the mining

engineers, and one can well understand the

problems that this minister is going to have

when she takes over part IX of The Mining
Act.

Mr. Wildman: Is that an example of how

you really feel about the whole thing? Look
at the look on her face.

iMr. Germa: I am going to give her the

benefit of the doubt.

iMr. Laughren: That's more than they give

the workers.



4724 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member for Sudbury has the floor. Will
his colleagues stop heckling him?

Mr. Germa: The most important section of

this legislation is that section of the Act
which allows a worker to refuse to enter or

operate an unsafe vehicle or to enter an un-
safe place. But right to tlie last moment, this

ministry tried to defend its position in the

brief to the Ham commission, and by no
less a person than Mr. Jewett, the executive

director of mines for the province of Ontario.

I would like to quote what Mr. Jewett
said when he was appearing before the Ham
commission. By the way, Mr. Jewett is very

deeply involved in the mess in Elliot Lake.
He was one of the mine managers and built

some of those plants which today are killing

hundreds of our people. This is the man who
we expect is going to criticize the operation
of the mines in Elliot Lake when, in fact, he
was one of the builders of this organization
in Elliot Lake.

What did he say to the Ham commission
in response to a worker entering an unsafe

place or driving an unsafe vehicle? Mr.

Jewett said—and I'm quoting:

"Some people speaking before this com-
mission have suggested that miners in On-
tario do not have the right to refuse to work
in unsafe areas. But, Mr. Commissioner, un-
der section 177(15) of The Mining Act they
have had for years not only the right but the

clear responsibility to satisfy themselves that

their work place is safe before beginning
work, just as they have shared in the respon-

sibility for keeping it safe for themselves and
their co-workers."

Let's take a look at section 177 and decide
if Mr. Jewett was making a proper interpre-
tation. We have evidence of a worker in

the Sudbury area who refused to go into

a stope one night. He was' told either go
into the stope or go home. He chose to go
home and within an hour his replacement
was dead. And yet Mr. Jewett to the Ham
commission was trying to backfill and cover
his flanks by making that statement. I went
to the trouble of digging out section 177 of

The Mining Act, and there's no place in

there that I see—what's so funny about that?

Hon. B. Stephenson: It's all right.

Mr. Germa: This is a very serious conver-

sation we're having. You're not concerned.

You'll be in the golf club Saturday night
with the rest of the aristocrats.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I'm sorry, I don't play

golf and I don't belong to the golf club.

Mr. Germa: Section 177(15) says "No man-

ager, supervisor or his agent, who has reason-

able cause to believe that any machine or

device in or about a mine or plant is unsafe
or in contravention of this Act shall cause

or commit it to be used or operated." That's

the manager and the supervisor and his

agent. It says nothing about the worker

having the right to refuse to enter. He's still

at the mercy of the mine manager and this

is the guy that we don't trust, because the

evidence is in that he stands condemned for

the actions of the past.

Another problem which is not covered in

the bill—and the bill reads very beautifully,

Mr. McCrodan, the—

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I wish the member
for Sudbury woiddn't deal with what is not

in the bill, but address his remarks specifically

to what is in the bill.

Mr. Germa: Mr. Speaker, when I'm look-

ing at the bill and I see that decisions have

to be made by management and by a govern-
mental inspector—Mr. McCrodan points out

to us that today there is often less authority'

at the mine site. Too many mine managers
do not have . the authority to deal quickly
with major health and safety problems. I

wonder how this bill can be effective if the

manager of the mine has not got the power
to enforce the legislation as we think that

it should be enforced?

I would ask the minister to address herself

to that, to grant to a local mine manager
the authority, under this legislation, to sec

that he has the power. He shouldn't have to

phone New York or some other place to get

authority to cause to happen something
which might protect the health and safety

of a miner.

Mr. Germa moved the adjournment of the

debate.

The House recessed at 6 p.m.
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The House resumed at 8 p.m.

EMPLOYEES' HEALTH AND
SAFETY ACT
(continued)

Mr. Deputy Speaker: When we rose at 6,

the hon. member for Sudbury had the floor.

Mr. Germa: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. At
6 o'clock I was attempting to introduce to

the Minister of Labour (B. Stephenson) her
new responsibilities upon accepting transfer

of part IX of The Mining Act into her

jurisdiction. I presume certain personnel
from the mines section are going to be
transferred to her jurisdiction. The inspec-
tion branch, which is contained in part IX
of The Mining Act, is now going to be her

responsibility.

I'm presuming that she would appreciate

knowing these people by their comments.
I think one of the ways you get to know
a person is by what they stand for and
what they've said in the past. I was, at that

point, quoting certain comments by certain

mines inspectors to the Ham commission.
Some of the quotes are very noteworthy and
some of them are really not. I was also

trying to recite the background of this legis-
lation for the protection of employees' health
and safety in industry.

My great concern is in the mining industry,
and I'm extremely interested in what the
minister is going to do to enhance the credi-

bihty of the mines inspection branch. There's
no doubt in my mind that the mines inspec-
tion branch suffers from a lack of credibility
even more than the Ministry of Labour does.

Certainly they are suffering from a great

credibility gap.

The minister agrees with the statement by
Mr. Ernie Isaac, the regional mine inspector
in Sudbury, when he says that "we do not
believe that health and safety can be bar-

gained for." Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, be-
because of the government's lack of inter-

vention in the work place, it has been
necessary for trade unions to expend con-
siderable amounts of time and energy and
money negotiating health and safety prob-
lems in the mines and smelters of northern
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Ontario. Despite the minister's statement
and despite the statement of Mr. Isaac, I

cannot see that this bill is going to reduce
or take away the responsibihty of the trade

union movement to negotiate health and

safety, despite my statements that that

should not be on the bargaining table at

all.

Those things we have been bargaining
for down the years have deteriorated and
diluted the bargaining process. We have
had to expend and trade off monetary gains
for safety and health items. Those things
are documented. A small example is the fact

that for a long period of time whenever
a miner got killed, it was not allowed for the
trade union or the worker's representative to

question witnesses at the inquest. After about
10 years of turmoil, in 1967 the union that
I belonged to at the International Nickel

Company was given the right to question
witnesses when an inquest was investigating
the death of a miner.

The cards have been stacked against
workers' representation throughout the years,

even in a small item such as that. I even

recall the turmoil that was involved in remov-

ing the company policemen when the Inter-

national Nickel Company had its own police

force which used to investigate miners*

deaths.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I think section 6 of

the bill addresses itself to that particular

situation, would you not agree?

Mr. Germa: I'm sure I'll take your advice,
Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Reid: You might even read the bill.

Mr. Germa: I would agree with you, Mr.

Speaker. What I was pointing out is the

long struggle that has ensued in order to

get this bill on the order paper, so the govern-
ment shouldn't rest on its laurels. It's been a

long time coming, and certainly we are

going to support the bill. I never thought I

would be put in a position to accept
crumbs off the minister's table, but in

this instance we have to take these crumbs.
This bill is not going to solve all of the

problems. It's only the thin edge of the
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wedge. I would hope that the minister would
take a look at the other 108 recommenda-
tions of the Ham commission. I don't know
what the government is doing with them.

To give some idea of the past attitude of

the mines inspection branch, which comes
under part IX, I've raised with the minister

before that there should not be warnings
to the mining companies when an inspector
comes in. The minister has denounced that

proposal. Last week when we were talking
to her in the estimates committee, she said,
"Cite one case when a mining inspector
warned the mining company that he was
coming in to make an inspection."

Let me quote from Mr. Ernie Isaac's testi-

mony before the Ham commission: "Another
reason given for believing the engineers do
favour management is the allegation that

management is warned prior to inspection.
This in fact was sometimes the practice until

about five years ago." By his clear admission
there was complicity between the mining
inspectors and the mining companies up
until five years ago.

I don't accept that just because he said it

ceased five years ago that has really hap-
pened. The method they used for communi-
cation was surreptitiously accomplished. I

don't expect the minister to know all the re-

finements of this jungle system. I know for a
fact that when the mining inspector in Sud-
bury was to visit one of the mines, he didn't

phone up the mining company and say, "I'm

coming out tomorrow." Nothing as blunt as
that. He had a better method. He would
mail out his hard hat and his overalls. He
would send them out in the taxi the day
previously. It was understood by the mining
company that the mining engineer would ap-
pear on the scene 24 hours after his hard
hat had arrived'.

Hon. B. Stephenson: But not by mail.

Mr. Germa: No, by taxi.

Hon. B. Stephenson: It would be a long
time getting there if he sent it by mail.

Mr. Germa: Why did the inspector adopt
this attitude if he knew he wasn't doing
wrong? Why did he send his hard hat and
his overalls out 24 hours ahead of time?

Mr. Haggerty: He wanted to make sure

they got there.

Mr. Germa: He knew that he was doing
wrong. And these are the people the min-
ister is inheriting. This is why I am trying
to introduce to the minister some of the

hazards of her job.

I know she might be quite innocent in this

field so she should listen to a person who
has been there for some 42 years. This is

how it is done. You mail out your hat and

your work clothes and then it is tmderstood
that you will be on the job 24 hoiu-s after

your hat arrives. That's a clear indication of

what went on. And from my experience this

is why the mines inspection branch has not

been effective for the past 30 years in On-
tario. They weren't serious about what the

hell they were trying to do.

There has been mention made that there

was innocence on behalf of the mining in-

spection branch—that the new procedures
were baflBiing them and that they really

didn't know that the hazards existed.

I quote again from Mr. Isaac who says:
"As the commission will understand, much
of this area is new to us. Up until a few

years ago, SOg in smelters or noise in mines

were accepted as a normal part of the work-

ing environment. Only recently have they
become unacceptable."

Well, we all knew that SO2 was plaguing
the workers. The mining engineer, when he

was in the smelter, must have seen that. Yet

our union wasn't competent and I, as an

individual worker, was not competent to deal

with it. And yet the mining insi)ector came
in and) he said, "It's acceptable. If you want
to work in a mine or a smelter then you have
to suffer these large doses of SOg and noise."

And nothing was done.

What I'm thinking about is that the mines

insi>ection branch took no initiative to clean

up the work place. They reacted only to

complaints. When there was too much heat

in the kitchen then they would do some-

thing, but on their own, in the past, I think

they have not corrected one misdemeanour
of the mining companies until it came to the

point where they could not do otherwise.

i am sure when this bill goes into com-
mittee there's going to be representation
made by the Canadian Manufacturers Asso-

ciation and various industrial organizations.

They are going to tell the minister—and I

am sure they are; in fact, I am going to tell

her what I heard on a bus the other night,
I'm not going to tell it now—but they are

going to tell stories about workers who de-

liberately refused to operate a machine or

refused to go into a work place because it

was unsafe.

We have had some experience with that.

I was engaged in a walkout some 12 years

ago. There were 500 of us, including myself,
who were forced to walk out of the Copper
Cliff smelter at the International Nickel
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Company on account of SOg concentration.

We just couldn't tolerate it any more, so 500

of us walked out the gates.

I'm sure you know what happened. The
next day I was called before my supervisor

and I was threatened that if that ever hap-

pened again I was out. I was finished, and

my 35 years seniority and pension rights and

everything else was down the drain. And
these are the kinds of threats that were laid

over our heads that when workers get some

power they will abuse it and they will in-

terrupt production for frivolous reasons.

In 1970, 68 workers walked off the job

in the Copper Cliff smelter on account of

SOo concentrations. On November 27, one

week later under pressure from the—

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I must remind the

hon. member that there is nothing about

Sudbury or International Nickel or anything
of that nature in this bill. There are four

principles enunciated in this bill and I wish

you would restrict your comments to those

four principles.

Mr. Germa: I think I am addressing my-
self to one of the most important principles—
that a worker has the right to refuse to

enter a work place if conditions are danger-
ous. I'm talking about SOg concentrations,

which gives us some historical background;
and the reason for this bill being on the

order paper is to protect workers from the

environment.

[8:15]

'Mr. Deputy Speaker: That's covered under

section 2 of the bill.

Mr. Germa: Anyway, the result of this

walkout was that a worker in the smelter

could demand a measurement of SOg con-

centration. That was granted to them in

1970, and Mr. Isaac tells us that "the com-

pany feared this procedure would be abused

by the union to disrupt production need-

lessly. But, in fact, that has never hap-

pened. Instead, by involving its employees,

by giving them clear rights and authority,

Inco succeeded in maintaining production
and industrial peace during the improve-
ments to the smelter."

When the minister hears from the Cana-
dian Manufacturers Association and all these

gloomers and doomers that a worker is need-

lessly going to stop production because he
sees an unsafe environment—and I know it's

coming—I wish the minister would reject

all that.

The minister has also made mention about
combative unions and their attitude towards

safety and health. There are so many things
that she should know about the department
that she is taking over. I won't go through
all of them; I will just recite one more thing
I heard which I think is going to come up
whenever this bill gets to committee.

I was on the bus to the airport the other

day and there were a couple of people from
the briefcase brigade on their way to the

airport. I didn't know these people, but it

was obvious who they were and they were

engaged in a conversation in which I was

very interested. I was eavesdropping, I'll

admit that. They had been at a meeting
discussing this bill—they were obviously in-

dustrialists—and the points they're going to

raise at the committee. I may as well warn

you that one of the points relates to a police-
man when a bank robbery is in progress;
the policeman says, "That is dangerous to

my health; I might get lead poisoning if I

go into that bank." Is the policeman—this is

what the minister is going to hear from these

industrialists at the committee-

Mr. Samis: The voice of experience.

Mr. Germa: If a bank robbery is in

progress and a policeman is directed to

break up the bank robbery, on account of

this legislation he might refuse because it

might be injurious to his health. The min-

ister will have to think about those things
because they're coming.

The next point they raised—^and this went
all the way from the Royal York Hotel to

the Malton airport—was that a nurse work-

ing in a hospital might refuse under this

legislation to enter a room where a patient
had hepatitis because the very nature of

this disease might be injurious to her health.

I just wonder how the minister is going to

respond to those criticisms in the committee.

I close by saying that I support this legisla-

tion. It's the thin edge of the wedge, it's a
crumb off the table-

Mr. Nixon: A short step forward.

'Mr. Germa: —and I look forward to legisla-

tion which will enunciate the other 117
recommendations as cited in the Ham com-
mission report.

'Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member
for Downsview.

Mr. Samis: Another voice of experience.

IMr. Wildman: A northerner at heart.

Mr. di Santo: I rise in support of the

second reading of this bill, Mr. Speaker, as



4732 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

has everybody else in this House at this

point. I think this is the first timid step in

the right direction.

I think that safety councils are a minimum
requirement in a modern, advanced industrial

society, where the workers are not considered

only as part of the production chain; where
they are not considered only as part of the

profit-making process of the corporations;
where the workers are not only considered as

subjects of the decisions of the management
of the companies; where the workers are

considered part of the process, with their

responsibilities, with their interest and with
their own personal integrity, to preserve it

thoughout that process.

I think that this bill is the result of ex-

tremely tough pressure for many years on
our part and on the part of the trade unions
in this province. It is also the result of

Professor Ham's report. I don't think the

government could avoid making some deci-
sions at this point on what we consider has
heen for a long time a neglected area of
our industrial relations in this province. I

•don't think with this bill, even though the

safety councils are instituted, that we solve
the problem of the workers at the work
place. It fails to solve their safety problems
and the problems of the decision-making
process at the work place, the decisions
which aflFect the workers directly, unless we
change the whole philosophy of the relation-

ship of the workers and the management
at the work place. I don't think that this

government will be able to do that and that's

why I am pessimistic.

Until now, the thrust of this government
in the field of safety has always been towards
the worker, never towards management and
never towards the companies. All the cam-
paigns run by this government—I don't know
how many but an incredibly high number of

safety associations, safety groups—have

always been directed to the workers. The
workers are those who have to be careful;
the workers are those who have to wear hard

hats; the workers have to watch out because

they can be hurt. We know that even if the
workers are careful, accidents cannot always
be avoided.

Sometimes these accidents are very serious
and in many cases they claim lives. It isn't

by chance that in the province of Ontario

every year we have 460,000 industrial ac-

cidents while in England, with a work force
10 times ours, they have 500,000 accidents

a year. I don't think that the minister can
convince me that that it's always the fault

of the workers of Ontario because so many
accidents take place in this province.

I think that the government has to change
that attitude. The workers are getting fed

up with that approach, with the kind of

attitude that puts the burden of the safety

only on them and never on the companies.

Last week during the Labour estimates on
this specific point, I raised the case of an
accident which claimed the life of a worker,
Dominic Gorari. I am bringing up this ex-

ample now, Mr. Speaker, because I don't

think that with this biU we can solve that

kind of problem. We cannot solve the prob-
lem of safety at the work place properly.

In that case we have seen, through the

inquest of the coroner, through the verdict

of the jury of the coroner, what kind of

attitude the government of Ontario and the

Ministry of Labour have taken. We had an

inquest only six months after the accident.

The coroner said at that point that evidence
was not available, witnesses were not avail-

able, and it was not possible to clarify the

causes of the accident, the circumstances,
and therefore, whether there was any respon-

sibility or not on the part of the company.
More serious than that, during the same

inquest one of the high oflBcers of the Minis-

try of Labour, the assistant director of the

safety branch, testified and said that at this

point only the small companies are being
penahzed because dollars are what count,
and the big companies are not penalized. The
coroner was directed by the jury to ask the

minister whether there is a double standard

in this province—justice for the jKXjr com-

panies and justice for the rich companies.

I think until we have that kind of attitude

in this province, we will never solve the

problems of workers' safety at the work

place. I think this bill, as I said before,

shows us what kind of avenues are open to

a modern democracy, what kind of avenues
are open to an industrial province which
wants to institute some kind of industrial

democracy at the work place. I think that is

not enough because most of the problems are

originated by the fact that today, as I said

before, the workers are only the target of

orders which come from the companies. Safe-

ty committees will perform a useful fimction

because they will give the worker some pull

in the limited area of safety.

We all know that in that industry, in that

plant, there are decisions which aflFect the

safety sector. Therefore, I think that we
should go beyond this bill and we should

give the worker a true voice in the whole
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decision-making system inside the com-

panies.

The member for Sarnia (Mr. BuUbrook)
mentioned the other day that we should

introduce some kind of method which is

used in most of the western countries—a

dtecision-making process inside the companies.
This bill, even if—

Interjection.

iMr. di Santo: That's only socially demo-

cratic, the member for Sarnia said. That's

what it is, in fact, because we recognize to-

day that the workers are interested in the

economic process of the nation as human
beings and not only as tools of an industry.

Therefore, they have to be part of the proc-
ess from the beginning with all the responsi-
bilities that belong to the shareholders.

There is no diflFerence today between
shareholder and jobholder, because the share-

holder cannot operate without the jobholder,
and the jobholder cannot operate without the

shareholder. This is a principle which has

been recognized in many democratic coun-

tries in the world. We have to come to

terms, even in Canada, because if we don't

do that then we will be faced with discon-

tent, vdth uproar and we will end up in

days-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: It's nice to see so

many ministers here tonight, but would they
keep their conversations down a bit, please?

[8:30]

Mr. di Santo: The national day of protest
on October 14 will be only an example of

what will happen in the future. Because we
won't reach safety conditions at the work

place when all the economic operations of

the companies are directed towards profit.

We won't reach safety conditions until we
desist from saying that it's the workers' re-

sponsibility to look after themselves. We
know very well that it's cheaper to tell the

workers to "be careful." It costs less to have
a media campaign in order to edbcate the

workers than force the companies to adopt

equipment that will make the work place
safe. We know that.

It happened two years ago with the lead

companies. We know that the workers who
were working in those companies were in no
safe conditions. We know that the filters and
the purification system are expensive. But
then this government resisted and resisted

because they said that there was no danger
there. The companies, if they are to adopt

safety equipment, have to spend money. And,
of course, it's cheaper to go after the work-

ers and tell them to be careful and to get
educated in order to avoid accidents.

For this reason I, like my colleagues, sup-

port the bill, because I recognize that it's a

step in the right direction. At the committee

level we will introduce amendments. To be-

gin with, we will make sure that the com-
mittees will be compulsory and we will fight

so that the idea of the council committees

will be enlarged to the point where we can

institute, even in this province, a system of

industiial democracy. Thank you.

Mr. McClellan: I rise to speak in support
of Bill 139 and to join with my colleagues
in trying to outline some of our concerns

with respect to it.

There are a number of problems with this

bill that I think have been very clearly

delineated. I think that those problems can

be dealt with adequately through strengthen-

ing amendments which will be coming from

us later in the clause-by-clause.

But there's another problem with this bill

that, unfortunately, we on this side of the

House can do nothing about. That problem
is as follows:

Aneurin Bevan of the British Labour

Party once said that you can make your
laws as nice as you like, but what counts in

the long run is the spirit of administration.

And that remains, I think, a simple truism

for all governments. This is a nice piece of

paper and together I hope we can make it

a nicer piece of paper. Unfortunately, it will

remain utterly insignificant unless the minis-

ter and her ministry are prepared to imple-

ment it in an honest and aggressive way.

The second problem I refer to is that the

Ministry of Labour has not earned the kind

of trust in this province among working

people that is essential to make this bill

work.

Mr. Laughren: Get the message?

Mr. McClellan: The ministry is regarded
with a pervasive cynicism, with a lack of

trust, with hostility, with leariness—

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: You don't trust the civil

servants of Ontario?

Mr. Laughren: We don't trust the minister.

Mr. McClellan: -and that is a major
obstacle to the success of this bill. It will

only be overcome by the actions of the

ministry and the good faith of the ministry

in implementing the principles and the poli-

cies and programmes of the legislation. I've

talked to labour leader and I've talked to
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construction workers in my own constitu-

ency, and they share the legacy of years
of inadequate action by the ministry. That

legacy is mistrust—and cynicism.

I was down in Windsor at the end of last

week for a mini-caucus and we met with a

number of delegations which made presenta-
tions to us. One, from the United Auto
Workers staflF which services the V-8 assembly

plant in the Chrysler works at Windsor, told

us a characteristic story about the plant.

One day the machinery used to move
automobiles through the plant broke down
and the management said to the work force,

"Okay, you move those cars manually—that
means you push them through the plant."

The problem was brought to the shop
steward. He looked at it and it was clearly

an unsafe practice. The ministry inspector
was contacted and he arrived late in the

morning, close to 11:30. He looked at the

conditions, saw that the men were trying to

push automobiles manually through the

plant and said to the work force and the

union representatives that it was obviously
an unsafe condition.

The inspector then went out to lunch—
with management representatives—and when
he came back after lunch he told the union

representative and the work force that now it

was a safe working condition.

I would be pleased, before the minister

gnashes her teeth, to give her the particulars
of this.

Hon. B. Stephenson: No. When? What
date and what plant, please?

Mr. McClellan: Yes, I anticipated the

minister's interest and I'd be pleased to put
her in contact with the gendeman who made
this submission.

Hon. B. Stephenson: No, put it on the

record now. I'd like to investigate it, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. McClellan: Right. I'd be -

Hon. W. Newman: Put it on the record
now.

Mr. McClellan: I'm afraid I don't have
the name with me. I can get it before this

evening's debate is over, and I'd be pleased
to do that.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, with
this kind of allegation, I think really it

should be on the record at this time.

Mr. Warner: It will be. We don't usually
fool aroimd.

Mr. Laughren: We agree with you entirely.

Mr. MacDonald: File it like everything
else.

Mr. Bain: You'll probably give him a

pension.

Mr. McClellan: This was a pubUc meeting
at which these allegations were made, and

the media were present.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order please. The
Chair has no authority to insist that any
member make certain information available

to the House, but if he's going to make

allegations, I suggest that he be able to back

them up with facts.

Mr. McClellan: Absolutely, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Warner: Of course he will.

Mr. Laugren: It's his choice, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. McClellan: Mr. Speaker, I have indi-

cated to the minister I have every intention

of providing the particulars to her.

Mr. Laughren: Does the Minister of Hous-

ing (Mr. Rhodes)—

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: The member without a

riding.

Hon. W. Newman: Dr. Nixon, why don't

you join us?

Mr. McClellan: If I may continue. Each
of us brings our own concerns with respect

to Bill 139. My colleague from Sudbury
(Mr. Germ<a) spoke of his own concern

around the mining industry because those

are his constituents. I bring a particular con-

cern around the construction industry be-

cause my constituents by and large work in

the construction industry.

I want to refer again to the final report

of the Italian pilot study entitled, The De-

livery of Safety Services to New Canadian

Workers in Union Hiring Halls, the report

done by Sidlofsky and Hellman. It's a very

mteresting report because what they were

looking at was the success of educational

safety campaigns within the hiring halls of

locals 506 and 183, Labourers International.

They were open to normal conversation with

the respondents in the sample; what they

discovered was that a key factor in the whole

equation around safety in the construction

industry was the push man, or the pusher.

We talked a little bit about that during
the estimates debate, but I wanted to read

very briefly one interesting section around

the pusher, because unless this legislation
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and the measures in Bill 139 are able to ad-
dress themselves to time pacing in the con-

struction industry and the kind of coercive

pressure that the chain of management com-
mand places on the work force then we're
not going to be able to deal with the acci-

dent rate in the construction industry. It's

very clearly linked to the phenomenon of

the pusher and pushing within the construc-

tion industry.

Sidlofsky and Hellman describe the pusher
thusly: "No single figure featured as prom-
inently in the construction labourers' discus-

sions as the pushman. Often varying and

contradictory descriptions of this figure can
be culled from interviews and discussions.

This perhaps indicates a lack of clarity on
the part of the respondents, but is more

likely just a reflection of the complex role

of the pushman, which varies a good deal

from one work site to another.

"Although there is probably no single key
to understanding this figure, this does not
mean that nothing more needs to be said

about it. Irrespective of his qualifications the

pushman represents that part of the chain of

command which is closest to the construc-
tion labourer. Moreover, the very lack of

definition of the pusher's role contributes
to problems in the area of safety. According
to the informants in this study, all employ-
ers with more than a few kbourers feel it

necessary to single out individual crew lead-
ers and to give them die facto measures of

responsibility on the work site.

"On the basis of the available data it also

appears that the pushman is perceived as

directly responsible for those safety factors

related to the immediate environment and
base of work. Many interviewees complained
that these responsibilities enabled the push-
ers to bypass company policies on safety,
for example by berating workers who at-

tempted to take the time to secure a ladder

properly or to attach a safety harness"—and
they go on.

Because of the time constraints I won't

reiad, as I had intended to, some selections

from the appendix, where the authors have
given a synoptic summary of interviews with
a number of construction workers. Each of

them had his own description of the role of
the pusher and of the role of pus-hing in the
construction site. It's not a very long section,
even if you don't have time to go through
the whole report. It's worth reading that

appendix, because you get a feel of what it's

like to work on a construction site which is

dominated by the phenomenon of the push-
er. It could only be described as a kind of

reign of terror. It's kind of an atmosphere

of fear that's set up that drives people into

unsafe work practices. It obviously doesn't

exisi in all aspects of the construction indus-

try, but there are a significant number of

firms in this city where the phenomenon of

pushing is a major and frightening concern.

It's absolutely essential therefore that two
of the key principles of this bill be main-
tained and strengthened: The right of work-
ers to refuse to work and the right of work-
ers to control occupational health and safety
on the work site through their health and

safety committees.

(We feel that the powers of the joint health

and safety committees under section 4 must
be spelled out more clearly, and indeed

given more authority. They must be made
mandatory and they must be given more

power. We are confident that if workers—

again I'm speaking of the construction in-

dustry—are given that kind of authority and

responsibility they vdll be able to deal with
the phenomenon of pushing and they will

be able to have a constructive effect on the

accident rate in the construction industry.

[8:45]

If that isn't sufiicient, then we will have
to look at other measures. We'll have to look

at amendments to The Construction Safety

Act, and we'll do that. But I think myself
that the bill ought to be able to take us a

major step along the road to dealing with

that problem.

The final point I want to make is a plea
to the minister not to cave in when this bill

goes out to committee.

Mr. Laughren: Is it going out to com-
mittee?

Mr. McCIellan: If it goes out to com-
mittee. We are not sure that it is going out

to committee. Maybe the minister could in-

dicate whether the bill is going out to com-
mittee or whether we will deal with it in

committee of the whole. The minister is

maintaining a stony silence. I will proceed.

Mr. Ferrier: That's as clear an indication

as you will get.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I think the member
knows that questions aren't permitted during
second reading.

Mr. McCIellan: Yes, Mr. Speaker, but the

minister has a great facility in communicating
her response from her seat in many diflFerent

situations.

Interjections.
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Mr. McClellan: This time there is no com-
munication.

Let me say again what I said at the begin-

ning that there is genuine concern about

how this bill will be handled. The labour

movement and working people are, quite

frankly, cynical about it. The kind of trust,

as I said, has yet to be earned. If the min-

ister waters down this bill, she will be jus-

tifying this suspicion and this cynicism.

I don't believe myself that she wants to

see the three essential principles of this bill

altered, or that she wants to see this bill

watered down. I think she wants to see it

proceed and that she is open to strengthening
amendments. I have some misgivings about

her caucus, her colleagues. I am apprehen-
sive about what will happen to the essential

principles of this bill if it goes outside to

committee.

I want to be very clear about this concern.
I have a memo that was distributed to us

by one of our research staflF in early No-
vember. She provided us with the informa-
tion that at a meeting of The Mining Act
revision committee the mining company
people passed a resolution to be sent to the
minister over labour's opposition to alter

significantly the right-to-refuse section. They
want unsafe conditions defined along the
lines of the Manitoba legislation.

As I am sure the minister is aware, labour

objects to defining anything that is not a

normal condition as unsafe because in the

mining industry normal can mean almost

anything. The mining people also want pro-
visions for penalties against employees who
use the right in a frivolous manner. They
don't feel that the penalty of loss of pay
already in the bill is sufiicient. Finally, they
want the penalty clause as it applies to sec-

tion 9(1), and therefore the right to refuse,
removed entirely.

The reason I mention that' is that yester-

day in the leadoflF for the Liberal Party the
member for Sarnia (Mr. Bullbrook) read from
a submission from the Ontario Mining Asso-
ciation. He made precisely those points. If

you look at Hansard, Mr. Speaker, you will

see that, number one, he espoused the

Manitoba legislation, which we don't feel is

adequate. Secondly, he raised in a backdoor
kind of way questions about the penalty-
section. He was taking his material right
from the communications of the Ontario

Mining Association. In fact, he was reading
out of their correspondence.

Mr. Laughren: That's where he gets his

orders.

Mr. McClellan: It could well be.

Mr. Samis: And he is the Liberal critic

for labour.

Mr. McClellan: That causes me enormous
concern. If the labour critic for the third

party is already preparing the ground for

significant watering down of essential fea-

tures of this bill, then all of us had better

be on our guard for what happens when that

bill goes into committee.

Mr. Breithaupt: I am sure you will be

very careful.

Mr. McClellan: Don't worry, we will

save it.

Mr. Laughren: We are worried and we
will be very careful.

Mr. McClellan: I think indeed we do have

to be very careful. Those of us who believe in

this bill, and I include the minister, had bet-

ter be on our guard, if and when the bill goes
outside into committee and the mining com-

panies start to exert their pressure. The min-

ister's own caucus had better remain solid. I

can assure her that we will remain solid in

upholding the essential principles of this bill.

After the leadoff speech of tne labour critic

for the third party, I can only express some

profound apprehension as to what direction

that group may go.

ilt's my further understanding that the con-

struction industry is incredibly upset about

the health and safety committees. We can

expect a very strong lobby from that sector to

have that essential feature of the bill watered
down substantially.

Mr. Laughren: The Liberal Party will re-

flect the concern of the construction industry.

Mr. Sweeney: The Liberal Party will try
to be fair to both sides. There are two

parties to that thing.

Mr. Laughren: It is the super-crotch party.

Mr. McClellan: I think my fear again has

been justified by that interjection, that the

Liberal Party will try to be fair to both sides.

Mr. Sweeney: You guys are blind in one

eye.

Mr. Kerrio: The party that walks on one

leg-left, left, left, left.

Mr. Laughren: Stop being provocative.

Mr. McClellan: I think that that is a simple
code word for attempting to water down the

bill substantially.
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Mr. Angus: They haven't got a leg to stand

on.

Mr. McClellan: I ask the minister again to

hold fast to the principles of this bill and rally
her caucus mates to its defence. Don't let it

be compromised in committee by those who
would subvert it, and I think those who
would subvert it are sitting in the third party
right now.

Mr. Breithaupt: Your conclusion is as faulty
as your premise.

Mr. McClellan: I also want to warn the

minister that if she does back down and
waters down this bill or allows others to move
watering down in subversive amendments,
and if her own members on the committee

support it, she will forfeit for a long time the

kind of trust I talked of at the beginning, the

kind of trust from the labour movement and
from working people that is going to be essen-

tial if this bill is to work and if the whole

occupational health and safety programme is

to work. People are expecting the minister to

water down this bill. That is a simple reality.

People in the labour movement expect her to

take out the right to refuse to work.

Mr. Laughren: Absolutely right.

Mr. McClellan: People in the labour move-
ment expect her to water down the health

and safety committee.

Mr. Kerrio: Like you guys and non-return-

able bottles.

Mr. McClellan: People are just waiting for

the minister to do it. I invite her to surprise
them.

Mr. Hall: You have gone around the Horn
four times now.

Mr. McClellan: I invite her to maintain the

integrity of the bill, be open to amendments
that would strengthen it and listen carefully
to the arguments upon which those amend-
ments were based. Together I think we can
come through this with a bill that does have

integrity and has the possibility of working, ijf

the process is gone through and gone through
well, there will be a kind of trust there that

we can build on for the development of an

adequate occupational health and safety pro-
gramme in this province.

Mr. Laughren: That's the scenario, abso-

lutely right on.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The member for

Wentworth North.

An hon. member: Oh, they have found an-
other one.

Mr. Cunningham: I rise too in support of

this piece of legislation.

Mr. Laughren: The construction industry
is about to speak now.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Could we have some
order please, especially from the member for

Nickel Belt?

Mr. Cunningham: He and I used to be
friends.

I rise in support of this bill and I know
all members of the House basically are in

support of its thesis. I think it comes as

a result not only of great consultation with

probably the working sector of our province,
but also a number of members of this Leg-
islature. More specifically too, I think the

member for Hamilton East (Mr. Mackenzie)
has some very legitimate concerns as the

member representing an area that has a

number of steel mills and certainly some

very dangerous industries.

As a resident of the Hamilton area, ac-

cording to Bill 155, the regional municipality
of Hamilton-Wentworth, I too am familiar

with some of the difficulties that employees
face in that particular area. I know it wasn't

that long ago that I was working in the

summers in some of the more dangerous
aspects of the city, not just as far as crime

goes, but certainly as far as occupational

dangers go. I recall some of the dirty jobs
that people had to do.

I worked in one plant for five years—cer-

tainly this was not one of the more dangerous

jobs, largely because I am not quite that

nervy—'but I recall people had to be in-

volved in the handling of asbestos in bags.
I don't think, until the last year I was there,

there was any provision whatsoever for any
kind of masks or respiratory protection. I

am sure that as a non-practising physician
the minister would agree that this is a very

dangerous occupation, to say the least.

There is one particular plant which has

had a great deal of—well, I guess I would

just have to say that the Ministry of the

Environment has been very kind to them
over the years—largely, I guess, at the ex-

pense of people who live around it. Perhaps
the most dangerous area has been in the

pouring of hot tar which has been used for

roofing materials. I will just explain to the

members very briefly what this process
involves.
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Coal distillate is brought in from the Steel

Company of Canada. It is distilled, poured
off into 45-gallon pitch drums and is then
used for the process of hot roofing.

The injuries that I saw there were just

disgusting, to say the least. There were s'haky
metal troughs pouring hot molten material

into these weak containers and also fumes
would come off. I truly say to the minister

that if legislation like this were in effect, I

dqn't think a number of the employees who
work in that particular environment would
be there if they were aware of the dangers
and aware of their right to avoid them.

I think this legislation in itself encour-

ages many of these industries to clean up
their acts. They are in the business of making
money, I suppose, but at the same time
those who are not too concerned about the

safety within their plant would, I am sure,

provide safer and more eflBcient methods of

conducting their business.

I recall my employment as a student at a

particular quarry. The workmen's compensa-
tion rates there I think would bear out my
argument that a number of unsafe activities

went on in this particular place. It wasn't
that long ago that a fellow, by virtue I

think of a very sloppy operation at the scales,
was backed over and killed. I think that
this legislation, if the spirit of it is effectively
enforced and I am sure it could be if the

government decided on that, would save

many people from being involved in what
I regard to be very, very hazardous activities.

Your workmen's compensation involvement I

am sure would bear that out.

The thing I am primarily concerned about,
and I hope that the minister will think
about this in the context of this legislation,
is the spirit in which the employer will look
at an employee who, under this legislation,

opts out of what he or she ponsiders to be
a particularly dangerous activity. I am sure
all members of the House would agree that

many employers are only too willing to dis-

miss an employee who points out these

dangers or who makes his concerns known
to the proper authorities or is involved in
a long and arduous workmen's compensa-
tion claim. All too often these employers
look for the very thinnest and most remote
excuse possible, and quite often these em-
ployees are then quite summarily dismissed
for whatever particular cause the employer
can come up with.

To that end, and while I don't have an
amendment at this time, I would suggest
that some sort of mechanism be devised to
ensure that all employees in Ontario have

some form of protection from being unduly
dismissed for recognizing what might be

something that maybe would save somebody
from a preventable injury, two, three, four

years from now. I can only say, that if this

legislation is passed—and I would urge that

it be passed and implemented as soon as

possible—it's going to save some claims at

the Workmen's Compensation and more im-

portantly, I think, a number of people from

being involved in unfortunate accidents.

[9:00]

Mr. Ferrier: Mr. Speaker, I would like to

begin my remarks by reading part of a

paragraph from page 250 of the Ham com-
mission report:

"Within the internal responsibihty system
at the company level, which is the key to

the quality of the overall control of occupa-
tional hazards, there has been in many com-

panies an inadequate opportunity for workers
to contribute their insight to the assessment

of work conditions and to the basis on which

management makes decisions on issues of

health and safety. The adamantly confronta-

tional character of Canadian labour-manage-
ment relations has deterred the creation of

sensible arrangements for worker participa-
tion. Questions of health and safety are not

suitable issues for collective bargaining. The
commission has carefully defined a frame-

work for the operation of joint labour-

management health and safety committees

as bodies contributive to the formulation and
review of sound managerial policies and

practices."

This bill incorporates the joint safety com-

mittees, and in so doing I think a very

significant step is being taken. When part
IX of The Mining Act was under considera-

tion some six years ago, there was a strong

appeal by the steelworkers and by those of

us in this party to make safety a joint

worker-management responsibility in the

working out of that Act. Whenever we would
make a point or move an amendment, the

then minister, Allan Lawrence, would look

down at Norman Wadge, who represented
Inco at the time, and a gentleman by the

name of Perry, who was with HoUinger, and

every time they would nod their heads, the

amendment wasn't accepted. As a result,

safety standards and responsibilities in the

mines were enshrined in The Mining Act at

that time as the sole responsibility of manage-
ment.

This bill makes safety a joint responsi-

bility and states that the provisions of this

bill will take precedence to those of any other
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Acts of the Legislature. One of the things

that always stuck in the craw of the steel-

workers' representatives in my riding was a

section in The Mining Act—in part IX, I

believe—which said if there was a dispute

over a safety matter, that management rights

always took precedence over any other Act
or anything that the workers said. So if

there was ever a dispute that went to

arbitration, it was always found in favour

of management. I gather from section 11 of

this bill that it will remove that overall pre-

rogative that has been granted to manage-
ment in The Mining Act and wiU now mean
that matters can be arbitrated in this whole
field if we get to that point.

I think this bill is meeting a long-standing
need that has existed as far as The Mining
Act is concerned, and I am sure a number
of the steelworkers' representatives in my area
will feel that there is a bit of justice finally

being put into the Acts of the Ontario Legis-
lature. The Labour Relations Act always had
to take second place to The Mining Act, and
now I gather this is going to be the Act that

does take precedence as far as the mines are

concerned.

Another thing noted in the Ham report is

the fact that by joining the mines engineering
branch with the environmental health group,
we are now going to have some interaction

between these two bodies of people; and
that the professional people who had tended
to stay with their own group, the mining
engineers had intended to identify almost

totally with the mining industry and the
health people stayed more with their group
of professionals. And now both groups wiU
have to come together and there will be some
interchange and some very significant dis-

cussion.

I think this is important as far as dust
conditions are concerned in the mines. I

would like to see some more consideration

being given by the environmental health

people to the whole problem of lung condi-
tions in the gold miners. The gold miners
are a little different than the m-anium miners
because there are a number of other condi-
tions that develop, and they often develop
much liater in life.

The whole problem of chronic bronchitis
is one that usually disables. I believe there
are studies that show conclusively that if a

person has been subjected to silica dust over
a period of time and develops tuberculosis
the silica exposure has been significant in the
cause and eifect. But this is not recognized

yet by the Workmen's Compensation Board.

The case of bronchitis in gold miners seems

to be significantly higher than it is in the

general population, and this has been shown
by studies—I think there's a man by the
name of Higgins— I. T. T. Higgins and P. D.
Oltem have found this out. There's another

study referred to in the Ham commission,
and I understand that South Africa also com-
pensates gold miners for bronchitis.

I think that there need's to be—

Mr. Wildman: You mean South Africa is

more progressive than we are?

Mr. Ferrier: In this point ithey have recog-
nized something that we haven't yet. I'm

hoping that the minister, being a medical

person, will look into these studies and will

see that these older miners do receive some
kind of justice.

In the consolidation and in the respon-
sibility that this Act gives to the minister is

the transferring of The Silicosis Act under
her jurisdiction. This should give her some

leeway to look into the wholte, broad field of

chest conditions in all miners. But my par-
ticular concern is more the gold miners be-
cause that's the area that I come from and
I've dealt with this problem for eight or nine

years. If we can make a significant break-

through there and begin to provide a much
better sense of justice for them, I would be,.

of all people, the happiest there could be.

In carrying out the responsibilities that

are granted to the minister under this Act, I

hope that her colleagues in cabinet vdl'I

make sure that she is given adequate staiF

to carry out those responsibilities. There has

been some concern that has filtered through
to me that to really do the job, there needs
to be more staff in the mines engineering
branch. I believe there's a move afoot to

create a different degree of inspector—per-

haps not the engineer, but another level as

recommended by the Ham commission—so I

hope that the Chairman of Management
Board and others will see that she has suffi-

cient funding to carry out this very impor-
tant work that is being given to her.

I am pleased that the minister is finally

getting the whole mines engineering section

and the inspection of mines in her ministry.
This thrust has been made by this party for

the nine years that I've been in the House,
and I think that now the branch is where
it belongs. I think that in that branch, be-

cause of the interaction with people in the

Ministry of Health and because it is a step
removed from the Ministry of Natural Re-

sources, there will begin to come a greater

degree of objectivity than we have known
in the past.
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Ham pointed out very convincingly what
many of us knew for a long time, that that

branch was not doing its job; that it was just

tip-toeing around and was catering too much
to the mining industry and not protecting
the worker.

I hope that with the new director in that

branch and having it under the Ministry of

Labour, it will make a very strong presence
in the mines and will ensure that The Min-

ing Act, as it presently is and as it will prob-
acy be amended a little I'ater on in the next

year, will be enforced rigidly to the benefit

of the miners of this province. Because we
certainly know that this is important. It

would give a better working environment
for men who work an a very dangerous in-

dustry where deaths and the serious injuries
and industrial diseases that developed have
been very high over the years. I suspect that

a major number of compensation cases have
come from this very industry.

I think that the permissiveness in setting

up these committees—I believe, the minister

has "may" and not "must"—is a mistake. I

think it should be obligatory. There are
some small companies where there are some
very bad working conditions. In some of the

forestry industry, some of the smallter jobbers
and that type of thing, the accident rate is

particularly high. I think those are some of

the areas where workers must have a say.

They must have a say, with the protection
of this Act, that certain things are unsafe
and must be changed and they can't be dis-

missed arbitrarily at the whim of some of

those employers. Some of them are pretty

tough individuals and it's the law of the

jungle that prevails there.

It has been documented that some pretty

disturbing situations have developed. One
of them in my riding was the Johns-Manville
Reeves mine. There have been a lot of major
concerns about those worker* and major con-
cerns that they will be followed up. I hope
that there will be provisions made for people
who have worked in what later is shown to

he dangerous conditions. Their medical con-
dition should be followed up on a regular
and sustained basis. I hope that the minister

will make sure that is done.

As I say, there are some very good things
in this Act. It does have its defects but it

does answer some of the problems that I

have wanted to see answered for quite a

long time. And if the Act is administered

firmly and resolutely and there does come
the co-operation that is so necessary in the
work place as far as safety conditions are

concerned and the workers are given an

adequate say, I think that we have entered
into a new era as far as this is concerned.

There are many things that other speakers
in my party have said that could be done
to improve it. But at least we've come this

far after a lot of years of pleading. I'm

pleased that we have made at least this

progress.

[9:15]

Mr. Burr: I should like to speak very
briefly on a subject which has been covered

very thoroughly by many previous speakers.
But one point perhaps needs some emphasis.
Inasmuch as tobacco smoke is the most in-

tense and ubiquitous form of air pollution,
and there are undoubtedly some offices and
other areas in many work places in this

province where smoking occurs to the detri-

ment of the health and well-being of passive

smokers, I wish to ask the minister whether
section 2 of this Bill 139, An Act respecting

Employees* Health and Safety, gives protec-
tion to those employees who are unwilling
to submit their lungs to avoidable air pol-
lution.

When I was a teacher the problem of the

smoky staflF lunch room was solved by the

provision of an alternative room for non-

smokers. I should like the minister to con-

sider whether section 2 does give passive
smokers the protection many of them may
insist upon, and if not, whether she would
devise an amendment to make clear that

employers do have an obligation to provide
clean air for those employees who want it.

Minnesota has passed a law that states:

"No person shall smoke in a public place or

in a public meeting except in designated

smoking areas." The possible fine is $100.

And the Minnesota law also extends to of-

fices which must be considered as non-

smoking areas unless, as is unlikely to hap-

pen, all the employees smoke.

If anyone believes that all smokers will

voluntarily refrain from smoking in the work

place if asked, let me relate an incident that

happened recently in an Ontario junior high
school staff room. There are 26 teachers 13

of whom are smokers and 13 of whom are

non-smokers. The non-smokers have pre-

viously asked for abstention from smoking

during the staff meetings which last for about

an horn* to an hour-and-a-half and which all

members of the staff, of course, are required
to attend. Recently before the staff meeting,
someone posted no smoking signs around the

room and placed a copy of the non-smokers'

bill of rights at each member's place. The
results were entirely negative.
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Interjections.

Mr. Burr: Someone described the results

as "reeking of guilt, aggression, and para-
noia." I quote from a letter reporting the

incident:

"Every smoker who came into the room
made a great show of lighting up. One went
so far as to go out to his car to get cigars,

which would, he said, be worse. Then the

principal, a smoker, entered."

An hon. member: The principal smoker.

Mr. Burr: "He picked up the bill of rights

and exclaimed loudly, 'I believe in freedom,'
took out his lighter and held it to the paper.
I have never witnessed such childish and

ignorant group behaviour from adults." I am
still quoting the letter. "I myself suffer from

smoke and when exposed to it for a length
of time easily get bronchial conditions and
infections."

A few days later a yellow sheet was given
to every staff member containing what I

believe was a parody of the non-smokers' bill

of rights, including this statement: "We insist

on the right to smoke in a relaxing place

(we have only one staff room) without con-

stantly being told by those who choose to

sit next to us that smoke bothers them."

So you can see from this that those who
are compelled to be present in certain rooms

or areas of a work place may be exposed

against their will and at risk to their health,

because of tobacco smoke which, as I said

before, is the most intense form of air pollu-

tion. And if Bill 139 is to be a really ef-

fective bill, it must protect the health of

non-smokers, or passive smokers, or if you
wish to call them that, involuntary smokers.

Thank you.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for

Algoma.

Mr. Laughren: Another New Democrat?

Mr. Wildman: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I

rise to participate in this debate in support
of Bill 139 although, as my colleagues have

expressed reservations, I too have some
worries about the bill. However, I welcome
it as a shift, however reluctant, in the

government's attitude towards workers'

health and safety in the work place. Per-

haps this is the beginning of moves that

will eventually lead to the situation where
workers no longer have to choose between
their livelihoods and their lives, a situation

which is one of the worst kinds of choices

to give a working man in this province.

The government for a long time has tried

to pretend that it is on the side of workers in

this province. The fact of the matter, of

course, is that although the Ministry of

Health may have tried in the past, the

Ministry of Labour and the Ministry of

Natural Resources have never of their own
volition taken measures to improve safety in

the work place. It's always taken a fight on
the part of the workers or on the part of the

unions, or bad publicity, before the govern-
ment would move.

Mr. Laughren: Exactly right.

Mr. Davidson: Don't shake your head. It's

true.

Mr. Wildman: I can point to a couple of

things that indicate the goverimient's atti-

tude in the past. The attitudes expressed and
shown by the Workmen's Compensation
Board really demonstrate the attitudes of this

government towards workers in this province.
I have a quote from a release issued by the

Workmen's Compensation Board—and this

relates to the principles of the bill, because

hopefully this biU will cut down on the num-
ber of compensation cases, if it operates

correctly. It says here:

"If you are a miner, a construction worker,
a hospital nurse, or a farm hand, you will be
well looked after in the event of an accident

on the job."

And it goes on to say:

"Injured workers are sure of getting tihe

benefits to which they are entitled promptly
and with a minimum of formality."

That's the Workmen's Compensation
Board release-

Mr. McClellan: Must be some other juris-

diction.

Mr. Wildman: When I read that I must
admit I had a hard time understanding
whether or not they were referring to

Ontario.

Mr. Davidson: What about all the appeals?

Mr. Wildman: The fact that there are so

many Workmen's Compensation cases in this

province indicates that that is just pure hog-
wash. The fact that we have so many cases

relates directly to the fact that the various

ministries involved in workmen's health and

safety have not ensured that the worker is

protected and safe in his work place.

The government has never really protected
the workers and quite often when they are

hurt, especially ff it involves a permanent
disability, the Workmen's Compensation
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Board doesn t provide them with the benefits

to which they are entitled. Injured worker
after injured worker in this province has to

fight for his rightful benefits, especially if it

involves a permanent disability. If it's a

temporary disability, it's not so tough. But
if it involves a permanent disability, he has a

terrible time to get benefits that he should
have received immediately.

An hon. member: Appeal after appeal.

Mr. Wildman: Right, one appeal after

another. They have to go to unions, to doc-

tors, to MPPs, to lawyers, to intercede in

appeals, letters and phone calls to the board

simply because they can't obtain the benefits

to which they are entitled, or because bene-
fits are delayed that they should be getting
and the board has said they will get or, as

I have found in my short period in this

House, on many occasions the board has lost

their file.

I just hope that this bill we are discussing
today will do something to get rid of the

problems of workers who have been injured
and so we will have fewer injured workers.

Last week, in the discussion of the estim-
ates of the Ministry of Labour, a number of

comments were made about the diflBculties

workers have in getting protection in this

province. I pointed out the situation in

Wawa, where a number of miners have been
informed by the Ministry of Health that

they have silicosis or will contract the
disease if they continue to work underground.
They've been advised by the Ministry of
Health that they shouldn't go back under-
ground.

They've been imable to obtain Workmen's
Compensation benefits because, according to
the board, their cases are not serious enough.
The board has advised them to work again
for another year and to be x-rayed in another

year and, if their condition has deteriorated

then, to reapply to the board for benefits.

This is even after their own family physicians
have advised them not to go back imder-

ground. I just have a very difiBcult time ac-

cepting that this government really cares
about workers and injured workers in this

province. If this bill means there's a change
in their attitude, then I salute it, but some-
how I'm sceptical.

In essence, the board is telling these par-
ticular workers to continue to work, to be-
come even more ill than they are now and
then to reapply and get compensated for be-

coming ill because of government order.
That's how well the government's Workmen's
Comi)ensation Board has looked after workers

in this province up until now. The minister

shakes her head. I can give her the eight
cases. I'll send them to her tomorrow.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Just give me the letter

from the Workmen's Compensation Board
that says what you said they said.

Mr. Wildman: (I have a copy of it. I will be

quite willing to give a copy to the minister

of the letter which states that "y*^^^ condition

is not serious enough. We advise you to be
re-examined in one year."

Hon. B. Stephenson: They don't tell them
to go back underground.

Mr. Wildman: Where on earth else are

they going to work?

Interjections.

Mr. Wildman: I'm sorry but when they
live in a place like Wawa where the major

industry is Algoma Ore, where the major

industry is an iron ore mine, where else are

these people going to work? It's an interesting

concept the minister has.

To get directly to the bill, one of the good
things about it is that it consolidates jurisdic-

tion over workers' health and safety under the

Ministry of Labour. Although sometimes, con-

sidering the minister's latest remarks, that

may not be a good thing, this is something
that we in the NDP have advocated for a

long time and it's taken a long time to come.
The reason this is a good ming is that at

least the miners will no longer be under the

jurisdiction of the
Ministry

of Natural Re-

sources. At least they wont have to depend
on the Minister of Natural Resources (Mr.

Bemier) to look after their interests because
in those cases it was hopeless.

If the Ministry of Labour continues to

operate in the fashion exemplified by its lack

of action in the past or the attitudes of the

minister in this House or the attitudes of the

Workmen's Compensation Board when it

refers to perinanent disability, then I'm a

little sceptical that the new branch of occupa-
tional health and safety will be effective in

implementing the other provisions of the bill.

The main provisions of this bill seem to have
come as a result of the Ham commission's

hearings and its report. I think that's a very
valuable report and one study that should
have been implemented long ago. It's a good
thing that we finally had an independent in-

quiry into the whole problem of miner's

safety.

The Minister of Natiu-al Resources and the

government, however, have tried to give the

impression that the commission was set up
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willingly by the government because of its

concern for miners' safety. In fact, it took

many years of struggle by workers in this

province, by miners in this province, especi-

ally the miners in Elliot Lake, and many years
of protest by members of this caucus, especi-

ally by the member for Sudbury East (Mr.

Martel), who deserves a great deal of credit,

before the government moved for the fact

that there has been any move by the govern-
ment on this matter.

I want to refer to one gentleman who
really deserves a great deal of credit in bring-

ing about a change in attitude on the part of

the government. That is Gus Frobel, who has
been mentioned earlier in this debate and
who is a miner in Elliot Lake. After a long
period of struggle, he was able to receive

compensation for lung cancer. It was the be-

ginning of the recognition of the problems in

Elliot Lake.

[9:30]

As is well known here, the problem of
silica as a comi>onent of dust in the mines
in this province is a very serious one. In
Elliot Lake the ore bodies contain some of
the highest silica content in any mines in the

province. Since Gus Frobel, a large number
of uranium workers have been identified as

havinjs: contracted cancer as a result of work-
ing in the mines. Since the end of 1974, ac-

cording to the Ministry of Natural Resources'
own figures and the Workmen's Compen-
sation Board figures, 81 of those miners have
died-81.

Gus Frobel is one of the three or four
who are left. He was the first and he is the

last, it appears, of that group of workers. I

think Gus has demonstrated his desire to en-
sure that this doesn't happen to anyone else

by the fact that he remains in Elliot Lake
as a symbol of the serious situation that

workers in the mines face in this province
and especially in Elliot Lake.

To give an example of the way this

worker views his situation and the situation

of miners in general in this province, I

would like to read a quote from an interview
with Gus in the Sault Star recently where
he said:

"Many thousands of years ago when civili-

zations began, men went out hunting and
one fell into a hole. He called 'Watch out!'

to the others behind him. I am the one who
got it and the least I can do is call out
'Watch out!' to the others."

This man is there as a symbol of the cal-

lousness of the industry and of the ignorance
or lack of action of the government. And he
is not willing to just take it and because he

wasn't—not because of the desire of the gov-
ernment to do something about the situation

—we now are starting to do something about

the problems in Elliot Lake. It is because of

men like this and because of the work of

the United Steelworkers of America that this

government has suggested in this bill that

workers be given the right to refuse to work
under unsafe conditions.

I don't really think that it's because this

government suddenly changed its views on

everything. If it did, it did because the evi-

dence was so great that they had to move.
And the evidence wasn't collected by them-

selves of their own volition. It was collected

by people in the work place. It was collected

by the unions and it was collected by mem-
bers of this caucus and it had to be thrown
out to the industries and to the ministries

before they moved. The fact that they have

moved I welcome but I wonder why it didn't

come a lot sooner. I wonder whether or not

their attitudes have changed enough to make
this legislation effective once it's passed.

There are a couple of things that I ques-
tion in the bill. I wonder, if this bill is the

result of the Ham commission report, why
the provision was put in that the workers

would be allowed to accompany inspectors.

I welcome that but I wonder why the gov-
ernment didn't accept the suggestion that we
have permanent worker auditors who could

take time off work to inspect the situation

on a permanent basis and with their regular

pay. I would hope that the government
would consider accepting that provision.

Also I welcome the provision in the bill

that sets up health and safety committees.

Again I would like to see it mandatory. I

wonder why there is the suggestion in the

bill that these committees should meet not

more than once a month. What if you have

a situation like Matachewan and they were

only allowed to meet once a month?

An hon. member: The whole town?

Mr. Wildman: United Asbestos; I don't

mean the whole tOAvn. It's an interesting

point! I am sure they could meet more than

once a month if you were talking about the

town, but what about the company? If you
had a situation like that and they only meet
once a month, why is that provision there?

What is the purpose of it?

Ilf the situation is serious surely the health

and safety committees can meet as many
times as is necessary to analyse the situation

and to make suggestions on how to improve
it? I am sure that would be in the interest

not only of the workers but also in the in-

terest of the company. For that reason, I
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will be supporting amendments that will be

suggested by our caucus at the committee

stage.

Mr. Laughren: I'm glad to hear it.

Mr. Wildman: I am glad you are here

listening to me.

I do support the bill because, as I said

before, it at least looks as if the government
is moving away from its alliance with capital

in this province, who maximize profits at the

expense of the lives of the working people
in this province. But I would just like to

end, Mr. Speaker, by emphasizing I sup-

pose the bill only is a first step and not as

a final be-all and end-all in health and safety

in this province.

The situation we have in this province, Mr.

Speaker, results, as Mr. Frobel says, because

there is a smell of money in the air. The
reason there was such an emphasis on devel-

opment, with so little regard for safety in

Elliot Lake, was because the companies knew
there was a market and that's what matters.

Mr. Laughren: Has the minister ever met
Mr. Frobel?

Mr. Wildman: Mr. Frobel says, "Before it

was the cold war, now it's the energy crisis.

The only difference is that now we nave 90
dead." And as he says at the end, "It's the

widows I feel for, that's where my heart is.

You have to do your owoi battle. That's the

only way life becomes meaningful. The
miners have to stand up and fight for what

they need."

And that's indeed true. If the miners hadn't

stood up and fought for what they needed,
we wouldn't have even this bill yet. It is to

these people, Mr. Speaker, that we owe this

legislation, not to this government.
'I support it as a first step to ensuring that

we don't have any more Gus Frobels in this

province.

iMr. Breaugh: I imagine by now the minis-

ter is a little upset that so many people this

evening are choosing to speak to the prin-

ciples of this particular bill.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Not in the feast.

Mr. Breaugh: Let me say I enjoy her dis-

comfort immensely. And I think it's time that

she recognized very <5learly that the reason
we are here—

Mr. Laughren: It's a class issue. That's why.
A class issue.

Mr. Breaugh: —to speak this evening on the

principles of this bill is because it is tiie very
principles of the bill that are vital to us.

It has taken so long to get this far in the

province of Ontario, and the principles that

are enunciated in this bill are so important to

us, that we feel it is worth spending the time

on it. I am sure the minister doesn't object.

Mr. Davidson: It took you that long to get
here.

Mr. Breaugh: We see so many of our

brothers and sisters, the people we work

with, the people we live with, so directly
affected by the principles that are laid out in

this bill, that we think it is important that

we spend time on it.

One of the things that's curious—and I

think we should emphasize that point—is that

the principles of the bill are even more im-

portant than the mechanics of the bill. You

see, the mechanics are not any kind of a final

solution at all, but the principles enunciated

in this particular bill are very important. They
are the first major response, in legislative

terms, from the province of Ontario to that

Ham commission report.

One of the things I found very interesting
was that one of the very first major statements

by the minister, after that report, was made
in an address to the International Association

of Industrial Accident Boards and Commis-
sions. A couple of things are interesting about

that.

First of all, the fact that the group she

chose to address—and I don't imply that she

wouldn't talk to the workers or anything—

Mr. Laughren: Oh no.

Mr. Breaugh: —but that particular group
was important. The second major thing that

is interesting about the address was that it

was made in Biloxi, Mississippi. Now, I can't

think of a better place to talk about the

health and safety of Ontario workers than

Biloxi, Mississippi. Frankly, those laws about

Ontario workers look a hell of a lot better in

Biloxi than they do in Matachewan. I don't

blame the minister for getting that much dis-

tance for the fallout that's in there.

What I thought was impressive was the

things she had to say which are certainly re-

flected in these principles. I want you to

listen to this very caretully because this is a

direct quote, and see if you can recognize the

body identified in here.

"The board is now taking an active role in

the battle against the medical mysteries in

the occupational health field." Now catch this

line: **The board is now similar to a forward

command post marshalling the forces of medi-

cal expertise." I'm glad that was said in

Biloxi.
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I want to just put one other small matter

on the record from that very same speech
because I think this is quite worthwhile.

Mr. Bain: You didn't think anyone would
read that speech, did you?

Mr. Breaugh: It's bordering on the unique
because it says, and 1 want to quote this one

line: "The board has developed a plan—a

plan to remove employees from the hazardous

work environment—" I'm not sure whether
that removal will be by the Krauss-iMaffei

system or just ordinary buses. And the last

part of that line is important-

Mr. Davidson: The plan is very simple; you
drop dead on the job. That is the removal

process.

Mr. Breaugh: —because it says; "particu-

larly before the risk of a disease becomes
serious." Not afterwards; not after you've

gone through the Workmen's Compensation
Board and the appeals and the medical

sources have gotten together and the ex-

pertise is out there. It says right here that

they now have a plan to remove employees
from the hazardous work environment, par-

ticularly before the risk of a disease becomes
serious.

Mr. Laughren: Dr. McCracken wrote that

speech.

Mr. Breaugh: That's good stuflF and I wel-
come that from the minister. That's an im-

portant statement; that's an important prin-
ciple to be enunciated, even in Biloxi, about
Ontario's health and safety work record.

Mr. Laughren: Unfortunately, it is not
true.

'Mr. Breaugh: And I think a substantial

change is in the works. I really think that
the principles of this bill are really so very
important because too much of the legisla-
tion that we've had in Ontario is really quite
good legislation if you're reading it some-
where else in the world. It only looks bad if

you're here in Ontario seeing that legisla-
tion at work, seeing how it's implemented.
That's the only thing we have wrong in a
number of areas.

Let me quote another international source,
since the minister chose to go to Biloxi.

This one was not quite such a glamorous
spot as the Broadwater Beach Hotel in

Biloxi, Mississippi. This one was done at a

place called Black Lake in Michigan. There
was a slightly different crowd at Black Lake,
which happened to be a UAW conference
centre. Let me point to a couple of prin-

ciples that are there. They were enunciated

at that particular conference and I think

they are inherent in this particular bill, a

substantial change in Ontario.

"The elimination of pollutants in the plant
has always been the goal of the labour

movement. The growth of the environmental

movement has focused attention on the long-
term health effects of occupational chemical

exposures and has spurred new effort on the

part of many unions, including the UAW,
who have included new safeguards in our

contracts, trained safety and health commit-
tee men and expanded our professional staff.

But the problems go beyond what labour

can achieve in collective bargaining, or sole-

ly with its own forces in the political area."

That's important stuff; that's a response
from another side of the coin, and I think

an important one and certainly a very valid

one for a number of people.

Let me just quote another small line. Two
small quotes from each side, if you want to

put it that way:

"The corporate executive's message to

workers who complain about health and

safety conditions often is, 'Keep quiet or

we'll have to shut down.' The reality is that

they seldom do shut down and when plant

closures do occur that are attributed to safe-

ty enforcement, closer investigation often re-

veals that the operation was old, outmoded
and unprofitable for other reasons. Yet to a

worker worried about losing his or her job,

health and safety blackmail can have the

same devastating effect as environmental

blackmail."

That's important stuff to get on the record

because that deals with the principle of this

particular bill.

Mr. Laughren: Did the minister say that?

Mr. Breaugh: No, actually the minister

was not the one who said that. I should

quote the source; it's a fellow by the name
of Leonard Woodcock, who might know

something about workers because he repre-

sents a few of them in the United Automo-
bile Workers.

[9:45]

That's the context in which this bill has

to be viewed. Very simply, why is this bill

before the House now? Why are these prin-

ciples being enunciated? Why is there this

new plan? I'd like to think it was the result

of a conscientious person thinking through
what should be done. I'm afraid that I'm

cjoiical enough to say that it's probably be-

cause it's a very hot political issue, because
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it affects a number of people, because the

case has been made substantially day after

day in this House over case after case of

very real people experiencing very real prob-
lems.

Mr. Davidson: And more yet to come.

Mr. Breaugh: A lot of public pressure
has been there for some time. I welcome the

change in attitude on the part of the gov-
ernment from last spring when, in a num-
ber of cases when problems were presented
before the House, they were pooh-poohed.
The government would say things weren't

all that bad and of course the workers were

wrong and they didn't have their facts

sstraight and you're wrong again. The tabl-

ing of that Ham commission report was a

substantial change in Ontario's history. If

you like, it might very simply be the matter

that a third party had intervened and said

essentially the same thing that a number of

other people had said for a great many years.

There are problems inherent in adopting
the principles in this kind of legislation. Not
the least of them is all of what I think Mr.

Woodcock referred to as "the environmental

and occupational health blackmail" that goes
on. It's a question of jobs. Will you throw

the jobs out the window if you try to get

somebody a safe place to work?

Mr. Laughren: Shades of Leo Bemier.

Mr. Breaugh: There are some very real

costs involved in doing this kind of work be-
cause once you set up the kind of mechanism
that's laid forth in this bill, then that means
you can't bury it forever. You really must do
something about it. You're setting forth

mechanisms here to identify unhealthy prac-
tices. I think that once you have done that—
once you have bitten tiie bullet, you have
turned the corner, you've said that we're no

longer sweeping those under, the rug, we'll

not only just identify them, we'll now do

something about them-that's a substantial

change.

I wonder how relevant it is to ask those

people to do that kind of research—to keep
those kinds of records. For a number of them
it's possible. A number of them probably have
as much expertise in that field as anybody,
but a number of people in other work places
don't. That causes me some problems. Who's
going to do the analysis of all this investiga-
tion that takes place? Are we really raising
people's expectations to a height that this

legislation won't fulfill? And to be very blunt
about it, is this government raising those ex-

pectations to a point that they're not prepared
to carry through? That's the crucial point.

There are a number of work places that

don't have the resources to take this kind of

legislation, these kinds of principles, and do
a bang-up job with them, and we have to

recognize that. There are some very real

problems with how realistic, how practical,
this legislation is. Is it really a practical ap-
proach to the problem itseH? It may be. I

suppose we'll have to wait to see the first per-
son who refuses to go into an imsafe work

place.

But I think the principles enunciated in

this bill retain something that's perhaps not
too favoiurable at all, and that's an adversary
system. Somebody will have to object, and a

committee will have to look into it. Someone
else will have to investigate it. What happens
to that worker during that time? It sounds

simple enough. It might take a day. What
happens if it takes three years? It might, be-

fore someone makes that decision.

I wonder what will happen when the first

problem about asbestos workers comes to the

fore—when they say no. My diiBculty with

that is that I've got people in my riding who
work in Johns-Manville. They've been investi-

gated and they've had all kinds of public

spotlights and all kinds of medical research,
and I know that some of them are still work-

ing there.

I know one lady in particular who rather

breaks my heart because her husband died

there. She's 54 years old and she can't get a

proper job and she's got some teenage kids to

raise, and she was one of those who missed
out on the last go-round with the Compen-
sation Board making awards. That's tough
stuff to put out. It's very tough to sit in her

kitchen and listen to her problems and try to

explain the process that's there.

In Ontario it's a long and a complex and a

cruel system that's at work, and there isn't

very much enunciated in the principles of

this bill that substantially alters that ap-

proach. The approach remains roughly the

same. It simply recognizes there are some
valid principles, some very simple mecha-

nism, to put to work in the work place.

One of the things that bothers me about
the bill, frankly, is that it still says that some-

thing must be wrong before anything can be
done about it. Essentially, that's the problem.
Why does something have to be wrong in the

work place before we're prepared to look at

it?

The other evening I had a rather pleasant
dinner with some people from General Motors
who were outlining their plans for auto-

mobiles in North America. They were design
engineers. I was really impressed with tiie

amount of time, money and effort they spend
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analysing, building models and doing all kinds

of tests with things.

They had comparisons of diesel engines,

gas-fired engines and battery-powered engines.

They had broken it down to such a degree
that they were making estimations or cost

counts on whether it would be a better use of

the oil resource to build cars as we now have
them or to run battery-powered cars. They
had that down to a fine art—all of that cau-

tion so far in the future—and frankly admit-

ted that most of the projects they were work-

ing on wouldn't be in production for at least

20 years.

They were prepared to go to that length
to look at a product—to see how it would

market, to see whether it would work, to see

whether there would be alternatives. They
have entire staflFs of people working on it.

IMr. Davidson: Do they spend that on their

people?

Mr. Breaugh: Who is the guy that does

that same kind of analysis on the chemicals

that are used, on the materials that are used,
on the kinds of machines that they use, on
the kind of job training that people need be-

fore they can function safely in that work

place? Who does that? Nobody.
That's the tragedy we're in because of this

great free enterprise system that we have.

Large corporations are not shy about spend-
ing money. They are prepared to spend it for

marketable materials. The principles of this

bill say that's okay. The principles of this

bill say, in effect, that something must be

wrong and then we'll set up a mechanism to

look after it. That's a basic fault in the bill

and it's a basic change that must come in the

philosophy in which we deal with all of this.

An hon. member: It's a cover-up bill.

Mr. Breaugh: Those are a number of basic

problems. In effect, what I am saying
about this bill is very simply this: Those
people who up until this time have negoti-
ated safety in the work place, those organized
units that have the people and the expertise
to do it, will welcome this as being a very
practical and easy step to put in. I'm not
so sure that it's even relevant to a number
of people in the working situation in On-
tario. I'm not so sure that a great many
people in small plants can take the principles
enunciated in this bill and apply them on a
workable day-by-day basis.

I have to put this position before the
House. As a member of this Legislature, I

can't say that I think that the Minister of
Labour is an untrustworthy soul. I can't infer

that she doesn't always tell the truth. I can't

say that she's misleading the House. By the

very nature of the Legislature, I have to

accept on good faith that this is a trusting

situation and that the principles enunciated
in this bill will be carried out by her min-

istry and by that government.

I feel very uncomfortable with that posi-

tion. I would like to quote some comments
that I heard in my constituency office on

Friday afternoon about her ministry, but

there isn't very much of them that's in

parliamentary language. There are a very
few words, but if we took out the un-

parliamentary language there wouldn't be

very much left.

There is not a matter of trust. There is a

very real fear in the work place these days
that bad things are happening and we are

not too sure how to deal with them. I am
not very certain at all that the principles
enunciated in this particular piece of legisla-

tion go very far to allay those fears for very

many people.

There is a need, as this bill moves through
the House, for the bill to be strengthened.
More important than that, what I want to

hear this evening, or whenever the minister

wraps up, is a very firm commitment. If she

cares to, the minister can pour it all over

the benches here that we're aU very cynical

people, that we don't trust her enough and
that she is prepared to jump up and down
and yell and scream for the principles of this

kind of legislation. I would welcome that.

I'd love to hear the minister do that at great

length.

I want to hear a very firm commitment on
the part of the government to carry through
with the other part of that plan that was
mentioned in Biloxi. I want to see the rest

of that stuflF. This is hardly enough to make
it a safe work place.

Mr. Davidson: It was never enunciated in

Ontario.

Mr. Laughren: Did you say Biloxi?

Mr. Breaugh: Biloxi, Mississippi. Lovely
Biloxi.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Biloxi.

Mr. Breaugh: I have never been there,

unfortunately.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Neither had I before.

IMr. Davidson: Not only that, he never

made a speech.
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Mr. Laughren: Is that anyplace near

Plains, Georgia?

Mr. Breaugh: Mr. Speaker, I want to end
with a few little comments. One of the

things in the principles of this bill is very

clearly the recognition of a problem that

has been in Ontario for a long time, but

the principles are very simple and very
short-term ones that will deal with one very
small portion of that problem. There are

a number of other things that must come if

it's to mean anything.

I think that the intent of the bill is appro-

priate for sure. It's long overdue but it is

appropriate. The principles of the bill are

fine as far as they go, but they are very
short-term and are very limited. It's probably
a reasonable approach if I hear some firm

commitment. In terms of legislation, it may
be a reasonable approach but we need much
more than that. We need much more than

the minister's assurances in the House. We
need finally to see the labour laws in Ontario

protect the worker in the work place before

something happens to him.

The principles put forward in this bill

make us accept really on a matter of trust

that the government is now prepared to do
what it says right on the front cover of this

bill, to put forward An Act respecting Em-
ployees' Health and Safety; that it will carry
forward a programme that is far more com-
prehensive than what we see in this par-
ticular bill and that it is prepared to change
an attitude of governing in Ontario that has
been substantially lacking in this particular
field for a number of years.

I trust the minister. I trust her tonight.
It's probably the first time I have ever done
that. I hope I haven't made a bad mistake
in supporting this kind of legislation but we
are in that position as members of this

House that when the government proposes
legislation we have to say they mean what
they are putting forward in terms of legisla-

tion, they will carry it through and they
will bring in more legislation, if necessary.

Perhaps more pertinent is the fact that they
will actually take the words on this paper
and make them work for the people in

Ontario.

Mr. Riddell: As the spokesmen in this

party who have debated this bill have indi-

cated, we certainly support Bill 139. I wasn't

going to have anything to say about this bill

because I am not all that knowledgeable
about labour matters. But when I sit and
listen to the nonsense and the repetition that
is taking place on this side-

Mr. Davidson: Stay on the farm, Kojak.

Mr. Cassidy: The anti-labour member for

Huron-Middlesex.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member for Huron-Middlesex has the

floor.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: You have them cackling
now.

Mr. Riddell: -I just feel that I have to

make some comment and remind my friends

in the NDP that in November, 1970, the

member for Welland South moved an

amendment to section 161 of The Mining
Act.

Mr. Samis: We went through this.

Mr. Davidson: You missed that.

Mr. Cassidy: You are being repetitious.

Mr. Riddell: That amendment stated that

a safety committee shall be established for

every mine, comprising equal representation
from management and labour-

Mr. Samis: Read Hansard.

Mr. Breithaupt: We have listened to 20 of

you; now you can listen to something from

us.

Mr. Riddell: —and the committee is re-

sponsible for ensuring that the safety pro-
visions of this Act are complied with and
shall forthwith notify the minister and the

district mining engineer of any act or injury

to any workmen occurring in or about the

mine.

I want to tell you, Mr. Speaker, tliQt the

NDP voted against this amendment.

Mr. Laughren: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Point of order, the

hon. member for Nickel belt.

Mr. Laughren: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I

really feel that it is incumbent upon me—

Mr. Deputy Speaker: What is your point

of order?

Mr. Laughren: —to remind the member
who is speaking now that—

Mr. Good: That is no point of order.

Mr. Laughren: It is a point of order. The
member is introducing it into the debate.

In the 1970 debate the amendment that was

put forward indicated that the safety com-
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mittees would supervise the safety provi-
sions.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: That is not a point
of order.

Mr. Good: You weren't even in normal
school then.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member
for Huron-lMiddlesex has the floor.

Mr. McClellan: Politioal' fakery.

Mr. Riddell: If I may continue, Mr.

Speaker, I simply want to indicate that we
were in favour of establishing a safety com-
mittee as early as 1970 and we didn't re-

ceive any support whatsoever from the

NDP.

Mr. Ferrier: The committee had no say
at all.

Mr. Mackenzie: You have lost the battle.

Mr. Riddell: Then following that amend-

ment, the member for Welland South intro-

duced a private member's bill. An Act to

provide for the Establishment of Safety
Committees. The bill was debated in the

House and I will say once again the NDP
supported it with reservations.

Mr. Laughren: Is he in ordter, Mr. Speak-
er?

Mr. Mackenzie: What about the bill?

Mr. Riddell: In connection with the bill,

we commend the minister for bringing in this

bill.

Interjections.

Mr. Riddell: One would think to listen to

the NDP people that they were responsible
for introducing the bill and that they con-
sider it to be the greatest thing since sliced

bread.

Mr. Nixon: That's what 20 of them are

trying to say.

Mr. Laughren: That's an original line.

Mr. Kerrio: It doesn't have to be original
to be appropriate.

Interjections.

Mr. Riddell: The intent of this bill is to

put The Construction Safety Act, The Indus-
trial Safety Act and sections of The Mining
Act that relate to safety in mines under one

ministry.

Mr. Davidson: It is always nice to have a

farmer who knows about labour.

Mr. Riddell: This is something that we in

the Liberal Party have been proposing for

some time.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Where have you been?

iMr. Riddell: The minister stated: "As
members know, my ministry is now respon-
sible for The Industrial Safety Act and The
Construction Safety Act. With the transfer

proposed in the new legislation, responsi-

bility for all occupational health and safety

legislation will reside in the Ministry of

Labour. The division will be headed by a

person having the status of an assistant

deputy minister with whom my deputy min-

ister and I will have close and continuing
contact. The person appointed will have ad-

ministrative responsibility for all of the

statutes to which I have referred. I shall be

announcing the name of the appointee at the

earliest possible date."

Here again this is something that the mem-
ber for Welland South has been asking for

in a direct or indirect way for some period of

time.

Mr. McClellan: Where is he tonight?

Mr. Riddell: We are very pleased to see

that the government is now adopting some
of the principles of the Liberal Party, for the

Liberal Party has certainly taken this posi-

tion for some time.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Liberal who?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I'm wondering if the

hon. member for Sault St. Marie has a point
of order?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Yes, Mr. Speaker, will

the hon. member tell us who is the member
for Welland South? I can't find him here and
I'd like to commend! him.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: That's not a point of

order.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I apologize.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I think he is refer-

ring to the member for Erie.

Interjections.

Mr. Riddell: Might I just remind the Min-
ister of Housing that at the time he intro-

duced the bill or the amendment he was the

member for Welland South, but I understand

since redistribution, he's now the member for

Erie. His name is Ray Haggerty.
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Mr. Deputy Speaker: And that's not the

principle of the bill either.

Mr. Good: He is speaking to the point of

order.

Mr. Riddell: Yes, I am speaking to the

point of order.

Mr. Good: And that was back when the

Minister of Housing was still a Liberal.

Mr. Riddell: I have some other comments
I wanted to make on this bill but I want to

give the minister a chance to respond. The
only thing that bothers me is that we should

have more funds made available for research

into occupational health. I think the minister

did indicate in a speech that funds would be
available through the Wintario grant. It

seems to me a shame that we have to play
around with the lives of people in order to

wait for somebody to buy a Wintario ticket.

Mr. Laughren: It's the Provincial Lottery.

Mr. Riddell: All right, the Provincial Lot-

tery. It's still a lottery and we have to wait
for somebody to buy a ticket in ordter to con-
duct research into occupational health.

I really got up to indicate that this isn't

a novel idea that the minister has brought
in. It's been an approach that we've taken
now for five or six years.

Mr. Davidson: They keep putting time
limits on it.

Mr. Riddell: The NDP would not support
us on this endeavour until now and now they
think they've got something that they can

support.

Interjections.

Mr. Riddell: I hope we will now give the
minister a chance to respond without having
the NDP further filibuster this bill just for

the sake of sending copies out to their con-
stituents.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The member for Fort
WiUiam.

Mr. Maeck: Tell us something we haven't
heard.

Mr. Angus: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I

would like to say at die start that I don't

plan on a filibuster. I plan on speaking to tbe

principle of this bill.

Interjections.

Mr. Angus: If I can use the words of my
colleague, the member for Sudbury, this bill

is the thin edge of the wedge. We need to

assist the workers in this province to be pro-
tected, to ensure their work place is safe and
that they have a happy work life.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I believe Bud is the only
one who worked in your caucus.

Mr. Davidson: I object.

Interjections.

Mr. Angus: Mr. Speaker, will you constrain

the group?

Mr. Wildman: Which Bud?

Mr. Angus: With particular reference to the

section which relates to the safety and health

committees that may be established. I would
like to suggest that what my colleagues have
been talking about today and yesterday has

been a matter of trust—a degree of trust. The
record of this government is one that we can-

not trust. The minister has the discretion of

establishing committees if the minister desires.

Mr. Riddell: You people only endorse your-
selves.

Mr. An^us: It should be mandatory and let

me tell you why, Mr. Speaker. The Ministry
of the Environment a year and a half or two

years ago or even longer passed certain Acts

related to the protection ox people in general
from intrusion on the environment. They
haven't had the decency to enact all the seg-
ments of those pieces of legislation or to

declare them. In other words, they are not in

use. They are not effective. They mean

nothing.

There has to be trust and with the record

the government has had over the past number
of years, we do not have that trust. That is

why we want to change a particular clause in

this bill to make it mandatory for safety com-
mittees and healdi committees to be estab-

lished in all plants over a certain size. I think

the comments related to whether it should be
10 or two or whatever, but there are a lot of

cases where there are plants that do employ
only eight or 10 people which are environ-

mentally unsafe for the workers.

I can recall some of my days in the con-

struction industry where we tended to toler-

ate conditions because those were the way
the conditions always were. While we might
have grumbled a bit, we never did anything
more than that. We didn't learn about the

effects of road dust on construction workers
or the effects of concrete dust or cement

powder on workers who come in contact with

it. We just thought that that was there and
that was the kind of situation that we had to
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put up with if we wanted to earn our living
in that particular field. I think the comments

relating to that aspect in the mining industry

—especially about whether or not the workers

should ever go hack underground—-are ap-

propriate.

Mandatory health and safety committees
will provide workers with a vehicle for under-

standing what is happening to them. Obvi-

ously these committees will be looking into

research available on all aspects of their en-

vironment—whether it be suspended air par-
ticles or toxic substances that they use in the

work place, whether it be noise, whether it

be light, or whether it be psychological con-

ditions. They are going to learn about them.

They are not just going to sit there and have
a meeting and adjourn a minute later because

there is nothing to discuss. They are going to

want to learn and it is going to give them an
excuse to do so and I think it will be to their

betterment.

Another section of the bill relates to an

employee being able to have what I would
consider a witness participate in the inspec-
tion—it's section 3(3), referring to the inves-

tigation by an inspector or engineer. It pro-
vides for a safety representative, a committee
member who represents employees, or a per-
son authorized by the trade union that rep-
resents the employee.

If none of those three exists then the in-

dividual who has registered the complaint,
and is concerned about his work environ-

ment, has to go it alone. I think that person
should be able to bring a third party, either

quite possibly his particular member of the

Legislature, or an individual who can act
as a third party, a representative, to under-
stand what's happening. So in terms of the

safety committees and the concept of making
all available research accessible to the com-
mittee and to the worker, I think that will

go a long way to assist in cleaning up the
environment of the work place.

I think, too, if in particular instances, such
as in the area of noise levels, permanent
noise monitoring equipment was installed in

the high-intensity areas, that would be a
natural function of safety committees to pin-
point these particular aspects and to ensure

they are brought about. I hope the ministry
will accept that kind of approach and direct
the companies to consider it as well.

The bill should speak to the total work
environment. It should speak to the air prob-
lem—the air that the worker is in—whether it

be inside a building or the external air, the

noise levels, the noise pollution, the chemi-
cals that they work with, the psychological

aspects of close concentration work that may
have an effect on the employee's health and
his future ability to work. Well, there is an
old saying that what you don't know won't
hurt you. But I think the more we know and
the more the workers know, the better off

we will be and the better oflF the province
will be.

Section 5, subsection 3, relates to a maxi-

mum of one-a-month inspections and I think

that section is disgusting. I think the in-

spection should occur whenever necessary. I

think there should be a minimum of one
month inspections. I think the inspection
should occur whenever the inspector or an
individual requests it. In addition, when an

employee leaves the work place because of

what he or she considersi an environmentally
unsound situation, then I believe that reim-

bursement should continue until the matter

IS settled and a decision has been reached.

I don't think the worker's income should be

jeopardized by the fact that he has had the

courage to speak up for his rights.

Two of my colleaguesi, the member for

Durham West and the member for Windsor-

Riverside, bravely mentioned the problems
of smokers and non-smokers and the effects.

I would like to take their comments a little

bit further, again going back to my own
past experience in the work field. There are

areas in business where there is an abnor-

mal concentration of cigarette, cigar and
other types of tobacco smoke.

An hon. member: The political back

rooms.

Mr. Angus: Aside from the political back

rooms. I am talking about the hospitality in-

dustry—the bars and lounges of this prov-
ince. I, for one, having worked in such a

facility, found myself becoming acutely sick,

violently ill, because of the high level of

cigarette smoke. I Mdll tell you the option I

took. I got out.

This was a number of years ago. I de-

cided I could no longer do it because my
health would not stand it. What about those

individuals who are making bartending or

bar managing a career? Will they have the

option under this Act to say this work en-

vironment is environmentally unsound and
that something has to be done? Probably
the only approach would be permanent in-

stallation of exhaust equipment to protect
the workers.

The whole area of suspended air particles

and the effects upon the workers is almost

similar to the invisible hazards of radiation

that one obtains in certain sectors of certain
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industries. But in the grain industry, in the

wood industry, in road construction where

there are heavy concentrations of suspended

particles in the air, while they can see them

they just sort of think that they're there and

that they're really not doing any harm, even if

they go home and they're coughing and the

mucous that is ejected is black and filthy.

We have to ensure that those people will

have the same rights to object to their work
environment and to ensure that it be cleaned

up—that they are protected and their families

are protected on their behalf.

I think too that we have to address our-

selves to the situation where particles can

be transmitted from the work place to the

residence of the worker. For instance, there's

a circumstance in my riding where a wafer-

board plant, after initial startup, required its

workers to change clothing and to shower

before going home, thereby keeping all the

contaminants—the wood dust—in the plant.

I was very frustrated to learn that about six

months ago they instructed their employees
to discontinue that practice, with no justifi-

cation at all. I think that we have to look

at the work place and the home in terms of

what goes from the work place to the place

of residence and what effect it has on the

families of the workers.

Last spring I raised a number of issues

by letter and in this House related to sus-

pended air particles, particularly with refer-

ence to the rate of respiratory diseases in

the Thunder Bay area. I think that they

exemplify the kind of problems that exist in

our industiies. As you know, because the

information actually relates to your riding

as much as it does to mine and to that of

the member for Port Arthur, there were
37 per cent more deaths in Thunder Bay
due to acute respiratory infection than the

provincial average. Twice as many people

suffering from acute respiratory infections

were admitted to Thunder Bay district hos-

pital than the provincial average.

Since that time I have received correspond-

ence from Lynn R. Munro, executive officer,

I assume, to the Minister of Health, with

two documents. One has "the total separa-

tions from the district of Thunder Bay and

the province of Ontario discharged with a

primary diagnosis from the section diseases

of the respiratory system and malignant neo-

plasm of trachea, bronchis and lung, 1975."

The separations for the diseases of the res-

piratory system, the rate per thousand popu-
lation in Thunder Bay district is 26.4.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I think that informa-

tion woiild be more properly brought to the

attention to the Minister of Health (Mr. F.

S. Miller), rather than the Minister of

Labour.

Mr. Angus: I appreciate the comments, but

I'm speaking to the principle of the bill and

relating to situations that do exist. What I

was going to do after I provided two more

basic items was to relate it to the need for

all-encompassing research into the areas of

occupational health and to point out that

there is material available from the Ministry

of Health that can point to regional differ-

ences, particularly in reference to respiratory

diseases as well as situations regarding ad-

missions for disc problems and so on.

The comment I was going to make was

that there are 244 per cent more admissions

in Thunder Bay district than in the province

of Ontario for diseases of the respiratory

system and 100 per cent more for malignant

neoplasm of trachea, bronchis and lung. This

is a situation which I find quite disturbing

and I think the sooner we toughen up this

bill to ensure the kind of things that we in

the NDP have been talking about over the

last two days, the better it will be for the

workers, not only in the Thunder Bay district

but all over the province.

I have a final concern, and that is the

interpretation of hazards and what really con-

stitutes hazards. How many of the decisions

will be made like the decisions of the Work-

men's Compensation Board? Have no fear,

I'm not going to say any more about that,

other than that the benefit of doubt always

goes to the companies; it never seems to go

to the workers. I hope this does not occur

with this bill.

I'm pleased to see the bill. I am hopeful

tliat the minister and the Conservative gov-

ernment will accept the amendments that we
will be presenting. They are amendments
which we believe will strengthen the rights

of workers and ensure that they can continue

to work in a safe, healthy environment.

Mr. Ferris: Mr. Speaker, it's a pleasure to

join in this debate on this bill. I sincerely

believe that we, as members of the Liberal

Party, have a great pleasure in endorsing

the intent of the bill that is before us, the

Employees' Health and Safety Act. There

is one problem, however. I think the NDP
"sincerely believe that they invented the

worker; I'm not sure that's really true.

Mr. Cassidy: You sure didn't.

Mr. Ferris: Well, I've got to tell my hon.

friend that half of the people who work in

the Ford plant at Talbotville-
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Mr. Davidson: You'd better rehearse.

Mr. Ferris: —which is a very large group,

do live in the constituency of London South;

those people talk to me and I think I under-

stand their problems-

Mr. Bain: You never do anything for

them, though.

Mr. Ferris: —<and I think they are very

happy to see this kind of legislation come
forward. Whether my friends have been sit-

ting on their proverbial posteriors for some
time and have not been ready to accept
some of these things previously, be that as

it may. I think that the prime important

thing here is—

Mr. Davidson: You weren't here.

Mr. Ferris: I know. Neither were you.

Mr. Deans: The difference is, he will be

back.

Mr. Ferris: The difference is that the

workers in London South constituency don't

believe that the NDP will solve their prob-
lem either.

Mr. Bounsall: Name me the plant.

Mr. Ferris: I think that what is really

important here is that we have given the

workers the opportunity to take the initia-

tive, to refuse to work an conditions where

they feel it's unsafe. We have given the abil-

ity to invesitigate and we have forced upon
the employer the necessity to investigate—

Mr. Wildman: Why don't they have work-
er auditors as suggested in the Ham report?

Mr. Ferris: Well, the NDP would like to

have everybody as a shop steward. Hell, let's

face it.

Mr. Bain: What do you have against shop
stewards?

Mr. Davidson: Do you know what a shop
steward is?

Mr. Ferris: Yes, I do.

Mr. Davidson: Do you?

Mr. Ferris: I've worked. I've built barrels,
I've driven trucks and things like this, so

don't worry about it.

An hon. member: He's a work freak.

You're going to have a work freak.

Mr. Ferris: I think there is a slight prob-
lem that the minister has not attacked prop-

erly in that there should not necessarily be
a commitment to meet once a month. I think

there's a necessity for a meeting whenever
the situation arises. I think that must be

changed.

Iln actual fact, though, I think the whole
Act must be looked at as a general agree-
ment that both sides must act in good faith.

There are very obvious ways in which either

side could have a detrimental effect and ob-

viously kill the good that could be brought
forward by this bill. But I would hope that

this is what would happen in the carrying
out of this legislation.

As a member of our caucus stated this

afternoon, I believe that perhaps there

should be some regulations—and I think this

is something the minister is probably quite

willing to do—to communicate in various

languages the hazards and problems that

exist in these very large plants so that the

people in ethnic communities and groups can
understand and be appreciative of what the

conditions are and what their rights are.

I think that's an important fact and I think

that it must be looked after.

Mr. Davidson: You don't need language to

tell you what you're dying from.

Mr. Ferris: Well, my friend might wish to

die sooner than I do. Mr. Speaker, I will not

continue, because I would hope the minister

might at least get started on her reply to-

night. I think it is very important that we
do go forward with this. I think it is some-

thing that has been long overdue, and I

would sincerely appreciate the ministry at-

tacking this problem with the greatest vigour
to see the culmination of this Act. However,
there are some questions that will come up
in the committee sessions, I'm sure, and
there are some amendlnents we might wish

to make.

Mr. Samis: In the brief amount of time

available, I'll see if I can squeeze in the

remarks I have to make. I realize at this

stage of the debates some of it is a bit repe-
titious.

Hon. B. Stephenson: A bit?

Mr. Kerrio: Let's go.

Mr. Samis: Let me say that the workers of

the community of Cornwall have every right

to be heard through their member as the

member for Huron-Middlesex (Mr. Riddell)

has. If the attitude of the member for

Huron-iMiddlesex is typical of the Ontario

Liberal Party, then the Ontario Liberal Party
will end up the same as the Quebec Liberal
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Party did last night. If there's any arrogance
in that, the federal Liberals will end up the
same way.

Mr. Breithaupt: There weren't too many
New Democrats elected, as I recall.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Up the Union Nationale.

Mr. Riddell: You are leading the workers
down the garden path and the workers know
it.

. Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. We're

dealing with Bill 139 and the member for

Cornwall has the floor. We're on the prin-

ciples.

Mr. Samis: Speaking to the principles of

the bill, let me say that in general I would

regard them as praiseworthy and a step in

the right direction. The principles of the ball

are so basic and so fundamental that the

essential question I wonder about is why are

we dealing with it in 1976? What took so

I'ong?

Mr. Riddell: We have been dealing with
it since 1970.

Mr. Samis: Why did this government wait
so long to bring in this bill? I would submit
the main reason for the delay in this bill

being presented to us is the lack of leader-

ship, the andifi^erence and the apathy of the

government toward the basic problems of

occupational health and safety, specifically,
the Ministry of Natural Resources.

An Hon. member: Read the bill again.

Mr. Samis: I exempt the present Minister
of Labour (B. Stephenson) from this charge,
but the Ministry of Natiiral Resources in mis

province has a sordid record of neglect and

apathy on the whole question of problems of
workers in the mines.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Perish the -thought.

Mr. Samis: If I ask why do we have this

bill here before us now and why did we have
the Ham report—and I realize I am obviously
susceptible to the charge of being partisan-
let me suggest that if it weren't for the

efi^orts, if it weren't for the investigation, if it

weren't for the disclosures and if it weren't
for the questions in the Legislature and the
constant prodding of the government by the
member for Sudbury (Mr. Germa), by the
member for Sudbury East (Mr. Martel)—

Mr. B. Newman: By the member for Erie

(Mr. Haggerty).

Mr. Samis: —^by the member for Nickel Belt

(Mr. Laughren), by the member for Cochrane

South (Mr. Ferrier) and most of all by the

member for Scarborough West (Mr. Lewis), if

it weren't for their ejfforts—not some Mickey
Mouse private member's bill—and their con-

stant prodding of the government-

Mr. Breithaupt: This is not being excess-

ively partisan.

Mr. Samis: —we wouldn't have this bill to-

night, and the minister knows it.

Interjections.

Mr. Samis: If you're a Liberal and if you're
in opposition, this government doesn't move
till it's prodded and pushed and kicked. Look
at the record in Hansard of who's done that

job in the Legislature on this topic.

Mr. Riddell: All you people ever do is prod
and kick.

Mr. Warner: You guys couldn't run Disney-
land.

Mr. Samis: Let me suggest that the results

of those efforts are this bill and this legisla-
tion. And that speaks for itself.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: That is the Minister of

Labour's bill and the credit for it is hers,

nobody else's.

Mr. Samis: In the very brief amount of

time left let me suggest that the member for

Nickel Belt has an excellent amendment that

he has proposed, namely, the idea of making
this mandatory for anv enterprise of 10 or

more employees. Possioly it should be even
less than 10, because even the member for

Scarborough Centre (Mr. Drea) mentioned
some problems in smaller enterprises. The key
thing is that if this bill is going to mean

something, it's got to have teeth, and the

amendment ofi^ered does give it added teeth.

I see the general spirit of section 9 as

protecting the rights of employees, but I have
a concern that 65 per cent of the employees
in this province do not belong to a union.

When one takes the case of a small factory,
a small business, or a small industry—and I

don't mean this in any derogatory sense-
where people maybe take the job for second-

ary income in that family, where they may be
a little bit inseciure about losing a job because

in an area of high unemployment that may be
the only job they can get-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: We have now reached

the time.

Mr. Samis: I'll move the adjournment then.

Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Warner: Why don't we stay?
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Mr. Samis moved the adjournment of the

debate.

Motion agreed to.

*Mr. Deputy Speaker: I now deem a motion
to adionrn to have been made. I now recog-
nize the hon. member for Ottawa Centre (Mr.

Cassidy) for five minutes.

RENT REVIIEW

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, I asked for this

debate on the adjournment because of the

problem of short leases which was raised last

Wednesday by the member for Wentworth
(Mr. Deans) on behalf of the New Democratic

Party. Mr. Deans pointed out that in his area

there were problems of landlords now giving
short leases, taking effect in early 1977 and
to expire on August 1. Clearly those landlords

intended to raise rents again, and therefore

flout the intentions of the Rent Review Act.

That is also the case in Toronto where the

big corporate landlords such as Cadillac Fair-

view are doing the same thing.

[10:30]

To summarize our interchange, Mr. Speaker,
the hon. minister of Consimier and Commer-
cial Relations (Mr. Handleman) said in his

reply, "Nobody can increase their rent eight

per cent now and eight per cent six months
from now. The Act does not permit it."

And then when he was pressed again, when
I asked him who will protect the tenants after

July 31 next year when they face another rent

increase—that is, after a short lease—he said,

"The law will protect the tenants."

Both of those statements, Mr. Speaker, are

wrong. They require retraction before thous-

ands of tenants are misled and I would like

to go into the details because I would like to

get the record straight. I hope the minister

would then, in a generous way, retract.

The section which is relevant is section

2(a) of the bill which was the section intro-

duced in amendments last spring to The
Residential Premises Rent Review Act. The
intention was to stop short leases in the

spring of 1976, but it did not go beyond
that. And that section said: "Where no order

of a rent review oflBcer is in effect, no in-

crease permitted under subsection 2"—that
is, during the 12 months ending July 31,
1977 "-shall be charged to take effect

within one year after the latest date upon
which an increase within the limit prescribed

by subsection 1 takes effect except upon the

order of a rent review oflBcer applied for

under subsection 3."

There is no dispute between the minister

and myself that if in January or February
of 1977 a rent review oflScer orders a rent

increase, that that order is effective for a

full year. We are talking of increases of

eight per cent or less on short leases being
introduced for early in the year, and the

section in question says that within a year
after an increase prescribed by subsection 1

takes effect. But it doesn't refer to any dura-

tion of the increase that takes effect during
this, the second year of rent review. The
limit prescribed by subsection 1 specifically

refers to an eight per cent maximum of

above August, 1975, and that increase can
take effect no later than August 1 of 1976.

I hope I make myself clear, Mr. Speaker,
that this subsection 2(a), on which the min-
ister is hanging his hat, only refers to short

leases that were taking effect over the first

few months of 1976, and it does not apply
to short leases taking effect for the beginning
of 1977.

I would suggest that either the minister is

ignorant and doesn't know about the law, in

which case it's a problem we have experi-
enced often in the past with rent review;
or he is stubborn; that is a problem we
have also experienced in the past with this

minister. Or he is setting out to mislead

tenants because he sympathizes with land-

lords, or because he so desperately wants
to be relieved of the responsibility of rent

review.

His only other possible defence is the sug-

gestion that Bill 60 last spring was not

subject to the expiry date of the original

rent review bill.

That's hardly credible when the subsection

2(a) in question makes a specific reference

to the possibility of the order of a rent

review officer, and the rent review oflficers

won't exist after the expiry of this particular

bin.

We have to start talking now about pro-

tection for tenants in August, 1977, or be-

yond. At that time, the rent review bill will

not be in force to give them protection.

The rent review bill will not give them pro-

tection if they get a short lease of eight per
cent or less starting in the spring.

Mr. Speaker, we feel in this party that it's

about time the government acknowledged

that, rather than misleading tenants. It's little

wonder that tenants have lost their faith

in the Davis government. A minister like the

Minister of Consumer and Commercial Rela-

tions who so openly begs to be relieved of

rent review should be granted his wish now.
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Mr. Deputy Speaker: I now recognize the
hon. Minister of Consumer and Commercial
Relations for up to five minutes.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, I am
indeed pleased to hear the hon. member
call for my resignation. He now joins his

very distinguished counterparts in the Com-
munist Party of Canada who have also asked
for my resignation. They are the only two

political parties I know of who have asked
for it, but I am quite sure our friends op-
posite might ask for it. When we introduced
Bill 60 last spring-

Mr. Wildman: The member for Scar-

borough-EUesmere (Mr. Warner) will tell

you to resign too.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: —I stated at that

time that an amendment clarifies the fact that

a landlord who has benefited from a rent

increase of up to eight per cent without a

rent review may not have another such in-

crease for a period of at least 12 months.

Apparently there was no argument about that

statement at that time. On April 27 when
we went into second reading, 1 said we are

trying to close what many people have
conceived to be a loophole. That was the

possibility of there being an eight per cent

increase in July, 1976, and a consequent
increase starting in August, 1976, which
would total slightly over 16 per cent over a

period of 13 months. There is no question
about that. We were trying to do that—

'Mr. Deans: That is right. We agree.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: —and the hon. mem-
ber for Ottawa Centre said, "We welcome
the fact that the short term lease situation

will now be definitely cured." That was on

April 27, 1976.

Mr. Deans: He was wrong.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: This is November
16. Somewhere along the line he's had some
kind of a conversion. It no longer is defi-

nitely cured because somehow or other he
seems to have read some fine print.

The member for Beaches-Woodbine (Ms.
Bryden) in the debate said, "There are a

number of good amendments in the bill

which we would like to see become law,
such as it being unlawful to increase rents

more than once in a 12-month period." The
member for Beaches-Woodbine seemed to

feel that's what the amendment accomplished.

Mr. Deans: Well it doesn't.

Mr. Cassidy: It did for last spring but not

beyond.

Mr. Deans: It doesn't for next year.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: On May 18, when
we were in committee, the member for Ot-
tawa Centre said, "Perhaps I can dte the
case of a tenant whose rent was increased in

the last 10 or 11 months—" etc.—"what steps
does the minister propose to publicize this

new amendment, and to enforce it against
landlords who might otherwise be charging
illegal rent increases?"

So the question was asked; they haven't
done it, that's really what it amounts to.

Amendments were moved by the member for

Ottawa Centre, but there was not one word
about there being any change in the wording
of this Act.

In answer to his question the other day
I said that nobody can raise rents six months
from now, and that if he measures six

months from now it will be within the cur-

rency of the Act. Nobody can raise the rent,
if they've aheady had an increase. To that

extent my answer is absolutely accurate. No
retraction is required. Count six months from

today and you're not into August, 1977.

Mr. Cassidy: Count from August, 1977—
that is the question.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: He asked me who
would protect the tenant after August 1,

1977.

Mr. Deans: You are playing games.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: What games?

Mr. Cassidy: You are playing games.

Mr. Deans: You knew exactly what was

being asked of you.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: He said he is not

satisfied with my answer. That's why we're
here at this late hour and I'm telling you I

will not retract. He asked me who would

protect the tenant after August 1, 1977, and
I said the l&w will. This government is com-
mitted to the protection of the tenant. The
desperation of the hon. member in trying
to retrieve a constituency that he sees he is

losing control of—he's lost in Ottawa, he's

going to lose it in Metro, he's going to lose

it everywhere in this province. The tenants

know who protects them. It's this govern-
ment and we will continue to do that.

iMr. Renwick: That is not true.

Mr. Deans: What are you talking about?

Mr. Renwick: No, he is not going to lose

it anywhere.

Mr. Cassidy: Resign. Do it now.

The House adjourned at 10:40 p.m.
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The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

Mr. Moffatt: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

privilege please.

Mr. Speaker: Proceed.

POINT OF PRIVILEGE

Mr. Moffatt: Mr. Speaker, you may recall

last Monday afternoon in the private mem-
bers' hour, you were in the chair and I

asked you if I might table some papers
which were correspondence from constituents

in the riding of Durham East concerning the

regional government in Durham; I asked if

I could put those on the desk of the Treas-

urer (Mr. McKeough). The Treasurer was
not here from 5 o'clock until 6 o'clock that

day.

Tuesday I was in my seat two minutes
after the House opened and the papers
which were tabled and placed on the Treas-
urer's desk appeared back on my desk. Now
it is obvious to me Mr. Speaker, that the

papers were not loooked at, read, or any at-

tention paid to them. I wonder if you could

give me some guidance as to how one gets
the Treasurer to listen to the people of

the province.

Mr. B. Newman: Come on, that's a pretty

cheap shot.

Mr. Speaker: I have no idea how the

papers got back onto your desk, so there is

really nothing I can do about that.

Statements by the ministry.

GREAT LAKES MEETING

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, I would like

to acknowledge the presence in the Speaker's

gallery this afternoon of the members of the

interstate legislative committee on Lake Erie
and extend to them a warm welcome on
behalf of the government as they gather
in Toronto for a two-day meeting to con-
sider solutions to the problems of the Great
Lakes.

Thursday, November 18, 1976

This non-partisan committee, members
from the Lake Erie states of Michigan, Ohio,
Pennsylvania and New York, consists of a
chairman and representatives from both the
Senate and House environmental committees,
and from the Speakers' oflBces of these states.

I have shared many constructive moments
with the committee in their past legislative

workshop, and recall the deliberations we
had a few years ago in preparation for the
Great Lakes agreement.

At the meeting in Toronto the committee
will specifically consider the problem of toxic

substances in the lakes and improvements in

the control of detergents, as well as the

future direction for the Great Lakes agree-
ment which will be renegotiated over the

next few months.

I commend the work of the committee to

the attention of this House and ask all mem-
bers to welcome our visitors today.

DRIVER LICENCE CLASSIFICATION

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, during the

past year my ministry has been preparing a

programme of classified driver licensing to

enable Ontario to join with other Canadian

provinces in a programme which is aimed
at matching a driver's skills and respon-
sibilities with the kind of vehicle driven; for

example cars, motorcycles, buses, or heavy
commercial trucks and trailers. Today I wish
to announce that regulations regarding the

classification of drivers' licences will becom.e

effective February 1, 1977.

With these new regulations, every driver,

no matter what type of vehicle he or she

drives, will have a driver's licence relating
to a specific class, and he or she will be per-
mitted to operate only the vehicles indicated

in that class.

The chauffeur's licence classification will

be discontinued. Being paid to drive will no

longer be a factor in the new licensing sys-

tem; instead, all drivers will be categorized,

depending on the characteristics of the ve-

hicle driven.

I am tabling a list of the 10 classifications

in detail. However, as a summary of what is
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contained in the list I would like to say that:

For example, drivers of cars or light trucks

up to 18,000 pounds will be in class G;

motorcyclists will be in class M; and there

will be a class R licence to permit the

learner to obtain motorcycle experience on

the road under restricted conditions during

daylight hours.

Let me point out here that the drivers of

cars, light trucks and motorcycles need take

no action to obtain their new licences. When
their present licences expire, or must be re-

placed for some reason, these drivers will

receive a new type of licence automatically.

In other categories, presently-hcensed
school bus drivers must convert to a class B
or class E licence, which in the new system

applies to large or small school buses. How-
ever, since these school bus drivers are now

currently identified in the ministry's com-

puter system, they wiU be sent a special letter

advising them how to obtain their new
licence. It will be necessary for those who
haven't already done so to take a defensive

driving course.

For drivers of heavier vehicles, such as

commercial buses and trucks, or tractor-

trailers, the new programme will call for

reclassification. Drivers of such heavy com-
mercial vehicles are subject to a great deal

more physical, mental and emotional strain

than are, for instance, car drivers. Thus each

operator will have to meet higher health and

vision standards. They also will have to file

periodic medical reports to confirm that they
are continuing to meet such standards.

In essence, this means that if a driver holds

a class A, B, C, E or F licence, he or she

must provide a satisfactory medical report

every three years to age 65 and annually there-

after. Drivers will be notified in advance of

the specific date at which their next medical

examination is due.

You will note that class D drivers, although
required to file a medical report initially with
their application, are not included in the

cyclical basis. I would also like to draw to

your attention the fact that medical reports

may be required at any time from any driver

for driver control purposes.

At this time, my ministry is finalizing

pamphlets explaining the new licensing sys-
tem in detail. These will soon be available at

all MTC vehicle licensing and driver ex-

amination offices. They will also be sent to

companies operating fleets of trucks and buses.

While the programme becomes effective

February 1, 1977, it is fully understood by
my ministry that conversion to the new

programme will not happen overnight. The
new regulations provide for a one-year con-

version for those who wish to upgrade their

licences on the basis of their driving experi-

ence. But I urge all truck and bus drivers

and companies to take action now to obtain

replacement licences.

For the benefit of non-commercial drivers,

let me stress that ordinary motorists, motor-

cyclists and drivers of light trucks that weigh
no more than 18,000 pounds need take no
action.

This means that while the new driver's

licence classification programme will include

every Ontario person who operates any kind

of a motor vehicle, only about 200,000 of the

province's four million drivers need take any
action to be reclassified.

BANK ACT REVISIONS

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, with

respect to the revision of The Bank Act and
Ontario's views on the white paper, I have
written to the federal Minister of Finance

today and sent him our views, which I will

table, and I thought it would be wise to put
the letter on the record:

"The enclosed paper outiines Ontario's

major concerns regarding the recently pub-
lished federal white paper on The Bank Act.

Let me say first that the general tlieme

favouring an increase in competition in the

financial system is certainly welcome. Never-

theless, we have reservations about several of

the specific proposals because of their impli-
cations £or competition, in some cases, and

jurisdictional problems in others. However, it

was disturbing to note that some serious

problems were not addressed by the white

paper.

"Ontario believes that the present diversity

in Canada's financial network contributes to

an atmosphere of competition that would be

lacking if all institutions are encouraged to

seek full bank status. Furthermore, we are

concerned by the encroachment on provincial

jurisdiction which such a move implies.

"Because of its effect on areas of divided

jurisdiction, we are anxious that the provin-
cial government be fully involved in the de-

velopment of the electronic payments system.
In this connection, we are concerned by the

high degree of discretionary authority wielded

by the federal government in the operation
of the Canadian Payments Association. This

is certain to augment the atmosphere of un-

ease and uncertainty which already plagues
our economic environment.
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"The proposals to scrutmize the operations
of foreign affiliates operating in Canada more
closely are cx>nsastent with Ontario's views.

We are concerned, however, that formal

recognition be accompanied by some explicit

encouragement to obtain reciprocal arrange-
ments in other jurisdictions.

"The white paper did not address the ques-
tion of increasing competitiveness in the

market for short-term government bills and
notes by expanding the range of securities

suitable for recognition as secondary re-

serves. We did, of course, raise the matter in

an earlier submission, and it has received
the support of the other provinces and the

Economic Council of Canada. My staflF has
examined the issue in some dtetail and have
some positive suggestions on how the prob-
lems might be overcome. I think that a

meeting of officials to discuss this issue would
be useful.

"The coming decade will be a challenging
one for Canadians. In order to remain com-
petitive in the international marketplace, we
will have to be productive and innovative.

If Canadian banking legislation is to con-
tribute to meeting these challenges, it too will

have to be innovative and flexible. The cur-

rent economic environment does not call for

a major change in Canada's financial sbruc-

ture, with all of the uncertainty and appre-
hension that would entail. I am concerned,
however, that the immense requirements of

financing our industrial development in the
decade ahead will put additional strains on

capital allocations and I would hope that we
will be able to respond quickly to new cir-

cumstances as they arise."

MUNICIPAL NOMINATION PAPERS

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, while
I'm on my feet, the other day I was asked
for an opinion as to the fiHng of nomination

papers on Remembrance Day. The answer is

a little long and) perhaps I might give it now.

Certain doubts have arisen as to the validity
of nomination papers filed on Remembrance
Day mainly because section 34(1), states that

a person may be nominated as a candidate
for an office by filing in the offices of the
clerk during the normal office hours of the
clerk within tlie period in which nominations

may be filed, a nomination paper in pre-
scribed form.

Certain solicitors are of the opinion that

because municipal offices are not normally
open on Remembrance Day, a nomination
filed on that day would not be filed dining
the normal office hours of the clerk and there-

fore would not be valid. Further dbubt has
arisen because Remembrance Day is a holiday
and there is some doubt that an act done on
a holiday can have legal eflFect.

•Normal office hours mean 8 to 4:30, or 9
to 5, and so on, without reference to any
particular day, and therefore if the municipal
offices were normally open between 8:30 and
5 o'clock and the municipal clerk received
nomination papers between those hours on
Remembrance Day the nominations would be

validly filed. Furthermore, the common law
rule preventing legal acts from being done on
a holiday is probably applicable only to Sun-

days.

[2:15]

Some municipal lawyers are divided in

their opinion on the question. We have been

advising municipalities to consult their own
solicitors. Several candidates who filed on
Remembrance Day and subsequently con-

sulted the ministry were advised, to remove
all doubts, that they probably should with-

draw their papers and refile. All candidates,
if they were concerned about the problem,
could have refiled and we believe most did
refile their papers on the Friday or Monday
following Remembrance Day.

The question really can only be decided
in the courts, and any statement of opinion
made by myself could only serve to add to

the present difference of opinion and would
not solve it.

Mr. Speaker: Oral questions.

BILINGUAL DRIVERS' LICENCES

Mr. Lewis: A question of the Minister of

Transportation and Communications: Can I

try to elicit from him a further expansion of

his statement on the issuing of licences by
asking whether it is, in fact, true that he has
been replying to letters sent to him in the

last month or two with the announcement
that he intends to have all licences in Ontario,
new or renewed, issued bilingually as of

January 1, 1977?

Hon. Mr. Snow: No, Mr. Speaker, I don't

believe that was the tone of my reply. When
I have received inquiries relating to the matter
of bilingual drivers' licences, I believe I have
stated that the new classified driver's licence

system would be implemented in the near

future and when the new classified licences

were printed they would be bilingual in form.

Mr. Cassidy: Well, well, well. It took us
five years to get it.
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Mr. Lewis: The minister stated that in

his letter to these people?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Yes.

Mr. Lewis: Why doesn't the minister, par-

ticularly in the present atmosphere, announce

this formally as a useful demonstration of

what might be done generally?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, I will then

now, officially and formally—

Mr. Lewis: Congratulations. You are too

much.

Mr. MacDonald: Well, well, well.

Hon. Mr. Snow: I will officially and for-

mally announce to the House now that with

the issuance of the new classified drivers'

licences the form of the licence will be

bilingual.

An hon. member: Separate now?

Mr. Roy: Supplementary: I would like first

of all, Mr. Speaker, to congratulate the min-

ister about this and ask him whether in

view of that change of policy—God bless him—
he might consider when he suspends a per-
son's licence the notices might be bilingual

so he might know that his bilingual licence

is suspended?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Are you worried about

your own?

Mr. Roy: No, not now.

Hon. Mr. Snow: I assure the hon. member
that when I have the opportunity to suspend
his licence, I will send him a notice in

bilingual form if I have to write it myself.

Mr. Roy: That's not going to help you.

Mr. R. S. Smith: In th^t case, you will

never receive it.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, I can't re-

cite by memory the different forms that will

be reprinted when new programme changes
take place. We do have a number of this

type of form relating to vehicle and per-
sonal licensing matters that will be switched

over on a gradual basis, when new supplies
are ordered or a programme is changed to the

bilingual form.

Mr. Cassidy: Est-ce que le ministre pourrait
nous assurer en cooperation avec le ministre

de la Justice que dans le futur les avis de

cautionnement pour violations au code du
traffic qui sont envoyes aux chauffeurs dans

la province sont envoyes en fran^ais et pas

simplement en anglais?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, my personal

translator, the Minister of Health (Mr. F. S.

Miller), says he cannot follow that; so I'm

afraid I'll have to wait until Hansard is

printed. I'll get the Ministry of Government
Services to translate it for me, and I will

give a reply to the hon. member.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, out of courtesy

to the Minister of Health, who may be a

better minister than he is a translator-

Mr. Speaker: Final supplementary?

Mr. Cassidy: Could the minister say

whether, in co-operation with the Attorney
General (Mr. McMurtry), he will see that

notices of violation sent to motorists under

The Highway Traffic Act are also available

in French?

Hon. Mr. Snow: I will leave that matter up
to the Attorney General.

Mr. Lewis: I would just like to con-

gratulate Ren6 Levesque for having stimu-

lated so much in such a short period of time,

Mr. Speaker.

Hon. Mr. Davis: It is quite obvious you
two have a lot in common.

Mr. MacDonald: Apparently so do you and

Joe Clark.

Interjections.

Mr. Lewis: With his millionaire stock-

brokers? You'll be comfortable, my friend.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

EMPLOYMENT ON INDIAN RESERVES

Mr. Lewis: May I ask the Chairman of the

Cabinet, now that the national park for the

English-Wabigoon river systepi has been

abandoned, what precise undertaking has he

set in motion either to compensate or to

provide projects as alternative supports for

the Indian bands at Whitedog and Grassy

Narrows?

Hon. Mr. Rrunelle: Monsieur I'Orateur,

j'aimerais dire au chef du Parti NDP que
le sujet est a I'etude.

Mr. Lewis: Mais oui, Monsieur le Minis-

tre. Je suis le chef du Parti NDP—but why
doesn't the minister answer my question?

He can't duck it that way. Therefore, I will

ask the Premier, if I may redirect my ques-

tion.
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Is he going to pieet him in his ojffices? They
are very nice oflBces; I commend them to

the minister. If he is going to meet him,
will the minister be taking with him specific

projects in piind? Can the minister share with

the House the specific proposals the govern-
ment will be making on a cost-sharing basis

with the Reed Paper company?

Hon. Mr. Irvine: Mr. Speaker, I don't

intend to meet in Mr. Billingsley's office. I

expect it will be either in my office or in the

office of the Minister of Natural Resources.

I would think that would be the more proper

place. As to what proposals we will be dis-

cussing, I'm not at this time at liberty to say.

Mr. Breithaupt: You are safe there!

Mr. Lewis: Would he like it in English or

Yiddish?

Hon. Mr. Davis: It will be convoluted in

either form.

Mr. Lewis: Now that the national park

programme has been abandoned for the

English-Wabigoon river system, may I ask

the Premier whether he will accept the oflFer

made to the government by Mr. BiUingsley,

the president of the Reed Paper company,
to pay substantial financial support or copi-

pensation to any government programme
which the government would wish to insti-

tute for the native people of Whitedog and

Grassy Narrows?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Firstly, Mr. Speaker, I'm

intrigued at the idea of the Leader of the

Opposition that he has accepted some ideas

from the head of Reed Paper—probably the

only one that he's accepted. I would suggest
that as it relates to this particular issue, if

he would direct the question to the Provin-

cial Secretary for Resources Development
(Mr. Irvine), he will be brought up to date

as to the present situation.

Mr. Lewis: Well, I will be glad to ask

each of the ^ministers, one at a time.

May I ask the Provincial Secretary for

Resources Development—I'll be more specific

—exactly how he intends to make use of

the explicit offer from the president of the

Reed Paper company to provide sums of

money, either by way of financial compen-
sation or financial support, for any under-

taking or programme which the government
initiates to help or assist the native people
of Whitedog and Grassy Narrows?

Hon. Mr. Irvine: Mr. Speaker, the Minister

of Natural Resources (Mr. Bemier) and my-
self will be meeting next week with Mr.

BiUingsley to determine exactly what he
meant by his statements in the media.

Besides that, I think I should inform the

House that it is our understanding that the

Minister of Natural Resources and Mr.
Allmand will be meeting next week to

decide what will be our next course of

action as it relates to continuing our talks

with the natives in the area aflFected by the

English-Wabigoon system and how the

province can co-operate with the federal gov-
ernment to have this matter resolved to the

mutual satisfaction of all concerned.

Mr. Lewis: By way of supplementary, does Mr. Deans: A supplementary question:

the minister intend to meet Mr. BiUingsley? Assuming we all do then support the commit-

RENT INCREASES

Mr. Lewis: A question, if I may, to the

Minister of Consumer and Commercial Rela-

tions: Can the minister make a pubhc guar-

antee which is somehow authenticated in law

that any leases entered into at any time, let

us say, between now and July 31, 1977, for

a period less than a year will, in fact, have

binding application for a full year at a rent

increase of whatever is determined, eight per

cent or less?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, if the

Leader of the Opposition is asking for a legal

opinion, of course, I can't give it to him. I

have stated here and have stated outside this

House the government's commitment to that

effect. The intention of the government in

bringing in the amendments last spring is

quite clear; it was accepted by all parties that

our intention was clear and we are making a

firm commitment to that effect.

As to what will be done officially, of

course, I can only repeat the words in the

Star today, "no decision has been made."

Mr. Lewis: By way of supplementary, since

the legislation dies on July 31, 1977, how
can the minister possibly make a commitment

to prevent additional rent increases applied

in August, September or October, when there

is no legislative authority governing those

rent increases?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, I

would assume, without any powers of prog-

nostication, that all parties in this House

would support the commitment, and ff it was

felt necessary to bring in legislation that it

would receive such support.
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ment, would the minister amend the legisla-

tion to make it clear that any arrangement
between landlord and tenant entered into

between now and the termination date, July

31, 1977, will be in efiFect for 12 consecutive

months from the date of implementation?
Would he make it clear now and leave that

law by itself on the statute books for that

period of time?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, I'm
not in a position to commit the government
to bringing in legislation today or tomorrow.
I have made a commitment on behalf of the

government, and I'm sure that all members
of this Legislature would support that

commitment in the event that legislation is

necessary.

Mr. Cassidy: Supplementary: Given the
rather tattered credibility of the government
on matters relating to the protection of

tenants, will the minister come back to this

House within a week with a legal opinion
from his own oflScials or from the Attorney
General's department as to whether or not
there is eflFectively any protection for tenants
on short leases after August 1, 1977?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, no, I

don't believe I would present a legal opinion
to the Legislature. We have made a commit-
ment, and on behalf of the tenants of this

province I, as minister, have said that that is

the efiFect of our legislation, and if it's not the
efiFect of our legislation we will make it quite
clear in due course that we intend to protect
them in that way.

Mr. Speaker: A final supplementary from
the member for St. George.

Mrs. Campbell: Does the minister not

recognize the need for clarification at this

time, when the activities of the owners of
these buildings indicate thej-e is no such
commitment? What, in fact, does the minis-
ter say his commitment is, because I don't
understand it?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, the
need for clarification may very well be there.

However, a commitment has been made
publicly and in this Legislature, and if the
landlords have not read that then I assume
they should start reading Hansard as required
reading.

Mr. Cassidy: It is a best seller.

Mr. Breithaupt: The collected sayings of

Syd Handleman.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: The commitment
has been made. We cannot foretell what may
happen here six months from now, and this

is what the hon. member is asking me to do.

At this time, under the present Act there is

no possibility of a rent increase taking place
other than as provided for in the Act.

An hon. member: What a stupid statement.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: What may happen
in August is a matter for the future and a
matter for clarification in the future.

Mr. Cassidy: Supplementary.

Mr. Speaker: No, that was a final supple-
mentary. The Leader of the Opposition has
one more question I believe.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Speaker: No. Order, please. I said that
was a final supplementary.

CANCER AND ASBESTOS

Mr. Lewis: To the Minister of Labour: Has
the minister determined whether there has
been any study undertaken oflBcially through
the Ministry of Health, the Ministry of
Labour or the Workmen's Compensation
Board into the relationship between cancer
of the larynx and asbestos in the period since

April, 1975, when it was recommended by
Dr. Ritchie?

[2:30]

Hon. B. Stephenson: I know that the Min-
istry of Labour has not undertaken such re-

search. I am not as yet sure whether any has
been initiated by the Ministry of Health and
I am talking to the Workmen's Compensation
Board at this time. As I said in the Legisla-
ture the other day, I felt the study was prob-
ably outside of government and that I was

endeavouring to find the source of the infor-

mation which I had received, which I am
still endeavouring to do.

Mr. Lewis: By way of supplementary, had
it never been brought to the minister's

attention formally through the group to

which the report was submitted that any such

specific study was anywhere launched?

Hon. B. Stephenson: The report which Dr.
Ritchie tabled for the Workmen's Compen-
sation Board was directed specifically to an
examination of problems of malignancy of
the lung and gastrointestinal tract. One oj the

gratuitous or tangential remarks that he
made in his sudy—
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Mr. Lewis: Gratuitous or tangential!

Mr. Breithaupt: It is hardly gratuitous.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —was that there

should be further research in this area. At

the time that the board looked at this study

they were concerned with cancer of the lung
as a result of asbestos exposure and cancer of

the gastrointestinal tract. That is the direc-

tion which they have followed to this date.

I'm sure there will be further examinations

of that report, now that some of the situa-

tions which were in question have been clari-

fied. At this point in time, there are other

researchers in other areas of this country and

of the North American continent who are

pursuing this research. That is what I am

attempting to establish.

Mr. Lewis: Did you refer to the city of

Toronto when you replied?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Yes, 1 did.

LACK OF COURT FACILITIES

Mr. S. Smith: I have a question for the

Premier, in the absence of the Attorney Gen-

eral (Mr, McMurtry), regarding the lack of

justice facilities in the Ottawa area: While

we dton't begrudge Brampton riding its new
courthouse, how can the Premier be the head

of a government that tolerates the situation

in Ottawa where the Chief Justice of the

High Court has held courts, I think it was

last week, in the basement of the Holiday
Inn? Surely the Premier recognizes the prob-
lem there. What is he prepared to do to

make the system of justice operate through-
out Ontario equally for everyone?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would just like to seize

this occasion to point out that the additions

to the courthouse facilities in the region of

Peel, which were constructed basically by the

former county of Peel, will serve not only the

great riding of the city of Brampton, but also

Mississauga North, Mississauga South, Missis-

sauga East and portions of WeHington-
DuflFerin-Peel.

Mr. S. Smith: And Ottawa West, if they
are willing to travel.

Hon. Mr. Davis: While it is geographically
in the middle of that community, it does serve

more than the one.

Mr- Roy: Just answer the question.

Mr. S. Smith: They even have one in

Kitchener.

Hon. Mr. 'Davis: In case the member is

not familiar with the geography of the region

of Peel, I thought I should explain this to

him.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Order.

Hon. Mr. Davis: As it relates to the avail-

ability of court facilities in the great com-

munity of Ottawa, perhaps the Attorney Gen-

eral (Mr. McMurtry) will be here later to

answer specifically.

Mr. R. S. Smith: Are you looking fior votes

back home?

Hon. Mr. Davis: In the meantime, perhaps
the Provincial Secretary for Justice ( Mr. Mac-

Beth) might have some insight that would

be helpful.

'Mr. Breithaupt: Don't count on it.

Mr. Roy: We don't want to trouble him.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I'm just saying they might
be helpful to the member for Hamilton West.

I'm trying to be as helpful as I can.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I used to practise law in

places worse than that.

Mr. S. Smith: Is the Premier aware that

in addition to having to use the basement

of the Holiday Inn, there are now lawyers
in Ottawa advising their clients not to bother

even trying small claims court, despite the

fact that court specifically exists for the

ordinary citizen to get a summary redress of

some grievance, because of the 18-month

delay which now afflicts that particular court

in the Ottawa area? Surely a system of justice

must operate for everyone in Ontario.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I think it's quite obvious

the member for Hamilton West knows the

system of justice operates equally for every-
one in the province of Ontario.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: It is also true that new
physical plant is not necessarily related to the

quality of justice that is provided.

Mr. S. Smith: There is an 18-month delay.

(Hon. Mr. Davis: I could reminisce here

today and remind the member for Hamilton

West, who was not resident in the great

province of Ontario when I used to practise

law—
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Mr. Breithaupt: That long ago.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —that I have appeared for

accused people in facilities that were per-

haps not as adequate as the basement of a

Holiday Inn.

Mr. Eakins: Was there wiring in the base-

ment?

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I've been in them and the

member for Wilson Heights (Mr. Singer) has.

Is the member for Ottawa East (Mr. Roy)
the one who's advising his clients not to

appear? I don't know. Anyway, I will try to

find out for the leader and get this informa-

tion for him.

Mr. Roy: Supplementary: In view of the

fact the Attorney General keeps saying that

he recognizes the facilities are deficient, and

keeps talking to the cabinet and the Premier
but can't get any further money, how can the

Premier tolerate the situation that has been

explained by my leader in Ottawa; and sec-

ondly, a situation existing now in the Supreme
Court whereby deserted wives have to go on
welfare because it takes four weeks to get
an appointment for an interim order, even in

family court or in Supreme Court?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Are you against Holiday
Inns?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, if the mem-
ber for Ottawa East is suggesting that in

many areas, not just in the administration of

justice but in other areas of physical plant,
we can with justification invest further

moneys on behalf of the taxpayer, I'm quite

prepared to acknowledge it.

Mr. Eakins: Stick-handling.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am also prepared to

state to the member for Ottawa East that

we are establishing priorities. We are re-

straining capital expenditures in the economic
interest of all the public of the province of

Ontario. Those are the rather difficult choices

we have to make which I totally understand
the opposition people have not the capacity
to do.

Mr. S. Smith: Except in Brampton.

Mr. Breithaupt: After five years.

Mr. Roy: What about Minaki Lodge?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We'll have
another supplementary; the member for Car-
leton East. This is the final one.

Ms. Gigantes: I'd like to ask the Premier

if, when he is doing his balance of accounts

on the business of investing in the court

system in Ottawa, he might take into con-

sideration the hundreds of thousands of

dollars of damage created at the Ottawa
Carleton Regional Detention Centre by
prisoners who have to wait from seven to

12 months for an appearance in court; and
the request that is to come from the town-

ship of Gloucester—

Hon. B. Stephenson: That's a question.

Mr. Speaker: Thank you. I think the ques-
tion has been asked.

Ms. Gigantes: -for an additional $100,000
to supplement police services to that regional
detention centre?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I'll try—as I understand

it the hon. member is saying do I take into

account, in balancing something or other,

the damage done at the detention centre be-

cause certain people who are there do not

get as speedy a trial as she would suggest?

Mr. Roy: Or the welfare payments to

Hon. Mr. Davis: I will bring that to the

attention of the Attorney General.

Mr. Roy: Hold the court in Minaki Lodge.

Mrs. Campbell: As everybody suggests.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

NUCLEAR REFINERY SITE

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Treasurer,
Mr. Speaker: Regarding the selection of a

site for the proposed nuclear refinery of

Eldorado Nuclear, has the Treasurer taken

some role with regard to attempting, under
the general development agreement, under
the DREE arrangement, to arrange with the

federal government for the location of this

particular refinery in northern Ontario where
the economy desperately needs this type of

boost?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I think that question
should be redirected to the Provincial Sec-

retary for Resoinrces Development.

Mr. Speaker: Does the hon. member wish
to redirect the question?

Mr. S. Smith: I'll redirect to the Provincial

Secretary.
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Mr. Speaker: Did the hon. minister hear

the question?

Hon. Mr. Irvine: I think I heard enough
of the question to answer-

Mr. Roy: To give a non-answer.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Irvine: —as far as I'm concerned.

Maybe it won't answer all the concerns of

the hon. member. In any event-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order please.

Hon. Mr. Irvine: —several colleagues and
I have met with the federal government or

various ministers who are concerned about
this project. We have met with the Crown
corporation, Eldorado, at various times. We
have discussed the feasibility of Eldorado

locating either in eastern Ontario or in

northern Ontario. I have recently received

from the ministry responsible a study which
was conducted on behalf of the federal gov-
ernment to determine what the financial im-

pact would be to the Crown corporation if

it was located either in northern Ontario or

in eastern Ontario.

The decision as to whether or not the

Crown corporation will go in eastern or

northern Ontario is clearly a federal govern-
ment decision. If the federal government
want to tell the Crown corporation they
should go to the north—and they have every
right to do so—then let them get oflF their

rear ends and say so.

Mr. Peterson: Sort of like the Pickering

airport, eh?

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
is the minister prepared to assure this House
that this government is prepared to request
of the federal government that eflForts be
made to locate this particular plant in either

Burwash, Spragge or some other suitable

northern site; and, in fact, is his ministry
prepared to co-operate with the DREE pro-
gramme to request—he knows very well the

province must initiate—to request a DREE
grant to enable that particular federal project
to be located in northern Ontario? Let's have
a clear answer to this.

Hon. Mr. Irvine: I think the hon. mem-
ber doesn't understand the complexities of
the problem.

Mr. S. Smith: Come on, you know the
situation.

Hon. Mr. Irvine: First of all, I have had
discussions with Mr. Lessard and Mr. Gil-

lespie—

Mr. Mancini: Tell us what you are going
to do.

Hon. Mr. Irvine: —and Mr. Lessard has

not indicated at all that he was willing to

proceed with this particular area being de-

signated as a DREE area; I refer to either

Spragge or Burwash, Spragge in particular.

Mr. R. S. Smith: What else does he say
about the DREE programme?

Hon. Mr. Irvine: I think the hon. member
would be wise to contact his friends, if he
has any in Ottawa, to determine what the

actual cost is—

Mr. S. Smith: Yes, I have done so and they
tell me you are not pushing.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Irvine: —as it relates to Spragge
being developed and what the cost is in rela-

tion to the Port Granby-Port Hope area. I

don't think the Ontario government can tell

a federal Crown corporation where to go,
even though we may want to.

Mr. Roy: You told the tenants where to

go a few years ago.

Mr. Speaker: The member for Durham
East (Mr. Moffatt) only.

Mr. MoflFatt: In the minister's response, it

seems to me, the only criterion he alluded to

was one of economic consideration. I would
like to ask the minister if that is the sole

criterion which this government is consider-

ing as legitimizing or not the Port Granby
choice of site by Eldorado Nuclear?

Hon. Mr. Irvine: Obviously not. There are

at least two things one must consider. The
economic development is certainly a prime
consideration. There is also another considera-

tion that has been considered in the New-
castle area and the Port Granby site which
is being proposed for development: The site

will be for a building plus a disposal area,

and it is my understanding that the local

council has said it will approve the site only
on condition there is a disposal site and a
new building constructed on the other part
of the lands, which I believe the Crown cor-

poration now have bought. Therefore, there

are two areas: First, you have to worry about
the waste or the residue; and secondly the

economy.
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An hon. member: Supplementary.

Mr. Speaker: No, I think we should get on.

The hon. member for Hamilton West.

Mr. S. Smith: On the same topic, if I

might—and so my friend will have a chance
for a supplementary—on the same topic, and
I direct this to the Premier: During the ex-

change of interjections, when I said the gov-
ernment was not pushing for a DREE grant
to enable the refinery to be located not in

Port Hope but in northern Ontario, the

Premier said I was wrong. Would he there-

fore detail for this House precisely what the

government has done to enter into a DREE
agreement for this particular federal project
and precisely what it is prepared to do now
to push the federal government, despite the

so-called economic feasibility, to have this

refinery located in northern Ontario?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I think we have demon-
strated, as a government, we are very anxious

to have proper development in northern On-
tario, a view not shared by some of our
friends. Surely the leader of the Liberal Party
is not saying to us that the government of

the province of Ontario should be shelling
out a lot of Ontario taxpayers' money for an
area where the federal government should
have total responsibility. It is a federal Crown
agency involved in a national programme.

I would say with respect that while

obviously we would be delighted to have it

located somewhere in the province of Ontario
—we are very interested in the north, we are

also interested in the east, and I am sure the

members opposite are as well.

Mr. Roy: It doesn't show.

Hon. Mr. Davis: At the same time I must

say to the leader of the Liberal Party that

we are very interested, for this occasion at

least, in Ottawa's assuming its proper finan-

cial responsibilities. This question of apply-
ing for a DREE programme to accommodate
a federal Crown corporation, surely is one on
which he should be urging us to say to

Ottawa, "You fellows need to locate this; for

heaven's sake, for once pay the bills for it."

Interjections.

[2:45]

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. S. Smith: Is the Premier not prepared
to accept that this would be a very proper
use of provincial tax dollars, to use the DREE
programme for precisely what it is meant
for-

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Nonsense.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You are getting caught

agam.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. S. Smith: —which is to locate industry,

public or private—there is nothing spectacular

about private versus public industry—where

it belongs in northern Ontario.

Hon. Mr. Davis: It would be quite ap-

propriate if the decision of the federal gov-

ernment was to say to Eldorado: "Yes, the

North Shore is the place for it." We would

accept that with enthusiasm. I am saying to

the leader of the Liberal Party this is a

federal Crown agency; for heaven's sake let

him stop bailing his friends out. Let them
assume their proper responsibilities.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: You are bankrupt
over there.

Mr. S. Smith: Contribute to it.

Hon. Mr. Davis: If they gave you a blank

cheque you would give away the whole store.

Mr. S. Smith: Contribute to it. Decen-

tralize.

Mr. Huston: You are further in debt than

Darcy was.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Are you not

aware that you are on display here this

afternoon, as you are every afternoon?

Mr. Breithaupt: We don't mind.

Mr. S. Smith: Look at the Treasurer when
you say that.

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Speaker, could the Premier

assure the House and the residents of the

north that if such a project does locate in

northern Ontario the proper environmental

safeguards will take place and perhaps the

waste could be shipped to the south?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Now you have lost the

south.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker I begin to

sense some reconsideration of previous posi-

tions as they relate to development in the

north. I would assure the member for Thun-
der Bay that like every project which has

environmental impact—
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Mr. Lewis: A uranium refinery.

Mr. Reid: The heat is getting to them.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —we will demonstrate

the same concerns in the north as we do in

the south—which is the foremost concern

to be found anywhere on this continent,

that's right.

Interjections.

Mr. Breithaupt: We are in trouble.

Mr. Reid: That scares me more than any-

thing else you have said.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Far greater than Mani-

toba, Saskatchewan or British Columbia.

VIKING HOMES

Mr. S. Smith: I'd like to ask a question
of the Minister of Community and Social

Services: In light of the strong criticisms

by a labour referee regarding the Marshall

Children's Foundation operating Viking

Homes, in which he said: "The Foundation

showed complete disregard and contempt
for the legislative intent and purpose of The

Employment Standards Act," how is it that

the minister continues to operate and accept
under his ministry a series of group homes
which he deals with? They are improperly

inspected and labour standards and other

standards are disregarded. When is he actually

going to move to clean up the whole group
home situation in the province of Ontario

under his ministry?

Hon. Mr. Taylor: Mr. Speaker, for the in-

formation of the leader of the third party,

my ministry does not operate these group
homes.

Mr. S. Smith: You deal with them.

Interjections.

Mr. S. Smith: Can the minister assure this

House of two things? Can the minister assure

this House that we're finally going to get
our hands on the interministerial study he
has been looking at for the last eight months
detailing all aspects of group home care
in this province? Secondly, can he give us
some assurance that he will not deal with
and will not fund, directly or indirectly
through his ministry, any group homes which
are not thoroughly inspected and which do

not totally meet the employment standards
of this province?

An hon. member: That's a fair question.

Hon. Mr. Taylor: Mr. Speaker, in answer
to the first part of the question, I think
the member is referring—

Mr. Good: Send it in a plain brown
envelope.

Hon. Mr. Taylor: —to the interministerial

report dealing with residential care which is

currently being discussed and considered by
the policy field. If he wishes to question that

further I would ask him to direct his question
to the Provincial Secretary for Social De-
velopment because that report is under her

aegis.

Mr. R. S. Smith: You had it first.

Mr. S. Smith: Are you keeping it as a

souvenir?

Mr. R. S. Smith: She says she doesn't have
it.

Hon. Mr. Taylor: With regard to the group
homes of which the member speaks, they
are utilized by various agencies. We don't
deal wiith those directly, although of course
we fund the municipalities that may use
those particular homes.

Mrs. Campbell: Sure, but you don't care

how they are run.

Mr. S. Smith: Supplementary: Can the

minister assure us he is going to insist on
inspection for all group homes that are

funded directly or indirectly, including those
that have only a few residents therein? And
can he assure us that he will refuse to deal

with any organizations that do not accept and

obey the labour standards, the physical stan-

dards and all other standards of his ministry
and of the Ministry of Labour in this prov-
ince?

Hon. Mr. Taylor: It goes without question
that the-

Mr. Mancini: Why didn't you say that be-
fore?

Hon. Mr. Taylor: Well absolutely; cer-

tainly the group homes have to meet the

standards, whether they be health standards,
fire standards or labour standards.

Mr. Speaker: Any further questions from
the member for Hamilton West? The member
for Carleton East then.
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GUIDELINES FOR JUDGES

Ms. Gigantes: I have a question for the

Provincial Secretary for Justice: I wonder if

he is familiar with the phenomenon known
as the male menopause?

[Laughter]

Mr. Speaker: It's a question of urgent

public importance I am siu-e.

Hon. Mr. MaoBeth: I am not sure whether
I have yet passed through it or I am right in

the middle of it, but I think it s rather the

latter.

[Laughter]

Mr. Breithaupt: Wait until you hear the

supplementary!

An hon. member: It is your second child-

hood you are in.

Mr. Speaker: We'll have the supplementary
now then please.

Ms. Gigantes: I hardly know how to pose
this part of the question, Mr. Speaker, but I

wonder if the minister, in spite of the fact

of his current condition, might consider de-

veloping with the Attorney General (Mr.

McMurtry) some guidelines that provincial
court judges could use when they are deal-

ing with testimony which may be unreliable

because male witnesses are passing through
the phenomenon of the male menopause?

Mr. Breithaupt: Did you check the judges
too?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Under the circum-

stances, Mr. Speaker, it sounds like a reason-

able suggestion.

APPOINTMENTS TO
POLICE COMMISSIONS

Mr. Conway: A question of the Solicitor

General: Is it the policy of his department
where vacancies in police commissions occur

to sohcit the advice of local municipal coun-
cils with respect to replacing those absentees?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: As far as appointments
to police commissions across the province are

concerned, they are made, as you know sir,

by the Lieutenant Governor in Council.

Those are done, generally, on the advice or

the recommendation of the SoHcitor General,
and I receive, as such, a great deal of input
from various sources, sometimes from local

councils, sometimes from local members and
sometimes from concerned citizens.

Mr. Conway: Supplementary: Can the

minister tell me why tien, in the case of the

town of Deep River, where there was an

absentee and where the local municipal
council was approached by the Ontario

Pohce Commission, I believe, for a specific

recommendation; and whereas they supplied
the name of a very reputable person, that

particular recommendation was totally ig-

nored and the particular council was not at

all taken into confidence on the matter,

w'hich they had been led to beheve they
would in fact be?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I am not sure who led

them to believe their recommendation would

automatically be accepted. I doubt if any-

body did that, sir; that is not the way it's

worked. As I have said, they are made by the

Lieutenant Governor in Council and there is

no guarantee when we seek information as to

recommendations that that information will

be acted upon by the cabinet, sir.

Mr. Conway: Why would the minister

bother at all to approach this particular coim-

cil, as in this particular instance, and simply
ignore them in the final results? They feel

particularly left out in this process.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, we seek

our information from many sources and don't

limit ourselves to one recommendation.

ML\MI-CAREY WORKERS

Mr. Philip: Mr. Speaker, a question for the

Minister of Labour: Is the ministry wilhng to

intervene with Miami-Carey, a multi-national

corporation, to get it to give the right of first

refusal on jobs in their new Barrie plant to

its Rexdale workers who are losing their jobs

as a result of transferring the plant to Barrie?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I gather
this company, for economic reasons, is con-

solidating its plant in a new site and I am
aware that it is following all of the require-

ments of The Employment Standards Act in

the terminations which are being carried out.

I am also aware they have approached the

employment adjustment service of the Minis-

try of Labour with a view to establishing a

joint manpower placement committee with

our ministry and with the Manpower depart-
ment of the federal government. It is my
understanding that at least some of the em-

ployees in the present plant will transfer to

Barrie. I do not know at this time how many.
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but that I shall attempt to ascertain and in-

form this House.

Mr. Philip: Supplementary: Is the minister

aware that the plant in fact did have enough
property to expand in Rexdale but it sold this

property? Is the minister prepared to amend
the labour legislation to give successor rights

to unions in cases like this where a plant is,

in fact, transferred in its entirety from one
location to another?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, The
Labour Relations Act of this province is under
constant review and this is one of the areas

which we are examining.

PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSESSMENTS

Mrs. Campbell: Mr. Speaker, I have a

question of the Minister of Health. Could the

minister tell us whether Browndale Ontario

provides family court with psychological
assessments on children, some of whom are

ending up in Viking House, an organization
with financial and other ties with Browndale,
and whether they derive an income from this

work?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, I would
need to look into that matter. I sought in-

formation on it a week or so ago and I can't

recall it clearly enough to give her an answer.
It may be an indication of my age.

Mrs. Campbell: I won t take that as having
no validity, Mr. Speaker. When the minister

is investigating this for an answer to me,
would he also check, for his own purposes
and for the purposes of reporting to the

House, who is doing the assessments as sug-
gested, and whether or not these are done by
students who are approaching their Ph.D. in

education and not trained psychologists?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, I know
there are some students involved and I know
this is being done as part of a training pro-
gramme, but I understand it is always under
the supervision of a qualified person and no
charge for the student's work is involved.

Mr. Speaker: The Solicitor General has the
answer to a question asked previously.

SOLICITOR-CLIENT
COMMUNICATIONS

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, I have
now had an opportunity to inquire into the
matter raised by the hon. member for

Ottawa East (Mr. Roy) on Monday last. The

member expressed concern that the Ontario
Provincial Police intercepted a private com-
munication of one Donald Turner in April
of this year, without having obtained the

necessary court authorization.

I have determined that the Ontario Provin-
cial Police did intercept a private communica-
tion of Donald Turner in April of 1976, and
that they did so with proper authority. An
authorization to intercept private commun-
ications of Donald Turner was issued by a

Justice of the Supreme Court of Ontario on

April 8, 1976. This authorization was valid

from April 12, 1976, until May 11, 1976. I

have personally examined the court author-

ization and I am satisfied that the intercep-
tion in question was lawful.

I would also point out that Mr. Turner
was served with notice of July 27, 1976, that

he had been the object of an interception

pursuant to an authorization issued under
the provisions of the Criminal Code.

The member for Ottawa East expressed a
second concern; namely, that a communica-
tion between a solicitor and his client may be

intercepted. I agree with him, as a matter of

general policy, that the interception of com-
munications between a soUcitor and his client

is undesirable. There may, however—

Mr. Roy: Undesirable?

Mr. Singer: Undesirable?

Mr. Speaker: Order; order, please.

Mr. Singer: Order? That is ridiculous.

Mr. Sargent: He didn't write that speech.

Mr. S. Smith: Pretty mild, eh?

[3:00]

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: If there's any question,
I said undesirable, Mr. Speaker.

There fnay, however, be occasions when it

is justified, and this will be determined by a

judge under the interception provisions of

The Criminal Code. The judge determines
what interceptions will be permitted when
he gives the authorization. Furthermore,
when it is proposed to introduce an inter-

cepted communication in evidence at a trial,

the trial judge determines whether it is prop-
erly admissible. Thus, the subject of the

interception is protected by judicial review
of the matter at two stages.

The Criminal Code contains stringent rules

regarding the disclosure and use of inter-

cepted communications and also requires that

the authorization itself be kept confidential.
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I am, therefore, limited in what I may dis-

close to this House.

Mr. Roy: Supplementary: First of all, if

the Solicitor General has an authorization

why is he not producing the authorization?

Secondly, isn't it a fact that that authoriza-

tion doesn't say specifically that you can

intercept a compiunication between Turner

and his sohcitor? Thirdly, how can he, as

the senior law ofiicer of the Crown, not take

a position and not support the police in

this case when they trample on a basic right

of a solicitor and his client, that is for a

client to communicate in private assuming
the confidentiality between a solicitor and

client conversation?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I beheve the question
is why would I not table the authorization

or produce it. The answer is simply I am
prohibited by the Criminal Code frojn doing
so.

Mr. Roy: You are not, you know you're
not.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: That statement is just

as irresponsible as the ones the member made
on Monday last.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Mr. Roy: On a point of order, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: A point of order.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We are not going to

debate law in the House.

Mr. Singer: You don't have to debate the

law. Just read the section.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. Roy I've been accused of being irre-

sponsible. I'd like to bring to your attention,
Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Roy: On a point of order.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I've heard
such words used in both directions across

the floor on many occasions. Do you have a

point of order?

Mr. Roy: Yes. Section 178 of the Criminal

Code states: "All documents relating to an

application piade pm-suant to section 178(12)
and section 178(13) are confidential and with

the exception of the authorization . . ."; and

that's what I'm talking about, the order of

authorization. Produce it!

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I could carry on this

debate as long as the hon. member wishes

me to do so. I happen to have the Code in

front of me as well, and I might tell you,

Mr. Speaker, he didn't read the whole

section.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: I will read the full section. On
a point of order.

Mr. Speaker: Order. Just a moment: In

the first place, the time for the oral question

period has expired. This is getting into a

debate and I am in no position to rule on

a legal matter.

An hon. member: This is not a debate.

Mr. S. Smith: It is a major issue,

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Singer: Remember Bill 99? It is the

same thing.

Mr. Speaker: I can't hear what you're

saying.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Just a moment, please. I

have just mentioned that this is developing
into a debate, one member having a differ-

ence of opinion with another member. I am
in no position rule one way or the other, nor

should I be. If you have a point of order,

that's different.

Mr. Roy: I have a point of order.

Mr. Speaker: What is your point of order?

Mr. Roy: My point of order, basically, Mr.

Speaker, is that the Solicitor General, the

law officer of the Crown, the Provincial

Secretary for Justice—he doesn't deserve to

have that title really—

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: —says he's prohibited frojn pro-

ducing this order. I'm saying that the courts

have ruled already that the order is a public

document, and the section of the Code says
this. I say he's misleading the House.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Interjections.

An hon. member: Withdraw that.
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Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

member for Ottawa East knows he may not

make that charge; so I ask him, first of all,

to withdraw it then I have a ruling to make.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: I am not withdrawing the state-

ment.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. You must not

make a statement like that and the hon.

member knows it. I will await his statepient

now withdrawing his remark. Then I have

a ruling to make.

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, can I add a

word to the point of order?

Mr. Speaker: No.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please; order. We will

deal with this matter before the House right

Mr. Singer: Nonsense.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Singer: Next Tuesday night?

Mr. Speaker: It can be debated on the

following Tuesday in the normal way. When
there's a difiference of opinion-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

This is the way this sort of matter should
be handled and not put everybody in an

embarrassing position such as this.

Interjections.

Mr. S. Smith: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I'll recognize
the hon. Leader of the Opposition.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, if I may say this

to you, out of all respect for the Chair and

the office you hold, this is one statement I'm

not withdrawing.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order please. It is with regret
I must name the hon. member and ask him
to withdraw for the rest of the day.

Mr. Roy: I appeal your ruling.

Mr. Speaker: There's no appeal to that.

No, there's no appeal.

Mr. Nixon: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker. You already said-

Mr. S. Smith: We can appeal.

Interjections.

[Mr. Roy was escorted from the chamber
by the Sergeant at Arms.]

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. May I just

point out one other thing? According to our
rules of procedure it's quite clear that if

any member is dissatisfied with the answer
to a question, he has the right to raise the
matter-

Mr. Sargent: Why don't you give him a

hearing then?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. And to bring
it to the attention of the Speaker before 4
p.m. in writing, which has been done already
in the case of another—

POINTS OF ORDER

Mr. Lewis: I presume there will be many
points of order. Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order and expressing a matter of some per-
sonal frustration. In your view of these ex-

changes, when a member rises on a point
of order as the member for Ottawa East (Mr.

Roy) did, to read something into the record

which is then challenged, when he rises on
the point of order again, would it not be

appropriate to allow him on that occasion

to read the entire section into the record so

that those of us who participate in these

matters in the House could understand what
was at issue rather than cutting members
off abruptly and leading to the kind of

frustration which requires the naming of

a member?

Mr. Breithaupt: I should like to speak to

that point of order as well, Mr. Speaker,

particularly because of the comments made
by the Solicitor General (Mr. MacBeth)
which could have led certain members to

believe that the failure to read the complete
section necessarily negated the point of view
of the member for Ottawa East.

Hon. Mr. Davis: His point of view,

exactly.

Mr. Singer: Then why didn't the Solicitor

General read it?

Mr. Breithaupt: If a certain section of the

Criminal Code or any other item is quoted—
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Mr. Singer: He deliberately implied he

wouldn't follow through.

Mr. Breithaupt: —either partially or be-

cause certain other items are added to that

section-

Mr. Singer: Why didn't you name him for

imputing motives?

An hen. member: Why don't you name
him?

Mr. Breithaupt: —the happier result for

the benefit of the House, must be that the

section is quoted and the matter can hope-
fully be resolved with common understanding
of the initial point made by one member in

a question or a minister in reply.

If that is attended to, we might be able

to resolve these difficulties without allega-
tions or insinuations being passed back and
forth across the floor of this House due to

incomplete information, which I might say

may well be incomplete on both sides of

the House on occasion.

The Chair would be much better served
if that matter were allowed to be completed;
then the House could proceed in a much
more orderly fashion.

Mr. Speaker: ^I think both hon. members
who spoke have a good point, but I would
point out again it was developing into a

debate which is not the order. However, I

shall take that under advisement wherever

possible. I'm sure we should—

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order.

Mr. Speaker: Does the hon. member not
know the Speaker is still speaking?

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Interjections.

Mr. Singer: If you want to name me, go
ahead.

Mr. Speaker: All right, the hon. member
for Wilson Heights.

Mr. Singer: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. A
part of the rules of this House says it is im-

proper for a member to impute motives of
another member. What happened here this

afternoon was that the Solicitor General im-

plied that my colleague from Ottawa East
was misleading the House-

Some hon. members: No, no.

Mr. Singer: The implication was clear be-

cause he didn't read the whole of the section

of the Code. He said-

Interjections.

Mr. Singer: He said, Mr. Speaker, that he
had the—

Mr. Speaker: Order please.

Mr. Singer: —section of the Code in front

of him. He was asked by several hon. mem-
bers to read it. He refused to and you did
not call him to order for imputing motives.

[Applausel

Mr. Speaker: Order, order.

I'm sure the hon. Solicitor General did not

accuse the hon. member of misleading the

House.

Mr. S. Smith: On a point of order, he
called him irresponsible.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: No! Order please.

Very unfortunately that seems to be an
accusation that goes back and forth across

this floor far too often anyway.

Mr. R. S. Smith: Are you there to protect
the members?

Mr. S. Smith: It is the most fundamental

point.

Mr. Lewis: Would it be too much to ask,

Mr. Speaker, to beg your indulgence and that

of the House to asJc the Solicitor General to

read that section of the Criminal Code, just

for one moment now?

Mr. Breithaupt: We would listen with rapt
attention.

Hon. Mr, MacBetb: Somewh^e along the

line I might have an opportunity to reply to

what's been going on. I might say that I

didn't reply earlier-

Mr. Reid: Mr. Speaker, you were on your
feet, tell him to sit down.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order please. May I just have
the floor? When there's a difference of opin-
ion as to what the section says and means
and so on, I think the proper way to handle
it is, as I suggested, that the hon. member
would notify the Chair that he is not satis-

fied with the answer and next Tuesday night
present it in a formal way and read whatever
five minutes allows at that time—
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Mr. Reid: The dice are loaded one way in

this deal.

Mr. Speaker: —because I'm not in a posi-
tion to rule as to what the Act says or what
its interpretation is at this time.

Mr. Sargent: Point of order, Mr. Speaker.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, I rise on

a point of privilege.

Mr. Speaker: First of all we have the point
of order over here. Is there a point of order?

Mr. Sargent: The Chair has obviously

goofed very badly here, and if you want to

do justice, bring the member back in the

House and have the thing ironed out right
now.

Mr. Speaker: No, this is not the place. But

thank you very much for the advice.

The hon. Solicitor General with a point of

privilege.

POINTS OF PRIVILEGE

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: The privilege, sir,

that I wish to mention is simply this: That
when I said that they didn't read the whole
section, I was quite prepared to read the
entire section-

Mr. Sargent: Why don't you? He should
be here.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: The reason I didn't

read it, sir, is because there were interjec-
tions from the other side at that time-

Some hon. members: Oh, oh.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: —you rose to your feet,

sir, and I sat down.

Mr. Lewis: Please read it now for God's
sake. I beg of you, read it! I want to know
what it says.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order. Order please. On with
the business of the House.

Petitions?

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

privilege. Why are we so
maniaoally inflexi-

ble in this place? Will you not allow the
Solictor General to satisfy curiosity by read-

ing the one crummy little section of the Code
which has caused this whole—please read it.

An hon. member: Not without Albert.

Mr. Speaker: Order, order.

Mr. Lewis: What is it, holy writ?

Mr. Speaker: Not even mine.

Presenting reports.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Sud-

bury.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Great example for the

school kids.

Mr. Lewis: Are you prepared to lead us?

Mr. S. Smith: On a point of privilege, Mr.

Speaker. The House leader of the govern-
ment party interjected that we are setting a

poor example for the school children.

Interjections.

Hon. W. Newman: You are absolutely dis-

gusting.

Mr. Speaker: Order please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You know nothing about

it.

Interjections.

Mr. S. Smith: Let me say this to that, be-

cause it says something about things here.

Let me say something about this—

Interjections.

Mr. S. Smith: —
'I feel that that particular

interjection impugns my own reputation; and
on a point of privilege let me say this: The

confidentiality of a correspondence between
a client and a lawyer is the fundamental

upon which the system of justice in this

province is based—

[Applause]

Mr. S. Smith: —and if that is going to be

refused and if the breach of that is to be

termed merely undesirable, if tliat term is to

be used and if my colleague from Ottawa

East, who was attempting to bring the atten-

tion of the House to this—

Hon. Mr. Kerr: In the wrong way.

Mr. S. Smith: —is to have his motivation

impugned by the Solicitor General, then

surely justice demands that he be returned to

this room and that we be able to hear the

entire matter settled once and for all.

Interjections. [Applause]
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Mr. Speaker: Order please. That matter has

already been dealt with. I recognize the

member for Sudbury.

Mr. Lewis: W^at about the school chil-

dren?

[3:15]

REPORTS

'Mr. Germa from the standing public ac-

counts committee presented the committee's

report which was read as follows and adopted:

Your committee recommends that it be

empowered to consider expenditures for the

year 1975-76 under The Ontario Home
Buyers Grant Act, 1975.

Mr. Breaugh, in the absence of Mr. Lawlor,
from the standing administration of justice

committee presented the committee's report
which was read as follows and adopted:

Resolved: That supply in the following
amounts and to dtefray the expenses of the

Justice policy field be granted to Her Majesty
for the fiscal year ending March 31, 1977:

Justice Policy Field

Justice policy programme $459,000

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. Deans: On a point of order—I wonder
if I might ask if the Premier (Mr. Davis)
would listen for a moment as he is walking
out the door: On Wednesday last the Premier
indicated that he would make a statement
some time this week with regard to the situa-

tion as it afFects public health nurses in the

province of Ontario. I don't know why I

believe so, but I understand the Premier may
not be here tomorrow, and I wonder why we
wouldn't have had that stattement by this

time.

Mr. Speaker: I'm afraid I can't be of any
assistance to the hon. member, but it will be

brought to his attention, I am sure.

Motions.

Introduction of bills.

CONSTRUCTION SAFETY
AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. di Santo moved first reading of Bill

163, An Act to amend The Construction

Safety Act, 1973.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. di Santo: Mr. Speaker, the purpose of

the bill is to prevent accidents, and the

amendments would require compulsory em-

ployer safety training, compulsory worker

safety training and immediate inquests into

all fatal accidents in the construction indus-

try.

Mr. Speaker: Orders of the day.

EMPLOYEES' HEALTH
AND SAFETY ACT

.(continued)

Resumption of the adjourned) debate on

the motion for second reading of Bill 139,

An Act respecting Employees' Health and

Safety.

Mr. Samis: Now that the storm has tempo-

rarily abated, I suppose my remarks will

seem very anti-climaotic after the theatrics

of what has just preceded this. But I want

you to know, Mr. Speaker, that I have resisted

the temptation and the pressure from the

member for Windsor-Riverside (Mr. Burr) to

begin my remarks in the mother language of

the two oflBcial languages of our country. I

have been able to resist that pressiure—not

tomorrow in the question period, though.

When we concluded the debate on Tuesday

evening, I was referring to some of my con-

cerns about section 9, which dealt specifically

with people in non-unionized industries,

plants, businesses and operations who had
some sense of insecurity about their employ-
ment. Although the procedures are fairly

clear in the proposed Act, I still have some
concern about the time lag and the fact that

many people may be scared or intimidated

to pursue the matter, even though they are

completely in the right.

In that regard, whatever the final form of

this bill, I would hope the minister would
ensure us that she will take all steps to

make sure that all the employees and em-

ployers of Ontario are made extremely, and

thoroughly aware of all the provision of this

legislation. Even if it is good legislation, I

have a fear that sometimes people won't

pursue it, if they don't know what their

rights are.

What comes to mind is a piece of legisla-

tion we had here last year. The Business

Practices Act, which represented a consider-

able event in the whole field of protecting
consumer rights. My guess is that if we were
to go out of this chamber this afternoon we
would find that 99 out of 100 citizens would
have never heard of the Act, would have no
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idea what it is, and would not have any idea

what rights they have guaranteed by that Act.

Yet it was a very important piece of legisla-

tion. I would hope that the Minister of

Labour would do something to make sure

that this bill doesn't end up in that category,

because it's too important to just pass a piece
of legislation and then expect people to read

about it.

I would hope she would send out informa-

tion kits, people, caravans, films and whatever
it may be into the communities in different

regiions of the province and have people go
into the plants and the factories and have

special meetings, so that the employees and
th3 employers are made completely aware of

their rights, the provisions and ail the pro-
cedures. I think that's crucial for the im-

plementation and effectiveness of this bill.

Coming from a part of the province where

many people do not totally understand every-

thing in the English language, I would also

urge upon the minister that in eastern On-

tario, and in northern Ontario as well, that

all notices, reports, meetings and anything of

this sort be done in the two official languages
of this country. For some people it's not a

privilege, and they shouldn't have to ask for

this, it's their constitutional right. If we in

Ontario, especially after the results of Mon-
day, really believe in Confederation and the

concept of partnership, I would hope, as we
implement this Act at the local level, we
would reflect our commitments to bilingual-
ism and the true partnership that Canada

represents.

One final point I would hke to make again
is the whole question of effectiveness which
has been brought up by some of my col-

leagues earlier in the debate. When one takes

something, for example, such as minimum
wage legislation, many people know about the

minimum wage, but how many really know
about the provisions behind it and what en-

forcement there is of something which may
be good in itself? If we don't have sufficient

enforcement, then obviously it's not going to

have much value at the local level and at the

plant level among the individuals. I would
hope that the minister would make adequate
provisions for enforcement of all clauses of

this legislation.

When this bill goes to committee, I would

urge her not to knuckle under to any pres-

sure, not to give in to anybody who argues
on the basis of the dollar or the profit or of

politics. Don't water this bill down at all;

stand firm. The bill may have some imper-
fections. The member for Nickel Belt (Mr.
Laughren) has already pointed those out. I

would hope that the minister would keep an

open mind on the amendments being offered

by the member for Nit^kel Belt. I feel that

this bill is long, long overdue, but I do

recognize it as a step forward.

Mr. Lane: I would like to make a few
remarks on second reading of Bill 139, which

brings in the recommendations set out by the

Ham commission regarding employees' health

and safety. I'm very disappointed about what
some of the members have been saying about
this bill. I quote the member for Sudbury
(Mr. Germa) who said on November 16,

1976: "I never thought I would be put in a

position to accept the crumbs off the table

of the minister, but in this instance we have
to take these crumbs."

Mr. Laughren: Some day we will get the

table.

Mr. Lane: I say shame to this member.

Sudbury people deserve a better member, one

who would not be satisfied to accept crumbs.
If he thinks that that's all this bill contains

he should have had guts enough to get up
and vote against it.

Mr. Laughren: Are you encouraging that

or suggesting that?

Mr. Lane: Earlier in his ramblings, he said

that his leader and the NDP members from
the Sudbury area, and the union officials, had
caused the Ham commission to be set up in

the first place. I would remind the member
that the Ham commission was set up when
we had a majority government. If they could

cause these things to happen under those

conditions, then why should they accept
crumbs now that we have a minority govern-
ment and the NDP are the official opposition?

Mr. Lupusella: Is this on the principle of

the bill?

Mr. Samis: What took you so long?

Mr. Wildman: Why weren't you out fight-

ing for it?

Mr. Lane: Don't worry, I was. The No-
vember 15 issue of the Sudbury Star con-

tained an article that relates to a speech the

Leader of the Opposition (Mr. Lewis) made
to the NDP convention in Saskatchewan last

weekend. The article's headline reads: "Lewis

Sees Elliot Lake as a Town of Dead and

Dying." What a terrible image to give to

the people of another province about one of

the most thriving towns in northern Ontario.

Elliot Lake is anything but dead or dying;

it is very much alive and well. Once more,
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I, as a member, and the Elliot Lake people
are proud of our town and we object very

strongly to this type of a statement.

Mr. Wildman: We are proud of Gus
Frobel more than you, John.

Mr. Lane: Members of the opposition are

speaking out of both sides of their mouths
on this bill. On one hand they are saying
they are going to support it; on the other

hand they are saying it's no good. I think

they should make up their minds.

Mr. Wildman: We said it was a step
forward.

Mr. Lane: Personally, I say the bill goes
a long way to implement the recommenda-
tions of the Ham commission.

Mr. Mackenzie: Positively radical.

Mr. Lane: I think it is a great step forward
and I want to congratulate the minister on
the bill. I think it's very unfair that she must
listen to criticisms about herself and her col-

league, the Minister of Natural Resources

(Mr. Bernier) because in my estimation both
ministers have done and are doing a com-
mendable job.

Mrs. Campbell: Mr. Speaker, I had not

intended to intrude myself into the debate

on second reading. I felt this legislation was
so vital to labour relations in this province
that it should go to committee at the earliest

opportunity so that any amendments might
be incorporated and so that at long last we
might have appropriate legislation in this

province.

However, it would seem there are those

who are not too anxious to see it proceed

quickly to the amendment stage. I would

only say I am saddened at this, in view of

the fact that it would appear that when cur

member (Mr. Haggerty) introduced amend-
ments to The Mining Act in November, 1970,

dealing with the mandatory appointment of

committees of safety, that move was defeated

by the combined effort of both the New
Democratic Party and the Conservatives on
a vote of 72 opposed to 18 in favour. I

would have thought that perhaps at this

point in time the opposition might have

joined with us in our concern to see this

legislation go forward.

I want also to speak briefly of my con-

cerns. I had the occasion to meet with this

minister and others in a discussion of the

problems of lead pollution in the city of

Toronto. At that point in time I was deeply
concerned at what seemed to be, with

respect, a rather incomplete answer to the

problem of the employees in these firms and
their ability, not because they were no I

capable, but because they couldn't get the

information upon which to base a decision

as to the hazardous conditions in their par-

ticular field of occupation.

It was also pointed out at that time ihat

not even the local board of health could get

this information, and I think perhaps that

may have come as a surprise to the minister

herself, although she didn't express that. I

just took it from the general tone of the

conversation. Surely it is important that the

workers in our industrial plants, be they of

whatever kind, at a time when we are mov-

ing into an area of increasing use of chem-

icals of which we do not have adequate

knowledge, should at least be accorded every

possible opportunity to be able to investigate

their circumstances as fully as possible?

I recognize it is not within the principle

of this bill to urge upon the minister the

obligation of government to carry out ade-

quate research in this field. I feel that as a

result of her own experience in the medical

field and what I believe to be her concern

she would join with us in seeking ways and
means to protect the workers to a much
greater extent than they are protected under

the principle of this bill at this point in time.

[3:30]

We cannot accept in our society that there

are people who are working in conditions

which are really unknown to them as to the

hazard because they have no real measure-

ment devices. I speak with a view to trying

to bring forwjird the concerns which we feel

in this particular area and to invite the

minister to join with all of us in this House
in trying to work out better research facili-

ties in this area. I see she's is nodding her

head and I am delighted she is considering
this. We must have committees which are

able to go as far as they can in protecting
the workers but we have an obligation in

government, it seems to me, to ensure that

those committees have access to the fullest

information so that they can in turn assist

those working in the plant.

I trust we may shortly move to any amend-
ments we have and get this very-long-over-
due and much-needed bill enacted.

Mr. Ziemba: Mr. Speaker, the bill before

us. Bill 139, would appear to deal with

worker input into matters of health and

safety in the work place, matters which for

too long have been dealt with exclusively by
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management to the detriment of workers

and the public of this province.

On reading sections 2 and 3, which attempt
to ensure worker input, I can see that

through the ambiguous wording, there will

continue to be management intimidation and

coverup.

In section 2, for example, the insertion of

the word reasonable puts the onus regarding
health and safety practices equally on the

employee, right where it is now. In many
cases, the workers who are confronted by
safety hazards and dangerous work practices

are junior members of the work force; intimi-

dation and threats are tried and proved
methods of keeping these people in line.

I would like to make a point here that

most decisions regarding dangerous work

practices are made at the worker-foreman

level. The corporate board rooms rarely get

involved.

A junior employee of limited experience
under the terms of this clause is forced to

make a decision against all the experience
and knowledge of foremen and managers. I

suggest the situation is too one-sided. Here
is an example from yesterday's Star to make
the point. I am going to quote:

"Miner in wrong place when he was killed.

"Sudbury: Daniel Sirois, a shift boss at

Inco Ltd.'s Frood mine, told a coroner's jury

yesterday that he did not know why David

CuUen, 35, was working where he was when
he was killed last April. The inquest is the

second to investigate the death of the Sud-

bury miner killed while operating a scoop

tram, an underground front-end loader. Sirois

said yesterday he told CuUen to work near

the mouth of the tunnel where the accident

happened but not inside it."

Dead men tell no tales and we will never

know about this. What I am saying about
unsafe conditions which people work in is

that they are usually told to work there. So
I don't think you can go to the shift boss

who sent you in there or has told you to

follow a certain practice and say to him, "I

think it's unsafe." You're immediately going
to have a confrontation when you do that,

and that's what this Act is saying.

I suggest that where a worker has cause—
and cause only, without the inclusion of the

word "reasonable"—to feel that a work situa-

tion presents a hazard or a danger, he should
decide that the practice should stop immedi-

ately and report the situation to a safety

representative who represents employees. If

we really want to get worker input into

safety, all responsibility will be given to em-

ployees and their representatives to decide
what is safe and what is unsafe. This repre-

sentative, in turn, will meet with the em-

ployer representative. Only in this manner
can the employee be expected to make a re-

sponsible decision within the confines of his

experience. This is the crux of the matter.

Safety should not be a matter of constant

confrontation, a matter of who is right and
who is wrong, a situation of "You do it or

you get out," but a matter of real concern

for all those involved. Sections 2 and 3, as

now written, leave the whole matter of con-

frontation untouched. Only a fresh and honest

approach to assure an employee's freedom
and responsibilities towards safety matters is

acceptable. The hedging in these clauses

assures the continuing abuse by management
representatives of the rights of workers to

protect themselves.

Mr. G. I. Miller: Mr. Speaker, I really

didn't intend to speak on Bill 139, but when
I heard the NDP members to my right doing
a lot of talking and leaving the impression
that they are the only ones who are con-

cerned about the welfare of the worker, I felt

it was only responsible that we should have

a few words on the bill.

Mr. Laughren: You are backfilling and

protecting your flank.

Mr. G. I. Miller: You think so? I'd just like

to point out that as an employee, when I

used to employ myself, I wished many times

that we'd had health and safety standards we
could have applied to the work we had to

do. We often had to get up into a hay mow
when we were blowing in dry hay, and we
had to make sure everything was running

okay—I don't know, those fellows to my right

would probably have disappeared.

Mr. Ruston: That's right. They would have

been long gone.

Mr. G. I. Miller: Or if they had to ride the

combine in that dusty clover field and hve
in that dust while they combined all day, I

think they would have had second thoughts
too.

Mr. Laughren: Do you think we're physic-

ally inferior?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member for Nickel Belt (Mr. Laughren)
does not have the floor. Will the member for

Haldimand-Norfolk (Mr. G. I. Miller) ignore
the interjections and speak to the principle

of the Bill 139?
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Mr. G. I. Miller: I certainly am getting
around to that poiat, Mr. Speaker. I thank

you again for the privilege of speaking on
the bill. I was just trying to point out what

we, as employees who employed ourselves,

had to contend with for many years.

Getting back to the bill, I feel it is a good
bill. My colleagues have spoken on it and I

think it is a step in the right direction. The

only thing I'm concerned about is section

4(6), setting up the committee, which says

they should meet four times a year or not

more often than once a month. Meeting four

times a year perhaps is proper, but meeting
on a once-a-month basis maybe is not often

enough in some instances or circumstances.

Perhaps there should be some reconsidera-

tion given to that portion.

The other area of my concern is section

7, regarding notices in languages that the

employees can understand. I think we're all

aware of the fact that we have many
languages to contend with now and I think

we want to make sure that the employees
aren't taken advantage of. I know the French

language is an issue at the present time, and
that should be a consideration, but I don't

feel it is necessary if there is not a pre-
dominance or a French issue in the area

that is involved. I do feel, however, that

the employees should be notified properly
so that they can be made aware and have
their rights taken care of.

The last point I would like to speak on
is the fact that I am happy to see that it is

at least 50 per cent made up of employees.
Maybe another concern is how many members
will be on the committee. I don't know if

that is spelled out clearly or not. I think we
also have to be responsible to the employer.
I would hope that the employees would not
take advantage just for a stop-work order,
and I think there should be some responsibility
on behalf of the employee^ to their em-

ployer that they're not utilizing it to their

advantage and to the disadvantage of the

employer. That point has to be reckoned with.

Mr. Grande: Mr. Speaker, I rise to make a
few comments on this bill. Bill 139, and to

begin with I want to say that this bill is

one step in the right direction, and this has
been said over and over again by every mem-
ber of the New Democratic Party who has

spoken. It is a step in the right direction but,
of course, like any bill that the government
produces, it doesn't go far enough to save
the lives of workers in the mines or on the

job sites.

One of the things that I'm reminded of
is that the record of this government in

terms of the legislation to protect workers

on the job site is, to say the least, dismal;

to say the least, a failure. When we take

a look at the man-days lost through accidents

on the job because of poor conditions, or

lack of safety conditions on the job, we find

out that the number of man-days lost is

approximately 30 per cent higher—as a matter

of fact, 33 per cent higher to be exact—than

the man-days lost due to strikes and lock-

outs. It's incredible, really incredible, and
the press, whenever there's a strike, puts
it on the front pages as if the end of the

world has come, but when men, every day,
are dying on the job, nothing is being said.

Nothing is being said.

One of the things that really flabbergasted
me when I came into this Legislature the

first time that I heard it, was the fact that

9,000 chemical compounds enter the work

place every year and we know something
about only one-third of those compounds in

terms of the reactions, in terms of the fumes
and what those fumes do to the lungs of

workers. It's incredible in an adult world
that supposedly should be geared to logic,

somewhat to logic, we find employers are

toying with the lives of workers by putting
in those chemicals which we know nothing
about. I really find that disturbing; a very

disturbing fact.

I can understand an 11- or 12-year-old

boy or girl playing around with their

chemistry sets at home and not understanding
the chemical compounds and the dangers
that might ensue from these chemical com-

pounds as a result of the chemical com-
bination, but to find out that it's happening
in the factories, to find that it is happening
on job sites, is something that really astounds
me. I just don't understand it. I don't under-
stand how that is allowed to go on.

I say I don't understand it in terms of my
emotive senses, but I do understand it in

terms of the profit component that that kind
of mentality produces. In other words, if we
use these cheap chemicals we can clean the

parts of the machinery a lot faster at less

cost, and who cares about the life of a

worker.

Mr. Kerrio: We all do. Who are you kid-

ding?

[3:45]

Mr. Grande: The whole mentahty of the

Workmen's Compensation Board speaks ex-

actly to that principle—the worker gets hurt
on the job; once he's hurt we will compen-
sate him—instead of going to the philosophy,
to the beginning and saying, "What are the
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reasons for a worker getting hurt? Let's get
rid of the cause and we will lessen the

number of accidents which happen on the

job."

Of course, everything is in the reverse

order. This Workmen's Compensation Board

might have been a fantastic idea in 1915 but

certainly this year—let me say to the minister

that I speak as the result of experience I've

had with it in the last year and not before—

as a result of that experience I must say that

changes must be coming as fast as possible
within that complex. Otherwise we are going
to have thousands and thousands more people
injured on the job.

We'll say, "Sure, we will compensate them
once they're hurt." By that time it is too late.

The frustration of these workers is almost

reaching a peak and the minister is going to

be forced to change the Workmen's Compen-
sation Board. She is going to do it.

I want to go back to that philosophy which
in essence is the principle of this bill. That is

that whenever there are accidents at the work

place or on the job site and Whenever there

is any threat to the lives of workers, all we
do is change the worker so that the worker
can fit the environment and thereby do the

productive job he's supposed to be doing.
That's exactly what happens. We put masks
on workers and say, "Work with a mask be-

cause that will protect you from the environ-

ment, from the conditions of work."

If I'm allowed to digress for just a couple
of sentences. I hear repeatedly, over and over

again that we do exactly the same thing with

the educational system. We say "We will

change the child to the system." It's the

same mentality. That's the point that I'm

trying to make—it's the same type of mental-

ity.

The government tries to change the indi-

vidual to fit the environment rather than

changing the environment so that the indi-

vidual can work and live in a secure place,

knowing full well that after eight hours of

work he can go back to his family with some

security, instead of after five years, two years
or 20 years, contracting all sorts of diseases

which will destroy that worker.

As I have said and I will repeat, this legis-
lation is the first step but let the minister not

forget that even this first step is 10 years too

late. It took the Ham commission report to

wake up the government to the need. It

didn't realize the need before otherwise it

would have brought in this legislation five

years ago. But it didn't do it. The Tories

need that motivation so they can go to

businesses and employers in the mines and

say, "We've got to act. The pressure upon
us it too great. We've got to do something
tangible, something concrete, something vis-

ible."

Don't let anybody think the government
did this because it understands the condi-

tions on the job or understands the kind of

Frustrations the workers are going through.
It understands the conditions of the worker
on Workmen's Compensation so it is trying to

change the conditions of work so that will

not take place.

The Tories did it because the Ham com-
mission said, "For too long these hazards on
the job have existed, especially in the mines.
You've got to do something about it. You've

got to change the situation." This provides
the excuse for the Tories to say to the em-

ployer, "Now we must act."

Let me end this, because I hadn't planned
on speaking for more tlian two or three

minutes. That particular amendment which I

am sure we are going to be presenting, of

making these committees mandatory, is most
—as a matter of fact, it is mandatory that it

gets done. The only way the worker can really
have any security whatsoever that the work-

ing condition is going to be changing is if

the committee is mandatory and not at the

discretion of the employer.

Mr. Bain: Mr. Speaker, many of my col-

leagues in the New Democratic Party feel a

certain amount of reluctance to speak, each
of US-

Mr. Kerrio: Reluctance?

Mr. Bain: —because members may feel

we are overstating the case. I rise, as my
colleagues have risen, not to speak for my-
self-

Hon. B. Stephenson: That's reluctance.

Mr. Bain: —but to speak for the miner

that I knew as a child, whom I watched in

his rocking chair wheeze out the last days
of his life, or for the man working in the

bush who was forced to work under condi-

tions that could do nothing but lead eventual-

ly to a crippling accident. I rise to speak for

all the young miners who are in the mines

today in their thirties who are already be-

coming deaf. I rise to speak for the workers

in Ontario and all the workers in jny riding
who have the right to expect and have had
the right to expect for a long time that

they be accorded what I feel is a basic demo-
cratic right, or should have been a basic

democratic right, to have safe working condi-

tions. That has been a right that this govern-
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ment has not accorded them, lo these many
years.

Bill 139 looks to be a good bill. It looks

as if it will accomphsh some of the basic

things that are essential, such as co-ordinat-

ing the enforcepient of basic standards by

putting that enforcement under the jurisdic-

tion of one ministry, which is something we
have been requesting in this party for quite
some time. It looks as if it will do a job
because it gives the worker the right to

refuse to work in unsafe conditions.

I say "it looks" because we see many
examples in this province and in this House,
where die Minister of Labour actually makes
statements in this House that are anti-labour.

One cannot help but conclude tfhat when the

minister in her heart sees a circumstance,
she does not immediately bound to the floor

in the defence of working people in this

province.

Hon. B. Stephenson: You are deaf.

Mr. Bain: Too often I have seen her rise

in this House to defend the mandarins and
the bureaucrats in the vertical—or is it hori-

zontal?—files of the Workmen's Compensation
Board, when an injustice is brought to her

attention or when the Compensation Board

refuses, as it did a few years ago, to com-

pensate for silicosis—eventually it did—or
when it now refuses to cempensate for cancer

of the throat brought on by asbestosis, or

when it refuses—and I don't have the case in

front of me—to compensate for bronchogenic
carcinoma. Forgive me, I'm not a medical

doctor and I don't have the phrase right in

front of me.

The reason I hesitated over the phrase is it

doesn't make any sense to me. 1 have a case

presently before the Compensation Board
where the doctor himself has written to the

board saying it doesn't matter whether it's

silicosis or bronchogenic carcihoma or what-
ever it is, the condition of this man was

brought about because he worked in the

mine, and anybody in the medical profession
would agree. I don't see why we've had all

the problems over the years of trying to

pigeonhole people who have been put in a

position where they contract diseases because
of their work place, trying to pigeonhole
them into some category so they will collect

compensation. In reality, all that has been
done is that the Compensation Board has
succeeded in denying them compensation
that they had every right to expect.

The Compensation Board, to my way of

thinking, has been a shining example of what
has been wrong with this government's atti-

tude when it comes to working people. I had
a situation again where a doctor prescribed
a particular drug for leg cramps that were

brought about by a compensable injury, and
there the wrangling going back and forth be-

tween him and the Compensation Board
doctors-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: What principle of

this bill is the hon. member relating to?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Section 3?

Mr. Bain: I'm relating it to the whole posi-
tion of working i>eople in this province, and
the Compensation Board, in fact, is men-
tioned in this bill, in one of the sections. But

simply to conclude on the Compensation
Board, the doctor in question was finally

forced into a position where he had to accept
a particular drug prescribed by the Compen-
sation Board as opposed to the drug that he

felt was best, simply so the worker could

collect the charge for such a dirug. That kind

of thing is totally ridiculous.

The position that I come to with this bill,

as I said earlier, is that it appears it will do
some good. But I'm afraid the only way this

bill will do any good is if there are a lot of

New Democrats in this House to see that it's

enforced. Why would I say that? Because I

look at an example that's happened in my
own riding, I look at an example of this

government's supposed concern and the way
it has gone about enforcing health standards.

Mr. Kerrio: Better do it now, because you
are not going to have as many next time.

Mr. Bain: I am sure the minister is familiar

with the situation at United Asbestos. Suffice

to say that the Minister of Natural Resources

(Mr. Bemier), who was in charge of the

mines engineering branch—which will now be
moved to this ministry under section 12 of

this particular bill—stated on February 25:

"United' Asbestos, far from having the worst

conditions yet, they were the best conditions

yet in United Asbestos at Matachewan."

(That reassures us. This was the man—now
this minister will be replacing him—who is

responsible for enforcing work safety in the

mines of this province. He speaks out, we
are reassured. He had in his possession at

that time reports that had been made as

early as the fall of 1975, which indicated that

the conditions at United Asbestos were de-

plorable, in fact the worst that the writer of

the occupational health protection branch

report had seen anywhere. He had those re-

ports, yet he did nothing about them.

He paraded bravely in this House and

elsewhere as the defender of corporate inter-
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ests. Finally, on the workers themselves, I

must tell the minister that workers in northern

Ontario do not have the same opportunities
as people in the south. Jobs are few and far

between and often they are forced into a

position where they have to accept poor

working conditions because they know there

are not other jobs for them to go to.

This was a situation with the men who
were working at Matachewan. I grew up near

Matachewan and I saw that community when
two gold mines closed; people were thrown
out of work, 3,500 people were left without

any economic base. The people in Matache-
wan not only left to find emloyment else-

where, they literally took their homes with

them on the floats of trucks as they left.

So everyone realized when United Asbestos

went to Matachewan that this was important.
Those same men who needed those jobs so

desperately went out on strike in the be-

ginning of April, and what did they demand?

They simply demanded that they would be

able to go back into the work place-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I must remind the

hon. member that every member in this

House could bring out examples of where
this bill might apply to a specific incident in

his or her riding. It's not the practice in this

House to give specific examples but to speak
to the principle of this bill.

Mr. Bain: Mr. Speaker, I appreciate your
recommendations and your admonitions, but

I would remind the Speaker that there is no

point in us passing any bill in this House un-

less it's going to apply to the people in all

of our ridings and protect the workers in all

of our ridings.

[4:00]

Mr. Deputy Speaker: If you want to get

into specifics, there will be an opportunity

during the committee stage of the bill.

Mr. Bain: I was about to mention that

finally these men went out because they
wanted only to go back into the work place
and help clean it up. The company, of course,

wouldn't do that. Finally, the Minister of

Natural Resources (Mr. Bernier) had to get
involved, and at that time he finally came
around to saying that the attitude of the

executives of United Asbestos was unbeliev-

able. Why didn't he take that position earlier?

Why didn't he admit that the executives of

that company had a poor attitude? Why
didn't he, from the very beginning, ensure
that the mine was safely set up—

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Obviously the mem-
ber didn't heed my original admonition. It

wasn't a recommendation. I was insisting that

you stick to the principle of the bill.

Mr. Bain: Mr. Speaker, the principle of the

bill deals with such things—I could recite

them if you would like me to, Mr. Speaker,
but I won't do that for you; I know that

you—

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I am well aware of

the principles involved in this bill.

Mr. Bain: I am glad that you are and I am
glad that you appreciate the importance of

this bill; but this bill, like almost any other

bill, has to be enforced. One of the sections

of the bill, section 9, mentions that there will

be no reprisals. This is an area where the

ministry is going to have to be very diligent,

because I am^ sure the minister will appreciate
that having something written on a piece of

paper does not mean the companies will

abide by it.

I hope the minister will see that there are

sufficient people in her ministry to enforce

the provisions of this Act and safety in

general. I am sure that people in the mines

engineering branch of the Ministry of Natural

Resources will tell the minister that one of

the reasons they were so handicapped in

enforcing their concern about mine safety

was that they never had enough people to

get around to all the mines; they could only
deal with flash fire areas when they became
well known to the people of the province

through the media. The minister is going to

have to make a real effort to see that these

sections of this Act are stringently and

rigorously enforced.

The Act itself is a step in the right

direction. It doesn't go far enough, of course,
in implementing the recommendations of the

Ham commission. Something that I believe is

most important is that we have to establish

a way of tracking the people who have
worked in mines. There has to be a con-

tinuous record kept of them. Examples have

already been cited—the sinter plant at Inco

in Sudbury and other plants around this prov-
ince—where neither management nor any-
one else really knows who has worked there;

so it's impossible to contact these people and
advise them they should be seeking medical

assistance to make sure they haven't con-

tacted any diseases that can be traced to their

original place of employment. That was a

recommendation of the Ham commission, and
I hope it's one the minister will implement
very shortly.
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I am sure the minister will have the sup-

port of this party in her efforts—and I hope
there are efforts on her part—to rigorously
enforce this and really become, in her own
cabinet, the spokesman for working people.
When an issue is presented in this House, she

shouldn't react on the side of the companies
but on the side of the working people; and ff

on occasion she should err on the side of

working people, I am sure no one in this

province would ever hold that against her.

Mr. Kerrio: Mr. Speaker, I rise to support
this very important legislation. I will be very

brief, but there are comments that are im-

portant for me to make.

There are those in this House who would

suggest that there is only one party interested

in the worker and his well-being. I would like

to say that's not quite true. When I stand in

this House, I am very concerned about the

worker and the work place, but I think there

are many more responsibilities that some of

the other people don't identify with.

We in the Liberal Party feel very strongly

about representing all people in this province,

whether they be workers or employers. This

is the role of the government. I think that's

what true government is all about, that they

will keep the broader spectrum open and

that when there is something that should be

supported they will support it diligently and

not attempt to make it appear that there's

only one party in this House that is interested

in the worker.

They know that is not true and I would

bring this to the members' attention. I think

this is a very valid point—having been a

worker, having been an employer, and maybe
having come from that small business spec-
trum that isn't even talked about here—the

responsibility to those people who have to

make things pay. Yes, they say, things go

strictly down to the economy of the situation.

I don't think that's quite true. I think such

broad statements are what makes the credibil-

ity of what they're suggesting very untrue.

I think we must realize that all of us have
a heavy responsibility. When we try to train

the worker to be a safer worker we are

doing it for his own good, and when we
attempt to have safety meetings and have
those employers attend those safety meetings
and make it incumbent on them that the work

place is as safe as they caii make it, that's

part of our responsibility.

Some can say this legislation should have
come 10 years ago. They could say it should
have come 200 years ago, when they took

12-year-old children in the mines. We are all

aware of that, but I say this bill is a good
bill and we are going to support it. The Lib-

eral Party has one great difference from the

socialists and that is that we have a broad

responsibility, and when I stand on this floor,

I say that I represent that broad responsi-

bility and I think they should do the same.

Mr. Deans: Mr, Speaker, I only have a

few comments to make with regard to the bill.

I am always interested in listening to the

Liberal Party members speak of their respons-

ibility. Methinks they doth protest too much.

They seem compelled to point out their pur-

ity in the matter. I don't think we need to

do that, sinc3 what we have done is self-

evident to most people in the province of

Ontario.

I think it's sad that we have to pass bills

like this. I think it's a sad commentary on
the state of the civilization that we live in

that we have to ensure by law that safety
and health will take precedence over the ac-

cumulation of wealth. That's what's hap-

pening.

I have been concerned, I think for almost

all of my adult life and certainly for some
of my pre-adult life, with the health and

safety of workers. I have been concerned

about it because I watched an old man die,

and when my colleague from Timiskaming
(Mr. Bain) spoke of seeing this happen, I

want to say to the minister that I can recall

the discussions that 1 had with my grand-

father, who was a miner, who worked in in-

tolerable conditions, who died prematurely
because of the conditions that he had to work

in, and I won't recite them here today be-

cause obviously they don't apply exactiy in

this day and age as they did in that day.

Oh, they did apply in this country too. In

fact, the conditions that he spoke of are not

really that terribly unlike the conditions that

many people in the province of Ontario face

on a day-to-day basis, given that we have now
moved some 80 years from the time that he

first started in the mines. But in other areas

of the economy we have moved much more

rapidly. We have developed all kinds of

sophisticated machinery for production pur-

poses. We have developed all kinds of

sophisticated apparatus for the movement of

people and things. We have even developed
new procedures for legislative debates—

though it wasn't evident this afternoon—but

for some reason or other we have, and we
have done that fairly rapidly. We can send

a man to the moon now—

Mr. Kerrio: We have to have a protective
suit, Ian.
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'Mr. Deans: —and we consider it a priority.

Yet the truth of the matter is that when we
send that man to the moon we take every

single precautionary step to ensure that his or

her—in this case up to now it's been his—

well-being and person are protected through-
out to the maximum degree. That's done
under public scrutiny; people watch it every
minute of the day and they see it happening.
Yet we don't seem to be able to understand
in a reasonably civilized way that there are

a great number of conditions which currently
exist in industry and in the mines, particu-

larly, which are inhuman, which are hazard-

ous, which have been dangerous and have
affected the lives and the eoonomic well-

being of many people across this provinc2,
and which needed to be changed many years

ago.

I put it in that way because, like every-
one else, I am always glad when a bill comes
forward which attempts to correct some in-

justice or some hazardous situation. But let

me tell members that we have legislation in

the province of Ontario at the moment. We
have The Mines Safety Act—page after page
of direction with regard to the safety of

miners; much of it ignored. We have The
Construction Safety Act, again page after

page of supposed protection for people in

the construction industry; much of it ignored.

I had the occasion to be part of the com-
mittee dealing with the Workmen's Com-
pensation Board. I heard from the industrial

safety branch about its inspections—this was
two and a half to three years ago—about its

inspection procedures and the kind of condi-

tions which prevail through much of in-

dustry in the province of Ontario, much of

it, if not all of it, in direct violation of the

law.

Simply passing this law isn't going to

change in any way the conditions people
find themselves in. It isn't. What wiU change
those conditions is how the government en-

forces this law. If it enforces this law in

the same way as it has enforced the other

safety laws, it won't work. If it is going to

have inspectors phoning ahead and telling

the company they'll be dropping by to make
an inspection tomorrow or next week, as has

been happening right across this province for

years, then let me tell the House that all of

the good intentions and all of the importance
of this legislation will be lost.

The minister can't tell me from her place
in this Legislature that it is a coincidence
that workers are told on a particular day to

go and clean up and get things put away

in their proper place, to clear the floors and
reduce the dust levels. Then, just by ac-

cident, the inspector drops by the following
day or the day after that. If the minister
tells me that's a coincidence, I tell her that's

nonsense. That has been happening across
this province.

I'll tell her more than that. There are

violations day after day in construction which
will and have cost people their lives and
caused others considerable aggravation and

pain. The inspection procedures are vir-

tually non-existent.

Mr. Kerrio: I've never had notice.

Mr. Deans: It's extremely diflBcult. I'll take

the minister and let her speak to people
working in the industry—

Hon. B. Stephenson: That is not true.

Mr. Kerrio: I have never had notice.

Mr. Deans: She can say—I don't care; I'm
not sensitive to that.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Perhaps
the hon. member will continue speaking to

the principle of the bill.

Mr. Deans: I'll take her and let her see

people who work in the industry and they'll

tell her about it. I don't understand what
kind of enclosed, protected environment she

lives in that she never comes into contact

with the people I come into contact with.

I don't understand that.

I know them. I deal with them working
in construction on a day to day basis. They
have complained repeatedly, time after time,
about the conditions, particularly about the

elevators put in on the construction sites

which are supposed to raise and lower ma-
terials and persons.

Mr. Grande: Do you believe the workers?

[4:15]

Mr. Deans: It's a matter of who you
believe, I suppose, and what you consider

to be a violation and what you consider to

be a hazard.

My worry about it is this, in any event.

The law itself, like a lot of laws, can be
full of good intentions. This law's filled with

good intentions and I agree—and I support
it. But what I really want to see is how you
make it work.

If the minister is going to leave it up to

the decisions of individuals, companies or

employees, whether there will be safety com-
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mittees formed, then she's going to find that

by a very careful coercive measure that has

gone on for years—it's called fear of the loss

of one's job—that many of the hazards and

many of the problems that have been in

existence and in evidence for as long as I've

been involved in the work force will con-

tinue. Because, you see, a worker is never

fired for complaining about an unsafe situa-

tion. It's three or four months later that his

services are no longer required and, of

course, it's extremely difficult then to prove
the reasons why. That's what I'm concerned

about in terms of the application of the Act.

I think the minister has to be sure that

there are mandatory safety committees. I

think she has to be sure that those com-

mittees have the maximum amount of

strength, that they are given every conceiv-

able source of information with regard to

safety and the hazards that are involved in

health in order that they can do the job well.

There has to be an ongoing flow of informa-

tion to them about new materials, about new

liquids, about new coolants, about what

they should look for in terms of symptoms
of illness and health problems in order that

they can make an accurate assessment. I

hope the minister is going to do that. I hope
she is going to do that because that's what'll

make it work adequately.

Let me go on just a moment just to say
to the minister that if it works well and if

we identify the hazardous areas then we
can't arrive at a saw-off; there can be no

compromise. The safety and the health of

the people of the province of Ontario, work-

ing in whatever area, must be the primary
consideration.

We can't accept the argument that "we
would like to fix that up but we can't afford

it," because if it's going to be an economic

argument that we can't fix it up and so

therefore it has to be allowed to continue

for a period of time, then what you're really

doing is saying that those people's lives can
be played around with and we can't afford

to have that happen. I'm not suggesting the

minister said it, I'm suggesting we have to be
careful not to do that.

On top of that, we have to make some
very fundamental changes to the Workmen's
Compensation Board and to the methods now
being used to assess—I say to the minister,
it's very much related to this bill, very much
related to it. We have to make very funda-
mental changes to the way in which the

Compensation Board performs its function.

We can't afford to have people waiting for
such extended periods of time for their pay-

ments and the reason is this. If a worker

is off either through accident or illness and
has to wait for eight or 10, or 12, or 16

weeks in order that an assessment be made,
an investigation take place, a judgement be

forthcoming and then finally a cheque arrive,

the next time that worker is faced with the

same situation he will choose not to report
it because he can't afford it; economically
he can't survive.

That's why the minister has to make some

changes. She is going to have to authorize

on-the-spot immediate inspection by the

local officers where they exist and, where

they don't exist, she's going to have to make
sure that there are a sufficient number of in-

spectors available to go out on one day's
notice to job sites where there are questions

being asked about their safety as a result

of an accident. An immediate assessment must
be made with regard to whether or not that

particular situation the worker finds himself

or herself in is related directly to employ-
ment or to the health hazard and therefore

is justifiably a compensable accident or

incident.

There are so many subtle ways of making
sure that the workers are placed in such

jeopardy that they themselves, are not able

to stand up for the very thing which will

protect their own health and their own lives.

That's where the minister really has to put
her emphasis.

Her emphasis must be on inspection and

ensuring that there are committees estab-

lished right across the province and that the

Compensation Board is reoriented—that its

thinking is reoriented so that it reverts to

the position it once took, that where there

was a doubt, the doubt was found in favour
of the injured worker.

That hasn't been in application in this

province for the last three years. That's very
unfortunate. People in this province working
for wages and salaries in the main don't earn

sufficiently high wages or salaries in order
to be able to withstand two or three months
without pay. It is quite common now in deal-

ing with the Workmen's Compensation Board
that that happens—two to three months; eight
to 12 weeks.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Give me some num-
bers so I can investigate.

Mr. Deans: I've done that. Go to the

board. I've been up there with them.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Don't give them to

the board; give them to me.

Mr. Laughren: I'd be glad to.
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Mr. Deans: We'll give them to you.

Mr. Laughren: You reject them anyhow.
What is the sense of giving them to you?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Per-

haps we can-

Mr. Deans: But I want the minister to

know—this is right on the bill.

Mr. Acting Speaker: —cease debating the

Workmen's Compensation Board's deficiencies

or inefficiencies and get on with the second

reading.

Mr. Deans: Mr. Speaker, I'm glad you
raised it in that way because I know you
and I share the concerns which will flow

from workers not being able to have this

Act administered in the way in which we
intended because they are imder severe finan-

cial hardlship. You have raised it with me
yourself so I know we share it.

I want to say that these are the subtle ways
in which the Act will be circumvented. If

the minister can't enforce the existing Acts,
which she can't; if she allows the Idnd of

economic pressures which are currently being
allowed in the province to avoid compensable
accidents; if she continues to allow em-
ployers to give workers Hght work rather

than report accidents so that the hazardous
situations don't come to her attention, she is

never going to be able to clean up the work
place in a way which will provide adequate
protection for people.

I think this Act s'hould be considered in

conjunction with the other Acts to see exactly
where they all fit together. I think, more
than that, she has to recognize one thing. If

she comes to a decision, however she comes
to it, that a work place is so hazardous that

people cannot work there, there has to be an

absolutely clear and unequivocal guarantee
that the employees don't suJBFer economically
as a result of that decision. In the province
of Ontario retraining and rehabilitation pro-
grammes must be set up and in place and
working to guarantee that they will be able

to maintain themselves and their families

with some dignity.

That's why I keep asking the question
about the minister's Manpower policies; it is

very much a responsibility of the Minister of

Labour. If she doesn't have all these things
in place then this Act, with all its good in-

tentions, isn't going to fill the bill and isn't

going to protect the people in the way we in

this Legislature hoped it woud.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I con-
fess it is with some gratitude that I rise

finally to participate in this debate. I had

anticipated that there would be strong sup-

port and therefore some limitation upon the

length of debate but I gather there is some
concern that authorship of this bill shall be
shared within the House. I would like the

members to know that I have absolutely no
hesitation in suggesting that there are per-

haps 125 authors of this bill. Pride of author-

ship is certainly not my primary concern.

In contrast to some of my hon. colleagues
who have participated in this debate, I shall

attempt to keep my remarks tightly related

to the principles of the bill. I may digress a

little but I promise you that I shall not be-

come quite so tangential as some of those who
have participated.

I don't possess as many years' experience
in this Legislature as some of my colleagues
and I am not therefore capable of dredging
up from memory long past debates demon-

strating either lack of resolve or change of

position, or flip-flops, or whatever one would
like to call them. Nor did my work experience
in a number of jobs in this province—jobs
long before I became a physician—and in my
job as a physician as well, instil in me either

the urge to be cynical about human beings
in Ontario or to stratify Canadian society.

II do not relegate some citizens to lesser

status. Unhke some others perhaps in this

Legislature, the members of the government
of Ontario believe that in this province there

are no classes of citizens, that all people are

equally important, whether they work on
the production lines-

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Bain: Did you ever hear of John
Horner?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —whether they work
on the farm, in the mine, on the construction

site, in the general ofiice or in the executive

suite, they are all equally important citizens

of this province.

Mr. Conway: Even if they are Tories.

Hon. B. Stephenson: And in spite of the

irrelevance and vitriol contained in much of

the hyperbole ventilated in this chamber, the

government of this province has within the

limits of current knowledge and generally
accepted standards maintained throughout the

years a concern for occupational safety and
health at a level unsurpassed by any other

jurisdiction—any other. If any member here

present or not present, as I notice many are

not—
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Mr. Deans: Behind you as well.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —is able to produce
a statistical record from any country or any
province relevant to workers' health or safety
which is consistently sui)erior to that of On-

tario, I think he or she should do it and do
it immediately.

Mr. Deans: Why shouldn't we care?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Because it is not

possible to do so.

Mr. Deans: Why shouldn't we care about
that?

Hon. B. Stephenson: It is capricious, your
argument, it is callous and it is unworthy of

those who have never been required to

assume full responsibility and accountability
for their words and deeds to indulge in de-

liberate emotional manipulation of issues

which must be resolved with the best pos-
sible combination of factual information,

humanity, wisdom based upon knowledge
and experience.

Any individual agency or institution

charged with public responsibility and

accountability must base its decisions and its

actions upon valid, supportable evidence-

Mr. Grande: How much money do you
want to spend?

Hon. B. Stephenson: —and information

garnered through critical evaluation of all

available scientifically valid research of the

problem involved.

Such has been, and I believe must con-

tinue to be, the policy of this government
if it is to act responsibly in the area of health

and safety. As we all know one swallow doth
not a summer make. And one statement by
one researcher or one study by one scientist

doth certainly not a factual truism make in

regard to safety and health.

Interjections.

Hon. B. Stephenson: While I have no wish
to denigrate the efforts of any single con-

cerned scientist, the research carried out must
be soundly based. It must be meticulously
and ethically executed—

Mr. Bain: "Soundly" means we agree with

you.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —and the conclusions

drawn must be logically developed. Then the

study must be subjected to the critical ex-

amination of all those equally expert in that

field for denial or support-

Interjection.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —and subsequent ex-

amination, duplication and validation. The
members of this House should know that the

studies mentioned by the hon. Leader of

the Opposition (Mr. Lewis), the one from Dr.

Morgan, has not as yet received that support
and validation as a result of the assessment

of Dr. Morgan's peers and Dr. Selikoff has

not as yet subjected his major study to the

process of critical evaluation by his peer
group-

Mr. Bain: If Columbus had waited for you
he would never had landed in America.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —which contains many
scientists equaUy gifted and expert in the

field. However, Mr. Speaker, I would say to

you and to the members of this House that

both of these physicians are serving both
science and society well by alerting all of us

to existing and potential hazards. They are,

along with others, stimulating at least some
of the research activity vitally needed in this

very diflBcult and increasingly important area.

For that, I believe all of us owe to them
and to all of the other highly qualified ex-

perts throughout the world a major debt of

gratitude.

But the bill that we are dealing with today
does not deal with the past. It deals with the

present and the future. Bill 139, as I have
said repeatedly, is an important first step in

our—

Mr. Grande: You work in a vacuum, don't

you?

[4:30]

Hon. B. Stephenson: —active initiatives to

improve the quality of working life in the

province of Ontario. It is also supplementary
to the existing Industrial and Construction

Safety Act, in which the responsibility of the

employer to provide a safe work place is

already defined, and the enforcement proce-
dures and plans and programmes are estab-

lished.

This bill is an interim measure designed to

increase the involvement of the worker in

matters of work place health and safety; to

encourage the assumption of personal re-

sponsibility of individual workers; to provide
for improved channels of communication be-

tween employers and employees in health

and safety matters; to increase and broaden

access to relevant, factual information; and to

protect the worker who exercises his or her

healtli and safety responsibility prudentiy and

judiciously.
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It is also to consolidate within the Ministry

of Labour responsibility for the appropriate

parts of The Mining Act and The SiHcosis

Act. By passage of this legislation the Minis-

try of Labour will be responsible for all poli-

cies and programmes of the provincial gov-
ernment aimed at ensuring the health and

safety of persons within their work environ-

ment. At the same time, I should tell mem-
bers that at the direction of the government
an extensive review is being made of The

Mining Act at this time. The Construction

Safety Act and The Industrial Safety Act
have been undergoing a review with the ex-

press purpose of introducing a comprehensive
statute for all employees in the province of

Ontario.

At the beginning of the next session the

government will introduce a comprehensive
occupational health and safety statute which
will formally establish, in the Ministry of

Labour, an occupational health and safety au-

thority responsible for the health and safety
of all employees in the province of Ontario.

[The legislation will contain all of the

powers and the responsibilities necessary to

effect such an important mandate. As a first

step, as members all know and, Mr. Speaker,

you are very much aware, the government
has already appointed the assistant deputy
minister under whom the authority vdll be

constituted. Dr. Rodney May.

I want this House to imderstand that the

government is firmly committed to meeting
the twin needs for greater openness and
greater employee participation in matters of

health and safety and the dtevelopment of a

well-considered internal responsibility system
in which labour and management can co-

operate fully to control occupational hazards.

Combined with these objectives the govern-
ment wants to provide the most effective ex-

ternal evaluation system possible.

Members can appreciate that the imple-
mentation of these principles entails compli-
cated and really rather massive changes to

existing legislation which is now in the form
of at least four separate statutes. I'm sure,
Mr. Speaker, you will agree that this is much
too important a task to be hastily undertaken
if Ontario is to have the most up to date
institutional framework possible.

Quite clearly, some time for thoughtful
deliberation should be permitted to the de-

velopment of this legislation. Any compre-
hensive statute must, I think, embrace not

only the broad principles emphasized by Dr.
Ham and his commission and those persons
and organizations who appeared before it but,
as well, the technical considerations and prac-

tical language required to respond to the new
technology and the work practices which have
been developed in recent years and will con-

tinue to evolve and change.
As many members of this House are aware,

the Ministry of Labour undertook, as I sug-

gested earlier, a review of The Industrial

Safety Act and The Construction Safety Act,

beginning last February. As a matter of fact,

as a result of that activity the proposals which
are contained in Bill 139 were developed in

the late sirring and early summer for presen-
tation to this session of the House. Because
Dr. Ham's report coincided with the time at

which we wished to make these amendments
to The Industrial and Constaruction Safety

Acts, we felt that when the Ministry of

Labour became responsible for mine safety
and for the health and safety of miners it

would be appropriate to introduce similar

additions to part IX of The Mining Act so

that all our health and safety laws would be

kept in step while we await tiie introduction

of the omnibus statute.

These proposed amendments to our health

and safety legislation, as members are aware,
will allow for the formation of labour-manage-
ment. We feel that it would be an error to

destroy the relationship which has been de-

veloped in those committees, by introducing

legislation which would make it mandatory to

set up a committee of specific size and struc-

ture to meet the legislation which we develop.

The reasons for which these committees
should be set up will be available to us

through complaints by workers, through our

inspection programme which is an excellent

programme indeed, and through the statistics

which we will be receiving from our im-

proved data system. We have deliberately in-

troduced the concept that when we have any
cause to suspect that there is a need for a

health and safety committee, no matter what
the size of the industrial estblishment or the

institution, that committee will be set up
according to the format prescribed by the

ministry and so it can be monitored in a

regular manner to ensure that it is serving
its purpose.

The amendments also allow the right of

an employee to refuse to i>eTform work where
he has reasonable grounds for doing so. I

would remind the members of this House that

that right has been enshrined within The
Industrial Safety Act and The Construction

Safety Act since 1971. There has been pro-
tection for the worker in the organized situa-

tion but none for the worker in the unorga-
nized situation. The additional amendments
to provide the worker with that protection
have been included in this Act.



4792 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

There is also within the Act a require-
ment for the mandatory publication of in-

spection reports and official directions in all

places where investigations and inspections
have been carried out. In this way the in-

formation which all of the workers require
will be available to them immediately fol-

lowing the inspection procedure and they
will be able to monitor the actions of the

employer.

The right of an employee, without loss of

wages, to accompany an inspector during a

physical inspection of the work place and to

full consultation during the inspection process
is enshrined in these amendments. Finally,
there is a provision for annual summaries of

all of the work injury statistics for that

specific work place to be published within

the work place for all of the employees to

see.

I want to emphasize that these proposals
are based on the assumption that eflFective

solutions to the health and safety issues of

our work places cannot centre totally on

providing more inspectors and more penal-
ties. That assumption, I would remind the

members of this House, is shared by the

Ham commission. The vast number of work
situations and the complex sets of human
and technical factors which cause accidents

mean that government inspection activity can

only be a part of the solution—an important

part but only a part. Much of the respon-

sibility must rest with management and with
labour for, as Dr. Ham observed, one of the

major prospects for reducing the adverse
human consequences of accidents lies in in-

creasing the commitment and the capacity of

all persons in the organization to detect and
to correct anomalies of operation which con-

tribute to accidents and industrial disease.

Before you, Mr. Speaker, is Bill 139, the

interim legislation. To suggest that this legis-

lation is or that it should be at this time

all-encompassing or totally comprehensive is

ludicrous. To suggest that any specific party
within this House possesses primary interest

in occupational health and safety or that one

party has more insight than any other, is

more acutely concerned than any other or

is more knowledgeable about the problems
inherent in this field, Mr. Speaker, I tell you,
is meretricious mythology. To suggest that

this government is less than totally committed
to the development and maintenance of the

best programme of occupational health and
safety is spurious fabrication.

Mr. Conway: I thought you fired Michael
Gee.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. B. Stephenson: The time has come
to rise above such infantile and adolescent

behaviour and to work together to provide
the legislative base upon which improvements
can be made. I will emphasize again that

this is interim legislation introduced to meet
some of the important problems which pre-
sent themselves in the work place, while we
continue with the intensive review of all of

the Acts which deal with safety and health

in work places in this province. While many
of the presentations heard in the last several

days bore little or no relationship to the

principle of Bill 139, I do sincerely thank

those members who have outlined or specifi-

cally detailed work-place problems and rele-

vant matters, such as data collection and

research, which will be most seriously con-

sidered during our development of the omni-

bus occupational health and safety Act.

It is with a sense of heartfelt concern for

the health and welfare of Ontario worl:er3

that I support passage of this piece of legis-

lation as a significant step in the establish-

ment of the optimum legislative support for

the maintenance of the safest and healthiest

work places possible for all of the people
who work in the province of Ontario.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for standing committee on le-

sources development.

FAMILY LAW REFORM ACT

Hon. Mr. McMurtry moved second reading
of Bill 140, An Act to reform the Law
respecting Property Rights and Support Obli-

gations between Married Persons and in other

Family Relationships.

Mr. Acting Speaker: I understand the min-

ister has a statement to make.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Yes, I have a brief

statement to make. When this bill was in-

troduced for first reading, I made a state-

ment explaining in detail the principles con-

tained in it. So I will reserve most of my
comments for the close of this debate.

However, I would like to address myself to

two of the major concerns demonstrated by
the public reaction that we have received, at

least to date. Much of the attention of the

media and, consequently, the public has been

focused on our proposals regarding persons

living together in what is generally known as

a common-law relationship. Unfortunately,
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many of the comments that have been made
are based on the mistaken impression of what
our proposal is. I want to repeat now that

this government does not propose that

common-law spouses should share in the

property of their partner nor do we propose
that common-law spouses would have any
control over the matrimonial home or any
other property belonging to their partner.

What we do propose is that persons living
in a relationship of some permanence should

after a period of two years, or when they
have a child, bear some responsibility toward
each other for support. This obligation of

support would arise only where the person
claiming was unable to support himself or

herself and the other person had the means
to provide support. Much of the criticism we
have heard comes from people living in a

common-law relationship who feel that this

proposal is an infringement of their personal
freedom because they entered into an

arrangement "with no strings attached."

These are the very people who will be un-
affected by this legislation because they do
not form a financial dependency on each
other. That is the very essence of their "no

strings attached" relationship. If there is

no financial dependency, there will be no
need for support by the other party and there

will not be a successful claim for support.

By contrast, however, there are many
people living together in such relationships
who are being exploited by their partner.

They have been induced to enter into the

relationship and to stay home and raise the

children arising from the union, or children

of another union, and have thus been put in

a position of total dependency on the person
as a result of being out of the labour market
for a lengthy period of time. Many of these

people are later abandoned and, under the

present law, they have nowhere to turn but
to the welfare authorities for support.

This is not a small problem. For example,
in September of this year, the government
of Ontario has paid out family benefits to

over 13,000 unmarried mothers and their

26.000 dependent children, totalling over

$3.5 million for that month alone.

[4:45]

It is all very well for people to speak of
their freedom to enter into a relationship
with "no strings attached," and if that is

truly what they mean, two self-sufficient indi-

viduals who have no economic dependence on
each other, then we have no wish to inter-

fere with their arrangements. Unfortunately,
however, it often turns out that these rela-

tionships result in the evasion of respon-

sibilities toward a partner, and even children

who are dependent. It is this kind of irres-

ponsibility that we are aiming at.

I should point out that this is not the first

time the common-law spouse has been recog-
nized as having rights similar to a legally
married person under Ontario legislation.

Benefits are now available under The Work-
men's Compensation Act, The Compensation
for Victims of Crime Act, and The Public

Service Superannuation Act to common-law
spouses and they benefit from the exemptions
available to spouses under The Gift Tax Act
and The Succession Duty Act. We have also

proposed in Bill 85 that common-law spouses
should be able to claim support out of the

estate of their deceased partner under much
the same terms as are set out in this bill.

Another area of concern to members of

the public, as reflected by their letters, is the

application of the rules for sharing family
assets in situations where the marriage has

been of short duration, where one of the

spouses did not share any of the burdens of

providing for or raising a family, or where
one of the spouses brings substantial prop-
erty into a second marriage. The provisions
of the bill have been designed with these

kinds of situations in mind.

The basic rule of equal sharing will not

apply where all the circumstances of the case

render it inequitable that the family assets

be shared equally. The court has the neces-

sary power to do justice in each individual

case as required by the situation of the

parties, but as a general rule the principle of

equality is supported by the bfll.

I am gratified by the number of letters

I've received expressing support for the

principles embodied in this biU. I have said

that it is a badly needed reform in areas of

the law that have fallen behind in the needs
and aspirations of today's society. This legis-
lation off^ers married couples the prospect of

justice on the horizon in the event of a mar-

riage breakdown in the form of a fair share
of property, support where there is need and
the means to enforce a support order that is

eventually made. Although there may be a

need for some adjustments in the bill, I be-

lieve it responds to the challenge of modern

family life, and the response that we have
received from members of the public indi-

cates that they're in general agreement with
the philosophy of this legislation.

Mr. Renwick: I am delighted that the

Attorney General (Mr. MdMurty) made the
effort to counteract the impression which was
abroad about the effect of the cohabitation

implications of the bill, relating to persons
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living in a common-law relationship. There
indeed has been—and I think it flowed from

the minister's first statement—an immense mis-

understanding about the implications of what
the Attorney General himself said when he
inroduced the bill. I think it flowed too from
some extemporaneous remarks which he made
on occasion when confronted with these ques-
tions when he allowed some of his own par-
ticular high standards to intrude, as though
those might very well be the high standards

of everyone in the community of Ontario.

I have a sensation that the focus on that

particular aspect of the bill has in fact de-

tracted from some of the consideration which
should have been given to many of its prin-

ciples.

I'm glad, of course, that the bill has come
before us. I had some sensation—and then I

found, of course, that I was scientifically in-

accurate—that during the long period of Tory
rule in the province of Ontario there has

been an immense increase in the extent and

degree of domestic discord. I don't know
whether there was any connection between
the length of Tory rule and the increase of

domestic discord in the province. Perhaps in

a few years we'll see whether or not under
our government it would be any different. I

have no scientific evidence which would sup-

port that proposition so—

Mr. Singer: What? That there is going to

be a government of your party? That's right;
we will agree with that.

Mr. Renwick: —I can't put it forward as a

corollary of Parkinson's law or any such other

or even of Newton's second law of thermo-

dynamics.

I did want, however, to speak about the

bill in this sense—we in this party, after

much consideration, have decided to give the

bill sup>port on second reading with certain

very real qualifications which I hope I and

my colleagues oan bring to 'the attention of

the Attorney General during the course of

this debate. We want attention focused upon
the areas of concern we have so that wlien

the bill is discussed in committee we will be
able to have the kind of exchange which will

allow us to determine whether the areas

about which we have concern are ones which
can be remedied in committee or whether the

explanations given by the ministry about our

concerns will be sufficient to allay them or

whether we might feel compelled on third

reading of the bill, if the matters are not

satisfactorily resolved, to vote against the

I want to talk only briefly about the biU
but I don't think, even in a bill such as this.

one can deal with it v^ithout some recogni-
tion of the interface between the federal

jurisdiction and the provincial jurisdiction. In

committee, we will want to have some debate

or discussion about that interface because, as

the House well knows, under section 91 of

The British North America Act, the areas of

marriage and divorce are dealt with as mat-

ters of federal jurisdiction; under section 92,

questions of property and civil rights and the

question of solemnization of marriage are

dealt with as matters of provincial jurisdic-

tion.

There are very real problems related to the

eff^ect of orders in divorce matters made under
federal jurisdiction and the effect of orders

which may be made from time to time for

support purposes under Bill 140. I know
there are saving clauses in the bfll but I

think it is an area to which we're going to

have to give some very real consideration not

only in the area of support obligations but in

the area of property rights as to whether or

not orders made under the divorce laws of

Canada, which have an impact or effect upon
property rights and an impact or effect on

support obligations, would have an overrid-

ing jurisdiction which would preclude any-
one from taking advantage of the provisions
of this particular Bill 140.

I think, wdth some reservations, that the

bill is a rather happy combination of con-

cepts. I think we were in grave danger, with

the immense amount of study which was done
in this field of family law both by the On-
tario Law Reform Commission and by the

federal Law Reform Commission, of being
tied into a certain conceptual framework, a

particular conceptual framework, which was
not really related to the reality of domestic

life in the province of Ontario.

With a couple of reservations, I would say
that the mixture of the concepts of matrimon-
ial home, the right to possession of it, the

definition of family assets including the ma-
trimonial home for property purposes, and
the introduction of a very significant area of

judicial discretion probably meets the present
needs of the society of Ontario as to how we
give effect to the very needed improvements
in property support and other relationships
which have to be sorted out. particularly at

the time of separation, whether by divorce,

agreement or otherwise, in a marriage ar*

rangement.

I think it is fair to say—speaking, again,

conceptually about it—that the provisions of

the bill which are found in section 49 are a

very accurate statement of what we were

about in the work leading to the reform of

family law. I quote that section because it is
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very far down in the Act and perhaps is the

one single most important statement that is

concerned in the bill. It says: "For all pur-
poses of the law of Ontario, a married man
has a legal personality that is independent,

separate and distinct from that of his wife and
a married woman has a legal personality that

is independent, separate and distinct from
that of her husband." The balance of section

49 and the remaining provisions for practical

purposes of the rest of part V of the bill

are to reinforce and to give effect to that

very clear statement which is an attempt to

undo the harm which was done by the rigours
of the common law in the conceptual rela-

tionships between man and wife.

iln a very real sense what this bill does in

one of its fundamental characteristics is to

provide for a consolidation and a restatement

of those relationships, particularly as they im-

pinge upon the time when a dissolution or a

separation is about to take place. The bill

removes from the law a large number of

ancient and, I suppose, at one time honoured
but now no longer appropriate provisions,
both of statute law and oommon law, and
does establish the equal position of married

persons in all respects, not only as amongst
themselves but in their status in the society
as a whole. I therefore think that section 49
and the draftsmen of those particular sec-

tions have very clearly stated the funda-
mental principle upon which the bill is

framed.

iWe move from that fundamental principle
of the independence of each person in that

relationship and we provide, certainly for the

first time so far as I am aware, that that

relationship in its aspects relating to family
matters can be dealt with by a marriage con-
tract. I would guess that we will see the use

of marriage contracts in the province of On-
tario much more in the future than we ever
had in the past, not only for the technical

reason that marriage contiaots dealing with
the dissolution of marriage were generally
considered to be contrary to public policy
and therefore that correction had to be made
in the form of the law, but also to indicate

that when you move from a status relation-

ship to one of contiact, you are in a very
real sense moving into an area of greater
freedom.

That is reflected dn the provisions which

permit marriage contracts to be put between

persons who are married or who intend to

marry.

A number of the provisions in the marriage
contiact section or part of the bill, part IV,
deal with the extent to which that free con-

tractual right is cut down. I want to raise

this one point with the minister, that while
it very clearly says that any provisions in a

marriage contract limiting the right in respect
to the possession of the matrimonial home
are void, and where certain support obliga-
tions cannot be waived or necessarily set

aside, and where there are the usual protec-
tive provisions with respect to custody of

children and the protection of one spouse as

against the other in cases of undue influence

or duress, nevertheless, it does appear to me—
and I would hope that the minister, either in

his reply or dn committee, will direct his

attention as to whether or not it was in-

tended—that a marriage contiact could, on
the one hand, supersede entirely the pro-
visions with respect to the division of family
assets. Or looked at in the reverse way, is it

open to a court on an application under part
I of the bill with respect to family assets to

override the provisions of the marriage con-

tract?

I think that particular matter needs an
immense amount of clarification because there

is a provision in the early part of the bill

that on an application to decide whether or

not there should be something other than an

equal division of family assets, one of the

matters which a court in its discretion may
take into account is something called any
agreement between the parties. That is used
in very general terms and doesn't necessarily
relate, either wholly or exclusively, to marri-

age contract as it is defined in part IV of the

bill.

[5:00]

Well, again with—

Mr. Singer: What about section 46? Par-

ticularly sub. 5.

Mr. Renwick: Yes, there is no question
about the fraud or undue influence or duress.

I wasn't concerned about that. I was talking
about the kind of situations where two

persons deliberately say, or intend to say at

one point in their marriage relationship, we
will be separate so far as our family assets

are concerned and yet, at a later time, in

the economic adjustment which must take

place upon the dissolution or separation of

those parties, that economic adjustment can
be varied by a court in order to provide the

most viable method of carrying out that

economic adjustment.

Really it did seem to us as we went

through the bill that is mainly what we are

talking about, leaving aside some marginal
references to custody in the bill—that in the

marriage relationship what the bill is really
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designed to accomplish is the most equitable
economic adjustment as between the two

parties at the time of the separation or of the

divorce.

So that contradiction, or what appears to

us to be a contradiction, or a lack of clarity

in the bill needs, in our view, some explana-
tion and perhaps in committee on fiu-ther

consideration an amendment may very well

be necessary.

It's a funny thing about reading bills in

the province of Ontario. They are much more
understandable if you start at the back and
read towards the front. I don't quite know
why that is so, but I seem to find that that

is the simpler way of dealing with this par-
ticular bill, in any event.

If I may move to the question of the matri-

monial home, I think, as I said, that the con-

cept of the matrimonial home and the right
to possession of it and the wide discretion

conferred on the court to make orders with

respect to possession and occupancy of the

matrimonial home under part III appears to

be a very wise and salutary arrangement. I

need not recap the long attempts by the

courts to make the adjustment to bring into

our law the concept of the matrimonial home.
Now we find that, of course, it can best and
most compendiously be expressed in statutory
law.

The matrimonial home provision does

appear to us to be a very worthwhile concept
and does a great deal to settle the immediate
and crucial problem which always occurs at

the time of a separation or a dissolution of a

marriage. In one other section of the bill

there is a specific provision about the Crown
being bound; I think it's in part II of the

bill relating to support obligations. It does

appear to us tliat where the matrimonial home
also includes property held under lease and
where a significant amount of the housing in

the province of Ontario is under the aegis or

ownership of the government—and I ask the

minister if he would look at it from that point
of view—it may be necessary to provide either

that the Act as a whole binds the Crown or

that an addition should be made to part III

to make certain that any orders with respect
to the matrimonial home that may be issued

would apply to leasehold premises in Ontario

Housing, for example.

I am certain that my colleagues may want
to go on at some greater length here and in

the committee on the question of the matri-

monial home, but I would like to move on to

the question of the mutual support obliga-
tions. I want to compliment the draftsman on
the very succinct and accurate statement set

out in the principles of the support obliga-
tions in part II of the bill and particularly
the provisions in sections 12, 13 and 14,

which deal with the mutual obligations of

support of spouses, the responsibility for

support of children by parents, and for

parents by children.

I suppose in our caucus, as in every other

caucus, there's always some question of the

extent and degree to which we should en-

shrine in law the kind of mutual support
obligation between children and parents,
mutual not so much as to time but to the

relationship. I personally think that the sup-

port obligations are well stated and cover in

a very accurate way the substance of those

support arrangements.

I believe the minister would be well ad-

vised to eliminate from the bill, as one of the

circumstances which a court may take into

consideration in determining the extent and
nature of the support obligation, a phrase in

item (g) of section 15(3). That is the one
which states that one of the circumstances

the court may consider is "any course of con-
duct by the applicant tending to repudiate
the relationship."

If one looks at this as an economic adjust-
ment at a time of dissolution, it does seem to

us to be inadvisable. You have carefully
thrown out of the bill most questions of

conduct and behaviour, only to bring it back
in in this back door method in a long list of

the circumstances which may be considered.

We think so for a couple of reasons. One is

that if there is any likelihood of a reconcilia-

tion at some time, one of the certain ways
that you can destroy that is in the court

hearing to have mutual recriminations about

the extent and degree of the conduct that

may have destroyed the relationship. I'm not

speaking about marriage infidelity, so much
as about the great background of discontent

that often exists in families. In a court hear-

ing if you have questions of conduct by one

of the persons, particularly the applicant,

tending^ to repudiate the relationship, you

open the door to the respondent in the appli-

cation to raise questions with respect to con-

dtuct. This could cause a further, serious de-

terioration in what is probably already a

significantly deteriorated arrangement.

On the other hand, so far as the future is

concerned, when you get involved in these

vexed questions of custody and access and

right of access, one of the matters which

always makes the exercise of the right of

access even more difiicult is if each of the

parties at some hearing have been engaged
in mutual recrimination about how they have
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behaved during the course of that particular

relationship.

I would suggest that if we are really talk-

ing about an economic readjustment of two

persons who have been associated—indeed

this also applies to the child-parent, parent-
child relationship^then I think you would be

well advised to delete the reference with

respect to the course of conduct by the appli-

cant tending to repudiate the relationship.

One of the major considerations of concern

in our caucus was the introduction of the

principle in this bill that a public agency on

its own initiative could make an application
to the court for the purpose of determining
the support obligations as between two pri-

vate citizens. I draw the minister's attention

to section 15(2)—

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Which section is that

again?

Mr. Renwick: Section 15(2). It seems to us

to go far beyond what should be in a bill

which is entitled An Act to reform the Law
respecting Property Rights and Support Obli-

gations between Married Persons and in other

Family Relationships.

Let me make a distinction. When public
funds are being used under The Family Bene-
fits Act or general welfare assistance or other

such assistance provisions, I think it is essen-

tial that if an order is obtained by an ajypli-

cant and the respondent to that order only

intermittently fulfils his obligations thus lead-

ing to a series of show-cause motions, I think

it is very wise that the provision be made
that that order be assignable by the original

applicant to the public agency—for example,
to the Ministry of Community and Social

Services—so that the beneficiary of the order,

not being able to get the regular payments
to which he or she may be entitled, can say,

"I would rather take my regular payments
from the ministry and let the ministry do the

collecting."

I am not concerned about that. I think if

we balance ofiF the public interest in the

public purse and the needs of the applicant
to have a regular flow of income from the

public agency, I think the public agency

may very well by assignment take up that

obligation to enforce the order and so relieve

the applicant from being the one who must

appear in the court for the purpose of the

show-cause application.

I am concerned, however, that this bill says
that the public agency on its own initiative

can substitute—it doesn't say it in these words,
but the eflFect is to substitute itself for the

applicant in the application and go to the

court. Whatever the relative merits may be
of the role of public agencies who provide
public moneys for welfare or support pur-
poses, whatever the arguments may be about
the merits or otherwise of that system of

dealing with economic travail in society, I

think it has no place ia this particular bill.

I would urge tiie Attorney General (Mr.

McMurtry) that he delete, or be prepared to

consider deleting, the reference in section

15(2), which says:

"An application for an order for support

may be made by the dependant or by any
public agency having responsibility for the

provision of support out of public money or

by any person, institution or agency that has

undertaken to provide support for the de-

pendant."

Mr. Singer: You would far rather have the

old parents sue the young child than have
the two of them go through the trauma of

the court action. Is that it?

Mr. Renwick: I think that perhaps my con-

cern runs a little more deeply than that black-

and-white example given by my colleague,
the member for Wilson Heights (Mr. Singer).
I think there's a much more fundamental
matter under concern in the introduction of

that provision in this particular bill, and I

would assume that we would be able to

explore some of those consequences when
the bill is in committee.

If I may turn to one other aspect of the

support obligations which bothers me very

much, it is that the court is defined in the

first part of the Act—that is, for the purposes
of the Act as a whole—to include not only
the Unified Famfly Court but the Supreme
Court of Ontario and the county court. That

definition is contained in section 1(b) of the

bill.

Leaving aside for the moment the Unified

Family Court, which will be somewhere down
the road in the province, I thought that be-

cause the enforcement provisions available

through the county court and the Supreme
Court were far superior to the enforcement

provisions available through the provincial

court, family division, in the efiicacy of the

methods of enforcement, that any order

obtained for support would have been filed in

the particular court at which it was obtained

and would be enforceable through that court.

I am concerned to find that the order may be
filed in the provincial court, family division,

and I am not certain whether that means
that that order cannot be enforced through
the county court or through the Supreme
Court. It may well be that if you get an
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order in the county court or the Supreme
Court, you can avail yourself of the enforce-

ment machinery of those courts, and that all

this is is the addition of the availability of

the provincial court, fainily division, and the

particular expertise which they may have to

have an order of the Supreme Court or an
order of the county court enforceable through
the provincial court, family division.

[5:15]

I have had people express very serious

concern to me about whether or not, after

all of this study and all of this work this is

going to assist the person who has the benefit

of an order filed in the provincial court,

family division, getting the enforcement of

that order. That, of course, is mainly a ques-
tion of the administration of justice, the cap-

acity of the courts to enforce and the

efficiency of the courts in the enforcement of

those orders.

I want to say to the Attorney General that

a number of people have said the principal

problem of the enforcement of provincial

court, family division, orders for support has
been that they can't get them enforced. They
can't get the process served by the police.

They're subject to interminable delays in the

provincial court, family division, and, in many
cases, to many adjournments. All of us, I

guess, have examples of situations which have
made almost a travesty of the enforcement

provisions available through the provincial

court, family division.

I wanted to draw that to the Attorney
General's attention because in committee I

think we should have an opportunity to dis-

cuss whether or not the machinery is avail-

able for effective enforcement of those orders

in such a way that we can avoid the multi-

plicity of sTOw-cause appearances which have
been a charcteristic of support proceedings
in the provincial court, family division, as

most of us who sit in this assembly are aware.

The last area which is of concern to me
and to which I want to draw the attention

of the House relates not so much to the ques-
tion of what is or is not included in family
assets—I think we will be talking about that

in committee to make certain that it is an
accurate description and that is as broadly
framed as it should be to carry out the intent

of the government. I think it is a useful con-

cept, as I said earlier in these remarks.

My remarks now are not addressed toward
that part of the assets and property division

provisions of the bill but rather to the other

assets which may have been acquired during
the course of tiie marriage relationship by
one of the spouses.

I refer particularly to section 7 of the bill

which deals with applications of that nature,

where there are applications to the court to

raise questions about other property. I think

I will concede that the situation which caused

so much concern among the persons con-

cerned with women's rights—the Murdoch
case—is in substance covered to a very large
extent in section 7 now. However, I do want
to make two points and I think others of my
colleagues with a greater sense of reality

than I have can perhaps express it more

clearly.

I am concerned that there is not some

equivalent in section 7(2) to the provision
which is in section 4(3) in the preceding Bill

75 which was discussed in this assembly. In

other words, where other property—that is,

property other than the family assets—is

under consideration by a court under section

7, the court shotJd have the ability to take

into account the kind of statement of the

relationship which is set out in section 4(3) in

connection with family assets.

The purpose of this section is to recognize
that inherent in the marital relationship there

is mutual contribution by the spouses,
whether financial or otherwise, to the family
welfare entitling each spouse to an equal
division of the family assets. I am lea /'ng

aside the question of what the division should

be. All I am saying is that there should be
some similar adapted language in section 7

of the bill to indicate that the non-income

earning functions divided between one

spouse and the other are mutual responsibili-

ties and the extent to which one spouse car-

ries on those non-income earning functions

has contributed to the capacity of the other

spouse to acquire a net income available

after tax, maybe year after year, so that at

a point in time where a dissolution comes

up, we are not simply faced with a situation

where the spouse in the traditional, conven-

tional marriage in the province of Ontario,

where the woman on the dissolution of the

marriage finds herself in a position where,

in the absence of a marriage contract, she

can get one-half or an adjusted one-half of

the family assets and she can get protection

with respect to occupancy of the matrimonial

home, should that still be necessary, but she

cannot in any way get a participation in the

net capital assets of that marriage, other than

family assets, from the point of view of a

property interest.

It does seem to me that if we are talking

about the equal rights of men and womerv
in that relationship, on the dissolution of the

marriage there should at least be some dis-
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cretion with respect to other property for a

court to provide a participation in those
assets beyond what is permitted in section 7
of the bill. I do not think that the wording
of section 7(2) is broad enough or apt enough
to cover the kind of situation which exists in

the traditional, conventional marriage in On-
tario.

Perhaps an example would help, but I

think every one of us can think of specific

examples where the breadwinner or the male

income-earning spouse might very well end

up with $50,000 or $60,000 worth, say, of

government bonds or of some such tangible
assets as that, accumulated during the mar-

riage from the net income after tax available

to him because of his income-earning ability.

That has been invested and then the mar-

riage breaks up. I say that there is nothing
in this bill which would give the spouse, who
has done the socially approved but non-in-

come earning functions of the marriage, any
participation in that pool of, say, $50,000
worth of bonds.

I recognize quite clearly, of course, to the

extent that a division of assets were to be
made under this bill to the spouse, that in all

likelihood that would cut down the support
obligation, or the extent and degree of the

support obligation imposed on the other

spouse under the other part of the bill. But
when you talk about it in terms of the in-

dividual dignity of the people concerned, the

best economic adjustment may be to leave it

open to the court to provide some participa-
tion by way of property interest in that net

pool of assets which may be available in the

marriage, apart from family assets.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: What about section

4(2)(g)?

Mr. Renwick: Yes, I think that may be so,

but when you have a section such as section

4, dealing specifically with the question of

whether the division of family assets in equal
shares would be inequitable, having regard
to various circumstances, I think the minister

would agree with me that the court's atten-

tion would be directed towards something
called family assets. It would take a counsel

of the skill only of the Attorney General

(Mr. McMurtry) to be able to persuade the

court that under section 4(2)(g) the wife was
entitled, say, to $25,000 of the $50,000 worth
of government bonds to which I referred in

the example I gave.

I just wanted to point out that it is a
matter of great concern to us as to whether
the family asset arrangements and then the

arrangements set out in section 7 of the bill

do in fact: (a) overrule the Murdoch case;

(b) whether or not there shouldn't be the
inclusion in section 7 of language similar to

the saving clause of section 4(3) and whether
we shouldn't perhaps even give considera-
tion to enlarging the definition of family
assets, not only in the delineation of the

physical items which go to make up the

definition of family assets but to indicate

that a basic net amount of assets accumu-
lated during the marriage should be treated

as subject to equal division unless otherwise
ordered by the court.

There are many ways of doing it. One way,
of course, would be to provide an arbitrary

figure and simply say that up to that num-
ber of dollars one spouse is entitled to half of

that net amount. We do that, of course, in

another bill which will be before us on the

law of intestate succession.

We are arbitrary in the sense that we say
if a person dies intestate, leaving a wife or

a wife and children, the wife is entitled to

the first $75,000. That, on death, certainly

usually encompasses significantly more than

would fall within the definition of family
assets unless, of course, a house property is

included in it; but the general run of family
assets.

My colleague, the member for Lakeshore

(Mr. Lawlor), is unable to be with us today
so I was unable to have the opportunity to

hear what he would have said had he led

oflF in this debate. I'm sure when he reads

this he will correct me if I've said anything
which runs counter to the views which he
holds about this diflBcult and vexed topic.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: The only difference

is that some of it would have been in Latin.

Mr. Renwick: I do want to say that we've
had a number of meetings in the caucus of

interested members. We have talked with

some of the members of the academic com-

munity who participated in the law reform

work of both the Ontario Law Reform Com-
mission and the federal Law Reform Com-
mission in this area. We have tried to under-

stand what the bill is saying and we recog-
nize that there is a myriad of relationships
between men and women and between chil-

dren and parents. We think on balance that

the bill is a pretty good mix of realistic con-

cepts around which an equitable and fair

family law can be developed by the courts.

There undoubtedly will be flaws in it and
there are many other points which will be
raised in committee, both for clarification

purposes and perhaps for proposed amend-



4800 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

ments. With those four, five or six points

which I've raised we did feel that, as a

caucus, we could give support subject to

those qualifications and whatever explana-

tions may be made to the bill on second

reading.

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased

to be able to join in this debate. On behalf

of my Liberal colleagues and myself, I say

we will support this bill.

The bill has been talked about in this juris-

diction for a long period of time. There have

been all sorts of studies and recommendations

and opinions brought backwards and for-

wards from one and all. This is what has

emerged and, by and large, it is our opinion

that what is here before us is a reasonable

amalgam of a number of ideas.

Certainly, when I think back to the recom-

mendations put forward by the Law Reform

Commission a few years ago and the com-

plicated and almost completely impossible

formula which they worked out, a mathe-

matical calculation, whereby the assets of

spouses could be divided in the event of

death of one spouse or breakdown of a mar-

riage, one recognized that that surely couldn't

be the way in which this kind of relationship

was going to be governed.

What has been attempted here is to set out

certain basic principles and to leave the tough

questions or the actual questions up to the

decisions of the courts. By and large, that's

not a bad compromise at all. There are go-

ing to be faults.

The legal profession is going to have to

adapt itself but the legal profession, through

the years, has always been very adaptable.

The legal profession will get used to prepar-

ing antenuptial agreements, even though
there are no precedents in this jurisdiction

related to this statute because we have a new
statute.

Mr. Stokes: I was going to say that is re-

freshing but now I am not going to say it.

15:30]

Mr. Singer: The legal profession, I am sure,

will figure out how to get about its business.

I've given some personal consideration to this

problem in recent weeks. It's not an easy

contract to draft, but I'm in the process of

trying to do one.

I suppose one of my strongest concerns at

this moment is that this seems to be a sort

of middle-class kind of legislation. It seems

to be something that will allow people who
are sufiiciently sophisticated or suflBciently

affluent to provide unusually for themselves,

whereas other people who may not be as

aware of legal alternatives or perhaps not

affluent enough or too frightened to seek

them out are going to have to rely solely on

the provisions of the statute and the good-

heartedness of a judge or the sympathy of a

judge in due course when the matter gets

before him.

I don't know whether it's been considered

carefully or not, but certainly it's something
that I'm going to raise when we get into com-

mittee, namely, the usefulness of either the

Attorney General's department or some public

body providing a series of possible ante-

nuptial agreements, with suggested clauses

that might be available to remove some of

the possible mystery from the availability of

this kind of a plan, so that people can have

some understanding of what an antenuptial

agreement might say, to include the appro-

priate provisions as they apply to them, be-

cause no two cases are exactly the same, and

how it can best be done. I think that's one

very major consideration that should be

looked into.

There are many, many concerns in the

minds of the people of Ontario about this

kind of legislation. I suppose we all join in

in giving a vote of thanks to Mrs. Murdoch
who provided the spark that brings this legis-

lation before us in a form which, hopefully,

is substantially going to resemble the final

statute that Her Honour approves of in due

course. Perhaps we should change the name
and call it the Murdoch bill or the Mrs.

Murdoch bill or something like that because

I think jurisprudence in this country owes
a substantial vote of thanks to her and the

inability of the judges when they were trying

to deal with her very serious problem of

finding any authority in law.

The initiative of the lawmakers is being
exhibited here. It's not a bad initiative, but

let me read to you, sir, a portion of a letter

received by us expressing some concern about

provisions of this legislation. This lady says:

"First, the proposed legislation has several

weaknesses from my point as a view as a

feminist, but not a lawyer. The principle of

recognizing the contribution to the economic

well-being of the family by the spouses at

home is vital for women in property law as

well as in pensions and child-care legislation.

The proposals outlined by the Attorney

General (Mr. McMurtry) in his speech will

give only a nod in that direction. The goal

of the proposals is to give the narrowest

possible definition to assets which may margin-

ally improve the position of women in

families where the family assets such as
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houses, cars and other domestic properties
are large."

This is a very good point and perhaps the

answer is going to be that they can take care

of it in an antenuptial agreement. I come
back again to the problem, and this is what
she goes on to say:

"It will do little for women where property
is not large. It will not allow women to

share in businesses which their husbands may
establish. For example, doctors have a high
divorce rate in the very early years of their

practice. The wives of these doctors often

contribute substantially to the education of

their husbands through their jobs, answering
the telephone at home for their husbands
and in a myriad of other time-consuming
ways. But considerable property may not have
been built up. I don't think this legislation
will recognize that contribution in principle
or, in fact, inherited property; money in-

vested in the husband's practice, for example,
will not be touched. On this problem I offer

no alternative except community of property

during marriage, which has the advantage of

educating both spouses in financial manage-
ment and at least provide skills."

The argument about community property is

quite a different one, and I am not sure that

I subscribe to it at all; it doesn't take into

consideration prior acquired or separately ac-

quired property which has nothing to do with
the marriage. That's a very serious considera-

tion as to how that should be dealt with, and
I don't think the glib phrase "community of

property" is the answer.

"The proposal to include those living com-
mon law strikes at a different problem"—I

know the Attorney General (Mr. McMurtry)
spoke about this, but I don't know whether
he has convinced his brother yet or not.

We've seen the comments about the Mc-
Murtry brothers' split on lifestyle and mar-

riage law, and while we have to listen to

this one, we only know about what the other
one says from what we read in the papers—

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: They are all trying
to be of assistance.

Mr. Samis: In their own way.

Mr. Singer: Well, the Attorney General's
brother seems to be concerned about the
minister's interference with his right to do
what he thinks he should be able to do.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: It was suggested at

some length.

Mr. Singer: I'm sure he is trying to be of

assistance, but he doesn't think that the

Attorney General's method of assistance neces-

sarily is the best one insofar as it affects him.
That's about as fair as I can get if what I

read in the papers has been correct. It is a

concern, however, that many people have
expressed and it's something that is going to
have to be talked about.

It is also my understanding that this bill,

together with the other two, is going to go
to standing committee on justice and there
will be an opportunity there for any members
of the public who are concerned to come and
tell ithe committee. I noticed an advertise-

ment put in the paper by the hon. member
for Lakeshore (Mr. Lawlor), the chairman of

that committee, referred only to two of the

bills, this one and Bill 85, I think. May I ask
the minister if I am correct in assuming that
all three bills will go to that committee?

Hon, Mr. McMurtry: Yes.

Mr. Singer: He only put two in the ad, but
I am glad to hear the minister say all three.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I wasn't consulted
about the ad. I thought it was interesting to

read the ad before the second bill had passed
second reading. That is the only observation
I make. But that is the intention, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Singer: That's good, because there are
a lot of members of the public who are con-
cerned. It was unusual the ad should have
gone in before the House had made a deter-

mination of what was going to happen, but
I think it will be quite useful that all three
statutes are going to go to standing com-
mittee.

Let me continue with what this lady says:

"The proposal to include those living
common-law strikes at a different problem—
the freedom to associate without the property
implications of marriage. If the Attorney
General has in mind a number of women
who are poor, have lived common-law and
have been left without economic support be-
cause they were not married, then I suggest
this is a matter for support and not property.
Such families have no property anyway. For
the middle class it puts the whole purpose of
common-law arrangements in jeopardy—and
they do offer an alternative for many inde-

pendent women. Surely it is possible for a

couple to write a contract concerning prop-
erty if they want to protect themselves in a

common-law arrangement—"

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: The common-law
relationship that doesn't affect property. That
is just another misconception.
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Mr. Singer: I agree that these misconcep-
tions do exist, and they exist in the mind of

this very intelligent lady who was bothered

to sit down and write us a letter and express
her views reasonably well but perhaps not

too correctly on occasion. This is the kind of

misconception that we have got to try to

overcome, and I don't know specifically how
we overcome it except to give as much
publicity as we can to all of the provisions
X)i the Act and the full significance.

"The Attorney General's thinking on this

is not developed in his speech." That's the

point the member for Riverdale (Mr. Ren-

wick) was making a little earlier, perhaps
about the Attorney General's initial remarks.

The minister's remarks today were much
more informative, or much more to this par-
ticular point, than they were at the begin-
ning, and it's not at all impossible that many
people misconstrued what, in fact, he was
saying.

Then she goes on to say: "Politically, I

think it's disastrous and distasteful but"—
and that is her view.

Those are some of the views that are ex-

pressed. I don't necessarily agree with that

last statement, because otherwise I wouldn't
have said that we are going to support the
bill. The bill does make a substantial step
forward. But I am concerned with a couple
of the oddities in this bill.

We talk about the right to possession of
the family home. The member for Riverdale
talked about leaseholds and so on. I wonder
about the provisions for maintenance of

these. Suppose the only asset is the family
home. It then has to be sold, because if the

spouse remaining after the marriage is broken

up is given right to possession, it becomes
somewhat vacuous without the money to be
able to support the building that you are
allowed to possess. This' is also true of

leasehold. If the landlord doesn't get his rent

you are going to get kicked out. So if you
don't have enough money to pay for the

running of the home, what use is that and
what are the manoeuvres that are going to

be able to take care of that?

I was interested in the comments of the
member for Riverdale on section 15(2), when
he expressed the concern of himself and his

colleagues about giving the right to agencies
to sue for support. I disagree with him very
strongly on that point. I don't think the

present situation is solved by saying it

shouldn't be in the statute. Whatever the

laws of Ontario are, it is useful to have
them expressed in some statute. I don't think

anything is proven by saying "it shouldn't

be in this statute, it should be in another
one." It seems logical that it be here.

The present statutory provisions allow a

parent to sue his or her children for support.
In appropriate circumstances the court will

make an order in accordance with the provi-
sions of such a statute. But it doesn't happen
very often, nor is it reasonable that it should

happen. Parents who find themselves in that

unfortunate position are most reluctant to

initiate legal proceedings against their chil-

dren for support. But if they don't and there

is no money available, then the people of

Ontario enter into some kind of support

arrangements. That I think is as it should

be too.

We have a variety of homes and institu-

tions where older people unable to look after

themselves, or support themselves, can be

looked after. What is illogical or insensible

or wrong about allowing that institution to

initiate proceedings and bring to account the

erring child who can afiFord to contribute to

that support or perhaps fully support that

parent? I think that's a very good thing.

What other place can it best be ascertained?

The personality of that kind of institution

really doesn't come into any great emotional

conflict. There they are supporting the parent

and that's costing somebody money—the

people of Ontario are paying for that—and

that institution would be aware of the chil-

dren and have some idea whether or not they

had assets. I think it's a very good provision.

Perhaps I can tell a little story-something
I discovered in my riding within the last few

weeks. There has recently been erected there

a place called Villa Columbo. Villa Columbo
is a magnificent home built by members of

the Italian community in Metropolitan To-

ronto to provide a place for older Italian

people who are unable to have an appro-

priate place to live. It's a beautiful building,

well staffed by pleasant people, bright, airy.

One of the things that I thought was strange,

and no one was complaining to me about it,

is that it's not full. There are a great number
of vacant beds.

[5:45]

I began to inquire about that and one of

the gentlemen who is on the board of man-

agement of that organization said: "It is a

feeling, a very strong feeling, throughout the

Italian community that the first responsibility

for looking after the old people devolves on

the family. It is a sign of shame when a

family has to admit or let it be known that

it is unable to look after the parents and has
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to allow them to go to a home." Notwith-

standing the very large size of the Italian

commmiity here in Metropolitan Toronto,

and notwithstanding the very pleasant and

comfortable nature of this home, this place is

half empty because that responsibility is be-

ing accepted by the families of people who
might in fact be able to take up accommoda-
tion there and be looked after.

I think that's a very good expression of

Avhere some of that kind of responsibility

should lie. It doesn't apply equally to other

groups in our society; unfortunately, it

•doesn't at all. I have some knowledge; in

fact, I am on the board of another home
where older people are looked after. I know
there is concern expressed among board

members from time to time about the ability

of children to look after their parents, or to

pay for a share or a substantial part of their

parents' welfare, who refuse to do that.

How do you get at them? Do you encour-

age the parent to bring a lawsuit against the

•child? It is a very difficult problem. I think

•what is put forward here in the statute makes

good sense and is an expression of a sensible

feeling by the community and of a sensible

feeling by the Legislature. Rather than

criticize, I commend the Attorney General

(Mr. McMurtry) and those responsible for

drafting this section for putting it in there.

I think it belongs in this section.

There are a great number of problems with
this kind of legislation. As I say, we are feel-

ing our way. Each section is going to be
worried about at great length, not only here
but in the courts, unfortunately, in days to

-come. The extent to which they will be ques-
tioned, unfortunately, on occasion is going to

depend on the financial ability of those who
are going to want to question them and take

them through the courts. But I think we have
come fairly close to providing a solution to

a problem that has beset us for many years.

We will be suggesting from time to time,

changes in some of the wording here. We
will be at the committee and listening very
carefully to the views that people put for-

ward. I don't know whether the Attorney
General is going to invite his brother. Per-

haps his brother will come and tell us some
•of the opinions he has and whether brother

attorney has been able to satisfy all his

doubts or not.

Ms. Sandeman: Mr. Speaker, I would have
to say to begin with that I generally welcome
this bill. It's very important to women to see
that finally, what we have known all along—
that marriage is a partnership of two equal
people—is now to be enshrined in legislation,

and that marriage is recognized as an eco-

nomic and a social partnership.

This of course doesn't begin to solve the

continuing problems that women face in be-

coming equally able to contribute economic-

ally to their marriages. That's another prob-
lem which I imagine will go on for some
time and which we will continue to work to-

ward solving. But at least there is now a

recognition that women are able in some
cases—sadly, not yet in all—to contribute to

the economic side of their marriage.

There is the other important principle, now
recognized for the first time in a piece of

legislation, that unpaid work within the home
is as vital to the family unit and to society
as paid work outside the home—the recogni-
tion that a spouse who contributes work of

that kind, the traditional unpaid work of the

household, is making a real and important
contribution which allows the family to ac-

cumulate assets, to function smoothly, happily
and healthily. The assets which are accumu-
lated are the eqpal property of both spouses.
Whether or not they have bought them with
their own money, whether or not they have
both gone out and worked for them, or

whatever it may be, there is now an equal

right to the family assets.

I must say that I welcome this family
assets approach. I was extremely uneasy at

the matrimonial property regime which was
recommended by the Ontario Law Reform
Commission. What was it called? The equal-

izing claim? It would, at best, have been an

extremely cumbersome device and it would
have required constant record keeping and
constant assessment of ithe value of family

property. At worst, I think it would have
been chaotic and of course it would have pro-
vided a field day for accountants and for

lawyers. The whole thing was horrendous.

The principle behind it was admirable but

the equalizing claim mechanism was some-

thing that made me quite nervous. I was

pleased to see that the Attorney General's

present legislation has abandoned that in

favour of the family assets approach.

However, I think there are some very real

problems with the family assets approach as

presently embodied in the bill. The problems
start in section 3 of the bill where the prin-

ciple is delineated and terms are defined.

Family assets are defined as property owned
by one spouse or both spouses and ordinarily
used or enjoyed by both spouses, or one or

more of their children. The problem I see

with that is that I can envisage that leading

straight back to the situation in which, if

you have a wage-earning spouse and a non-



4804 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

wage-earning spouse, the wage earner could

busily amass assets, such as registered retire-

ment savings plans, stocks and' bonds, esoteric

artwork, antique guns, hand-embroidered pic-

tures, Ming dishes or whatever it might be.

These might be objects in which the other

spouse has absolutely no interest, would never

use and which therefore would not under this

legislation be considered to be family assets

and in whose value therefore the other spouse
has no automatic share, even if, to get back
to the principle which I hope and believe is

embodied in the bill, the laboiu-s of the non-

wage-earning spouse have made it possible
for the wage-earning spouse to go out and

buy and amass those things.

It seems to be a contradiction in how the

principle is put into action. If we believe that

the contribution of the non-wage-eaming
spouse is important, then it's surely imjwr-
rant to include all the objects or pieces of

paper or whatever which have value and
vvhich are brought into the home. In fact, the

thing that scares me about this at the moment
is that individuals, particularly wealthy indi-

viduals would quite easily be able to circum-
vent what is surely the intention of this bill

and which is very clearly stated! in section

4(3). The purpose of this section, the bill says,

"is to recognize that inherent in the marital

relationship there is mutual contribution by
the spouses, whether financial or otherwise,
to the family welfare, entitling each spouse to

an equal division of the family assets upon
termination of the marriage."

I am afraid we will be back where we
started from, to the old out-moded, "I bought
it with my money, I use it, therefore it's

mine" concept. There's a kind of circularity

creeping in there because the principle of the

bill recognizes the mutual contributions by
the spouses, whether financial or otherwise, to

the family welfare. Then the bill says, if the

non-financial contribution has led the wage
earner to amass things which the bill does

not clearly identify as family assets, then her

contribution has gone for nought. I say "her"

advisedly because at the moment it still

normally is women who are the non-wage-
eamers. I know you pointed out to my col-

league a section which would give the judge
discretion to take that kind of thing into

account.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: You should have

mentioned (e) as well.

Ms. Sandeman: I should have mentioned

(e) as well as (g); wait a moment—(e) of

which section?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Section 4(2)(e).

Ms. Sandeman: Section 4(2)(e)—"any other

circumstances relating to the acquisition"; yes,

maybe. Again, as my learned colleague says,

it's going to dei>end on the fancy footwork of

the lawyers to make a judge understand that

the principle of the bill on family assets

should be extended. What I'm saying, I

guess, is the definition of family assets is too

narrow and, in some sense, is in danger of

seriously weakening the principle of the bill.

My colleague from Riverdlale (Mr. Ren-

wick) explained our concern with—section 7(2)

I believe it is. The concern, generally is that

the bill does not clearly speak to a full and

fair division of assets which are not counted

as family assets. I remember the great shock

of realization that happened right across the

country when the Murdoch case made women

particularly imderstand what the present laws

meant to them; particularly when that Su-

preme Court judge stood up and said that

Mrs. Murdoch's contribution to the family
farm was only what a good farm wife should

do and that, therefore, she should have no

particular claim on a share of the farm.

We all realized more clearly than we'd

realized before what could happen to hard-

working women who, in good faith, had con-

tributed and we were pleased to see Bill 75

passed in July of this year. I think we all

expected what I suppose we think of as the

anti-Murdoch clause of Bill 75 to have been

maintained in this bill. I notice that it's not.

The essential clause of Bill 75, I guess, is

section l(2)(c), which says that the husband

or wife shall not be disentitled to any right

or compensation or other interest flowing

from such contributions by reason only of the

relationship of husband and wife or that the

acts constituting the contribution are those

of a reasonable spouse of that sex in the cir-

cumstances.

When Bill 75 was passed it specifically

prevented a Murdoch happening in Ontario.

I hope that by amending the bill we're go-

ing to be able to bring that essential clause

back in—because it is an extremely essential

clause—unless the minister can show me that

it's already there and I've missed in its trans-

mogrification—that's a good word. Murdoch

will still happen.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Look at 7(2).

Ms. Sandeman: Section 7(2) of the present

bill does not include the provision of sec-
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tion 1, subseotion 2, subsubsection (c) of Mr. Speaker: Will the hon. member have

Bill 75. I think it really has to or we could further remarks to make? Perhaps this might
have another Supreme Court judge telling be an opportune time to break them.

women, "Well, my dear, that's what we ex- \t c ^ v j-i, i \/r
^ V V J 'i. i.

Ms. Sandeman: Yes, thank you, Mr.
pect or women. You needn t expect any Q^eaker
special reward for that." She accepts her pat
on the head and goes home. The House recessed at 6 p.m.
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The House resumed) at 8:30 p.m.

FAMILY LAW REFORM ACT
(continued)

(Resumption of the adjourned debate on
second reading of Bill 140, An Act to reform
the Law respecting Property Rights and Sup-
port Obligations between Married Persons

and in other Family Relationships.

Mr. Speaker: When we rose at 6 o'clock,

I believe the hon. member for Peterborough
(Ms. Sandeman) was in the midst of her

remarks. She may continue.

Mrs. CampbeU: In a vacuum we proceed.

Ms. Sandeman: Are we to expect the re-

turn of the Attorney General (Mr. McMurtry)
or his parliamentary assistant?

Mrs.

here.

Campbell: Neither one of them is

Mr. Reid: It is pretty thin over there, ex-

cept for the member for Parry Sound (Mr.

Maedk).

Interjections.

Mr. Swart: Pretty indifferent.

Mr. Speaker: I'm sure the hon. minister

will be along in a moment and, if he misses

something here, undoubtedly he will pick it

up in Hansard.

Ms. Sandeman: Yes, I'm sure he will;

every last deathless word he'll pick up in

Hansard.

I'd like to look for a moment at the sup-
port sections of this bill. Again, a very im-

portant principle is being enunciated here. I

think It's true to say that women welcome
the recognition of our abilities and our rights
in support obligations. I'm happy to see the

archaic provision that only husbands were

required to support their wives is now dead
and that women are looked upon as human
beings who are capable of both supporting
and being supported, according to needs and

ability.

Mr. Kerrio: We always looked at them
that way.

Thursday, November 18, 1976

Ms. Sandeman: The basic equality in the

marriage relationship which existed under the

old) law, in which only husbands had to pro-

vide, has now gone. We find ourselves wel-

coming a good socialist principle in section

12 of the bill which says: "Every spouse has
an obligation to provide support ior himself

or herself and for the other spouse, in ac-

cordance with need, to the extent that he
or she is capable of doing so."

iBut I think there's a confusion in the sup-

port sections of this bill. I believe also, as my
colleague from Riverdale (Mr. Renwick) sug-

gested, that there is an intrusion into the

the support sections of matters which are not

really relevant to this bill. I believe there

are two complementary systems of support

operative in our society. One is the system,
the network or whatever you want to call it

of private support obligations between hus-

band and wife, parent and child, child and

parent, which operates in most families.

Mr. Deans: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order, I think it unfair that a member should

be required to speak on an important bill

without the presence of the minister or the

parliamentary assistant. I was quite prepared
to agree to have the parliamentary assistant

sit in in the minister's absence. Unfortunately,
we were unable to come to an understanding
with regard to that. The business of the

House really cannot go on properly without

the minister involved in legislation of this

importance. I woulcj ask that you agree to a

10-minute recess, at which time we will

reassess it.

Interjections.

Mr. Breithaupt: Mr. Speaker, speaking to

the point of order, before the House leader

for the opposition arrived, the comment had
been made just before the opening at 8

o'clock, and it was my understanding, that

one or the other of those two worthy gentle-
men would be present so that we might con-

tinue. While it is correct that the Attorney
General can obviously read Hansard, as can

all of us, still it was my understanding also

that we would have the advantage of having
the Attorney General present. Because of a

dinner at which he was the guest si)eaker, the

House did not begin this evening until 8:30
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in order to convenience him. That of itself, I

would have thought, was a reasonable thing
to do in the circumstance of a long-standing

speaking engagement, particularly because of

these bills happening to come forward at that

time. To have not one member of the execu-
tive council present seems to be—

Mr. Kerrio: There's one.

Interjections.

,Mr. Breithaupt: The Minister of Education

(Mr. Wells) is present and that is indeed
worthwhile-

Mr. Reid: But not on this bill.

Hon. Mr. Wells: It is always worthwhile.

Mr. Breithaupt: —but not necessarily on
this bill. I would think it does seem to be,
in the presence of a debate of this landmark

legislation, according to the Attorney Gen-

eral, rather curious that we caimot have his

presence, with the other considerations hav-

ing been granted.

Mr. Speaker: I recognize the diflBculty and,
if the House is in agreement, I would con-
sider a 10-minute adjournment. We'll ring
the bells in five or six minutes and, if there
is nobody here to meet those objections at
that time, then I would entertain a motion
to adjourn the debate.

The House recessed for 10 minutes.

[8:45]

On resumption:

Mr. Speaker: Now tlie member for Peter-

borough may continue.

Ms. Sandeman: As a matter of fact, Mr.
Speaker, I don't think I'll continue. I'd hate
the Attorney General (Mr. McMurtry) to miss
one single word, so I'm going to start over.

Don't despair—I'd only beeil going on for

about two and three-quarter minutes. Wel-
come back, Mr. Minister, we hope you had
a good dinner.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: A lot of your col-

leagues were there, and they are still eating
the dinner.

Ms. Sandeman: Oh, I admire your self-

sacrifice to come back here. Oh, well-

Mr. Reid: You can aflFord to miss the odd
meal—me, too.

Ms. Sandeman: I'd like to turn my atten-
tion to the support obligation section of this

bill. Once again I'd like to begin by wel-

coming the fact that a very important prin-

ciple is recognized in this part of the bill.

Women, I think particularly, welcome the

recognition of our abilities and our rights,

which are recognized when we remove the
archaic provision that only husbands are

required to support their wives while some-
how women sit decoratively at home accept-

ing the support.

il know a great many men are relieved to

see that archaic provision removed, and the

suggestion of basic inequality in the marriage
relationship which it carried along with it.

I think very few people would now subscribe

to that old picture of the marriage relation-

ship, in which one partner was the supporter
and one was the supportee and everybody
knew everybody's place in the world.

lI welcome this section 12 of the bill par-

ticularly, because it seems to me to be
modeled on very sound socialist principles—
from each according to his or her ability;

to each according to his or her need. Section

12 of the bill spells out for us that every
spouse has an obligation to provide support
for himself or herself and for the other

spouse in accordance with need to the extent

that he or she is capable of doing so.

Mr. Conway: Heady stufiF.

Mr. Kerrio: The evening was over before
the socialists showed up.

Ms. Sandeman: I think there is some con-

fusion in this bill around the support obliga-
tion. I believe, as my colleague from River-

dale (Mr. Renwick) suggested earlier, that

I'lere is an intrusion into the bill of matters

which are not really relevant to it. I'll try
to explain why I believe that.

It seems to me there are basically two

complementary support systems operative in

our society, which this bill attempts to ad-
dress itself to. The first and most basic is

the support system that operates within fam-
ilies that are stu^iving — where husbands,
wives, children, grandparents, great aunts

and so on are supporting each other and

living in a reasonable family situation.

We have the private family support sys-
tem which this bill speaks of, and we also

have our obligations as a society to support
those members of society who, for some
reason, cannot support themselves—whether
because they are sick or aged, or very young,
or disabled, or whatever it may be—and those

members of society whose family support
sustems have broken down. They are people
whom we are obliged, and happily obliged,

to support.
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It seems to me that the sections of the bill

which introduce that second concept, about

society's obligation to support its own mem-
bers, and then try to relate it to the first con-

cept, the family support network, are curi-

ously one-sided. It is made quite clear in

section 15(1) that an application may be made
to the court by the dependants or public

agencies for support by individuals. But the

bill does not spell out the fact that indivi-

duals in need have a claim on public agen-
cies and could in fact make application to

the court for pension support, for old-age

pensions, for support for sick persons, or for

whatever it may be, from the agencies of the

state.

The minister I am sure will say to me,
"Those matters have no place in this bill."

I think I would agree with him, but I am
nevertheless uneasy at the intrusion into the

bill at section 15(2) of matters which I think

are more properly the business of the Min-

istry of Community and Social Services, the

Department of Veterans AflFairs, or whatever
it may be. We are in fact stressing in the

bill the right of the public agency to go
after the individual for support, but we do
not see spelled out in the bill the right of

the individual to apply to the society for

support.

There is a strange one-sidedness there, and
I think the one-sidedness is open to some

dangerous aspects, too, in that section 15(2)

could really be very much abused when put
into practice. I would suggest to you, for

instance, that the picture of welfare agencies

suing husbands or deserted wives as a matter

of form, at large expense to the public with-

out much gain, is a pretty depressing pic-

ture. We already see the enormous costs in

court time and money which we go through
to sue husband's of deserted wives, who nor-

mally don't have enough money to support
two independent households. The whole

operation is unproductive as far as helping
either the community or the deserted wife.

I am afraid that section 15(2) may lead to an

enormous amount of harassment and unneces-

sary orders for support being asked for by
public agencies.

ll think, as my colleague suggested earlier,

that at the committee stage we shall want to

look very carefully at section 15(3)(g), which

brings the whole knotty, insoluble, unhappy
problem of blame for the breakup of a mar-

riage back into the question of determining
support. I think when you are determining
support, all the other reasons which can be

placed before the court are reasonable, they
are objective, they can be assessed by the

court in an objective manner. But the min-

ute you try to assess conduct, you are back
into the bitterness, the subjectivity, the com-

pletely unscientific kind of reasons which

people try to impute to each other as to why
they should or should not get support. I hope
we will be able to persuade you to remove
that section during the time for amendments.

,1 have just got some brief comments about
the section on the marriage contract. I am
reminded of an anecdote which I believe my
colleague from Lakeshore (Mr. Lawlor) was
going to share with you but unfortunately he
is unable to be with us tonight. He was re-

minding us that when George Bernard Shaw
and Mrs. Campbell were engaged in a very
fruitful relationship-

Mr. Grossman: Which Mrs. Campbell?

Ms. Sandeman: I'm sorry to drag out her

private life like this. Actually it was Mrs.

Patrick Campbell. When they were engaged
in a relationship of great wit and liveliness,

they began to draw up a contract which
would govern the terms of their relationship.
Mrs. Campbell came back to George Bernard
Shaw day after day with new clauses which
she wanted incorporated into the contract.

Finally, after several weeks of this, George
Bernard Shaw threw up his hands and said:

"All right. I give in. HI marry you!" Which
perhaps is indicative of what happens when

you get too mired down in a contract.

Mr. Reid: Better watch for that trick.

Mr. Gaunt: That's the way it's done all

right.

Mr. Kerrio: That happens to all of us.

Ms. Sandeman: The principle of the mar-

riage contract is an excellent one; it suggests
the ability of people who are plaiming to get
married to come to rational decisions about

how they wish their relationship to continue.

Sometimes, of course, the problem is that

these decisions are not made with great vvds-

dom.

I would like to be sure that somewhere
in the bill we ensure that people who are

planning to get married, and to use the terms

of a marriage contract, have an independent

lawyer for each party. I can see a young
couple in the first blush of emotion going to

a shared lawyer; they're in love, they're go-

ing to share everything, so they share the

lawyer—and there are certain obvious dan-

gers in that.

Mr. Conway: Tell me more.

Mr. Reid: I'm all ears.
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Ms. Sandeman: Ask your legal friends how

you share a lawyer.

Interjections.

Ms. Sandeman: I believe that each member
of the couple should have a separate lawyer
to look after his or her interests in these

contracts.

Interjections.

Ms. Sandeman: I have some reservations

about the sections that deal with the ability

of the court to call the contract into ques-

tion, section 46(2), which provides that

"where the provision for support in a mar-

riage contract, or the waiver of the right to

support, results in circumstances in which
the six)use qualifies for an allowance for

supi)ort out of public money, the court may
proceed under part II notwithstanding the

waiver or agreement."

Maybe I'm wrong, but that seems to say
to me that only if the wife finds herself on
welfare or the husband finds himself on

welfare, may the court look behind the pro-
visions of the contract. I can envisage situa-

tions in which a spouse is left in extremely
straitened and unfair circumstances, given
all the terms of the contract, but because

they don't have to end up in municipal or

provincial welfare ofiBces, the court doesn't

have the right to proceed under part II.

Maybe I am wrong about that; there may be

something hidden in another section which

prevents that. No?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: You're right.

Mr. Cassidy: She usually is—one of our

great strengths.

[9:00]

Ms. Sandeman: One of the things that has

concerned me about the way family courts

and the family benefits system oi>erate at

the moment in relation to marriage break-

down, is that if a woman goes to the family
benefits office and makes application for fam-

ily benefits, as the rules of Community and
Social Services stand at the moment, she may
not qualify for support under

family bene-

fits, unless she can prove that she is deserted.

If she has entered into a separation agree-
ment in good faith because she thought that

would be sensible, sensitive and a way to

operate without too much bitterness in the

marriage breakdown, she may not in fact

qualify for family benefits.

My question is, if a husband and wife
have entered into a marriage contract which
provides for her under possible breakdown

of marriage circumstances and provides for

the kind of support on which she cannot pos-

sibly live, will the family court and will the

family benefits people say to her: "You have

entered into a contract, into an agreement
with this man in which he has said he will

pay you some money; the fact that you can-

not live on it is neither here nor there; under
our law and under the rules we cannot say
that you are deserted"?

In other words, are women who enter in

good faith into a marriage contract going to

find themselves in exactly the same box in

which women who have separated with a

separation agreement now find themselves

when they hassle with Community and Social

Services? That's a very serious question, be-

cause a lot of women are getting caught by
that now and many more possibly could if

these marriage contract provisions are not

seriously considered in conjunction with the

Ministry of Community and Social Services.

I hope they have been. I hope the Ministry
of Community and Social Services is working
every step of the way with the minister on
these support regulations.

An hon. member: Are they?

Ms. Sandeman: I'm sure he's going to tell

us in a moment. Unlike my colleague from

Riverdale (Mr. Renwick), who has a legal

mind and therefore works from the back of

the bill to the beginning, I've tried to work

Mr. Breithaupt: Both ways from the centre

is more like it.

Ms. Sandeman: —sporadic kind of way
from the front of the bill to the end. When
I reached the jwint at which he started, which
is section 49 of the bill, I recognized that

that is, as my colleague said, the principle
that is at the heart of this bill. Now we
have a piece of legislation that assures us

that for all the purposes of the law of On-
tario a married man has a legal personality
that is independent, separate and distinct

from that of his wife, and a married woman
has a legal personality that is independent,

separate and distinct from that of her hus-

band.

(That is a principle that I welcome. But I

look forward to the chance to discuss at the

committee stage of this bill the reservations

I've expressed about specific sections of this

bill, and others that my colleagues will be

drawing to the minister's attention. I think

it's very important to ensure that the prin-

ciple and intent of this bill are not weakened
or vitiated by individual parts of the bill
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which, as I've suggested in some places, go
very far toward almost denying the principles
that the bill sets out to enshrine.

Mrs. Campbell: Mr. Speaker, I, too, would
like to express to the Attorney General (Mr.

McMurtry) my commendation on this bill.

The principle is one which will appeal, in

my opinion, to all thinking people in this

province. Certainly it is being welcomed
with some exceptions, which are always in-

evitable, by the women of this province.

As with some of those who've spoken be-

fore, I have some concerns. I would like to

deal with this matter of the right of the

agency to intervene. I understand the think-

ing which says, for example, that this is a

family law bill and therefore should not have
the intrusion of the public agencies. But I

do not accept the position which has been
taken by the official opix>sition to date, and
I would like to explain why.

The last speaker addjessed herself to the

present situation where the function of the

court in this particular area is really within

The Deserted Wives' and Children's Main-
tenance Act, an Act which I am pleased to

note is to be repealed in this legislation. But
let me say to you, Mr. Speaker, and to the

Attorney General, I think it is important that

it should be spelled out that the agency may
proceed.

Under the present law, the agency has

been, in eflFect, a back-door operation forcing
the woman into the court under the threat

of being cut oflF welfare. Many times, because
of their lack of knowledge of the law, they
have cluttered up the courts with cases which
had no right to be there. Under existing legis-

lation, there was no desertion, for example;
but they forced the wife to go through this

process.

Quite candidly I would much prefer, and
I think anyone working in the courts today
would much prefer, to see these agencies

taking responsibility for ensuring that their

cases are properly prepared and that the

spouse not become the litigant but rather

the witness to the particular situation. I don't

know how many times judges have taken
the time of the courts to try to explain to a

spouse that the wife did not come of her
own volition—because there is always the

chance that that marriage may not go com-

pletely on the rocks. But there's nothing more
readily available to do that than to have a

woman pushed, at this point, into laying
criminal charges.

So I am of the opinion that, sad as it is,

the Attorney General was perfectly correct

in making this provision—so that we could

hoi>eful]y protect if not the marriage or the

relationship, at least not have 'two warring
spouses with the children the guided missiles

between them. I think it would be efiFective

in this case.

il have a concern which I suppose again
grows out of experience with what happens
when this Legislature undertakes amendi-
ments. The Legislature some time ago raised

the age for support for children to 18—and
I've forgotten the terminology — provided
these children were in a regular institution

of learning or something to that effect. It put
the courts into quite an embarrassing posi-
tion to try to work out what type of orders

could be made. At that time it was decided

that, notwithstanding the legislation, what
we would do would be in effect to make the

orders available to the age of 18 and then
accord to the father the opportunity to come
forward to prove that the child was really no
longer a dependent and that in effect he
should be discharged of his responsibilities.

One of the things that no one seems to think
about is that these orders most appropriately
are made for a period of time. The child

before the court may be nine years of age,
and it is appropriate ithat the order states

the time of the operation of the order.

Now that this proposes to reduce the age,

again to 16, I have great concern. It would
seem to me the operation of these sections

would indicate that the young person must
come forward and seek support, if in fact

there is reason for that support beyond the

age of 16. The order, as I see it here, would
not be made for any support beyond the age
of 16. I think it is a flaw. I think it's a flaw

which should be corrected.

Let the support be until 18 and then let

those who quarrel with it come forward to

have an amendment to the order. It seems to

me that that has greater equity. Of course,
the clause itself bothers me in that the word-

ing doesn't satisfy me that the fact that a

child is continuing an education is really cov-

ered by the blanket clause "or other cause

to withdraw from the charge of his or her

parents" and so on.

II would urge the Attorney General (Mr.

McMurtry) to give consideration to this. It

seems to me that it is a time for us to have
some consistency in our age arrangements in

the province and surely judges should be
able to make the orders to the age of 18 with

the right, as I say, to these parents to come
forward and deduce evidence as to why the

support should not continue beyond the age
of 16.
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I also—and I have given full notice to the

parliamentary assistant to the Attorney Gen-
eral—want to ensure that when we deal with

the obligation of a child to support a parent
we now are clear that the statute means what
it appears to mean, and no child of the age
of nine can be required to support a parent
as has been done in this province in the past.
Of course, the Attorney General is aware of

the fact that I'm still singing that note of

concern for a child who has an award in the

courts.

I want clearly in this bill a statement that

an award to a child for damages must be the

child's and that it cannot be withdrawn for

the purposes of the support of the family. I

would also want it clearly indicated that

even at the age of 18, when that award
would presumably in most circumstances be

paid over to the child, that again that money
could not be used as support obhgations to

what amounts to the family. It seems to me
if a child has been damaged and if a court

has found it has been damaged to that ex-

tent, that award belongs to the child and to

nobody else. I too have some concerns about

the definitions about this. I believe that that

will be amply covered when we come to the

consideration of the amendments.

[9:15]

I would like to say that I suppose to me it

is one of the great things that I am standing
here at this point in time and enjoying the

fact that we are eliminating dowers, presum-
ably for once and for all. TTie right of dower
has held women back in this province for

years. When we, as members of the Women's
Law Association, tried to impress upon
women that this was a snare and a delusion,

they wouldn't believe us. They firmly knew
they were entitled to one third of the value

of all their husband's real estate, and what
kind of idiots did we think they were that

we would expect them to give up this right.

They were so happy in this belief that they
saw no reason to change the law. 1 must
confess there were very few male lawyers
that I knew who encouraged them to do any-

thing else but rely on their dower rights. l!

am delighted that those rights have gone. I

note that the courtesy rights—I must have
missed that particular bill—the courtesy

rights, I take it, have now been eliminated

in another piece of legislation.

I hope the Attorney General, either in his

response to this particular debate or at some

point, will explain to us more fully what sort

of undertakings he has had from the federal

government with reference to the operation
of this bill. One of the immediate questions

which does come up is the matter of income

tax. One of the sections which I rather wel-

come, which is the garnishment section, gives
me some concern, and it came up last night
in a discussion. Will the federal government

permit garnishment of its civil servants and
will the provincial government permit gar-
nishment for the purposes of this bill?

It could be rather an empty sort of provi-

sion, if we haven't some kind of an agree-
ment. I also would like the Attorney Gen-

eral, if he would, to touch on the question
of reciprocity. I am sure the Attorney Gen-
eral has not had the opportunity for any dis-

cussion on reciprocal arrangements, except

possibly within those provinces of Canada
which are within the reciprocity arrange-
ments. But I wonder how this Act functions

and whether we will have the same types
of reciprocity with, say, New York, Texas,
various states of the Union, Great Britain and
the rest. I think it should be clarified if it is

possible to do so,

I am disappointed that we have main-
tained as a part of the bill the matter of jail.

I recognize there are those who believe that

the concept of court and the ensuing sent-

ence are somehow deterrent. I have the same

dichotomy about that as I have in the capital

punishment situation. I didn't see it as a

great deterrent. In fact, if you were profes-
sional it seemed to be welcomed, particularly
as of course the professional organizations
did not view a jail sentence as conduct un-

becoming a professional person.

I'm wondering if it is really necessary to

place it in this kind of legislation, when
there is general provision for a contempt of

court and I rather dislike seeing that kind of

provision in a family law bill. It has been a

real bone of contention in the past and I

really would hope that the general revisions

of contempt might cover it; I may be wrong
in that, but I don't like to see it retained in

this particular bill.

I would urge that there be some provision,
as my colleague suggested, for some type of

draft agreement that could be used by those

who are not, as my colleague suggested,
quite as sophisticated as others, so that all of

the people of this province could have the

advantage of the marriage agreement. It may
be just a semantic in so many cases. We have

already referred to the fact that this doesn't

do an awful lot for those who have no prop-
erty and I'm not at all sure that we're going
much further in trying to be able to enforce

supp>ort orders.

I have a concern for this type of situation

where a wife will work to provide the funds
for the education of the husband and when
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he's educated he finds that she is somehow
not a desirable partner and he moves off into

another situation. They haven't established a

marital home where there is any degree of

ownership; there's an apartment involved. He
takes off. He has his profession and his pro-
fessional accounts and I just wonder where a

woman in that situation is protected.

We've seen the specific letter with refer-

ence to doctors and early divorces, il don't

see that there is ample provision to cover the

situation of that kind where the husband un-

doubtedly couldn't have acquired what he's

acquired without the sacrifice of the wife.

I am delighted and I again compliment
the Attorney General (Mr. McMurtry) on the

proposal of the unified court. I recognize the

jurisdiotional problem. J could hope, as he
would hope, that we could finally have one

court which deals with all these factors, and
I trust that before long that will come about.

But at least there is a great step forward
here and I am looking forward to getting

reports from the Hamilton project as soon as

they may be reasonably available, because it

does interest me tremendously.

I think that almost anything else that I

would say would be simply reiterating much
of that which has gone before. I shall look

forward to hearing the submissions from
those who will be coming forward and par-

ticipating in the amendments which I think

even the Attorney General might agree
would be useful after the submissions have
been heard.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member
for Windsor-Sandwich.

Mr. Boimsall: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I

can at least say that much correctly, eh?

When we got a note from the Attorney
General in October inviting us all to com-
ment on the fact he was going to be intro-

ducing legislation in the family law area and

inviting us to make our comments to him, I

was quite tempted simply to dash off a very
short note saying simply that my comments
were clearly outlined in the private mem-
ber's bill I brought forward in April 1975,
which was debated in April 1975, and
was based upon the Ontario Law Reform
Commission recommendations. I thought
maybe I would expand upon a few of the

points, but time pressures and other work
were such that I never did end up sending
that letter. Although I doubt it would have
made any change to the legislation brought
before us, I do regret that I didn't send that

short note.

In looking at this bill, I find myself very
disappointed with the family property section

of this bill. All those who have contacted me
over the years—mainly women—about the

problems which arise upon the dissolution of

their marriage and the problems brought
about often by desertion—when they read in

the press that we are having a bill which

basically reforms family law, they phone me
with some enthusiasm. I find myself in a

position of saying to them "this bill, as it

relates to family property, really isn't a step
forward."

The principle of this section of the bill is

quite nicely and neatly stated in section 4(3)
and that is one in principle we can support.
It states the purpose as being to recognize
that inherent in the marital relationship there

is mutual contribution by the spouses,
whether financial or otherwise, to the family
welfare entitling each spouse to equal divi-

sion of the family assets upon termination of

the marriage, etc.

But the rabbit goes into the hat because
the bill defines family assets in a way that

continues to ensure that justice is not served

properly. The definition of "family assets" is

so inadequate and so narrow that justice isn't

achieved here. I could agree with the section

indicating the purpose as it is stated, until it

mentions the family assets as defined by the

Attorney General. It is very similar to the

private member's bill which 1 brought in. I

said it in slightly different form—that any
marriage is a partnership and all the assets

contributed to that marriage by both spouses
—whether or not one has only performed the
social part of that marriage and has not

brought any financial income into that mar-

riage—should be divided equally.

[9:30]

All assets means everything that is

acquired since marriage, and appreciation of

all assets held singly before marriage; every-

thing is simply divided down the middle and
it is said to be all assets. One doesn't leave

great loopholes in assets, as this bill does,
because moneys in registered retirement sav-

ings plans and in stocks and bonds, and par-

ticularly the business assets of perhaps one

spouse only, will not go into that reckoning.

The Attorney General says clauses (e) and

(g) of section 4(2) take that into account. They
do not take that into account, I would sug-
gest, because section 4(2) says that if the

judge finds that division to be inequitable, he

may look at the other circumstances under
clauses (e) and (g). In essence the bill says
these are the narrowly defined assets and

they are to be divided equally. Only ff the
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judge finds that the division somehow is in-

equitable—it's inequitable right from the

start but only if he, in his discretion and in

his judgement, determines that it's inequit-
able—does he look any further.

I really regret that we didn't follow the

Ontario Law Reform Commission recom-
mendations that all assets be considered and
that there be no discretion given to the judge
in this large area where he has somehow got
to feel—

Hon. Mr. MdMurtry: Did you hear your col-

league from Peterborough (Ms. Sandeman)?

Mr. Bounsall: I heard my colleague from

Peterborough and I will continue to com-
ment in this area. I will continue to com-
ment specifically about that. The judge in

his discretion, having decided somehow that

there was some authority there, can now go

beyond a half share to the one spouse—
and my concern, of course, is that the

woman has not contributed financially—and

say, "Okay, I will take into account some
other circumstances."

I really d'on't feel that the word "mainte-

nance," which occurs in section 4(2)(e) and

in section 7(2) of the bill, is really going to

allow any judge to take that decision to say,

"'Okay, here is one spouse who has per-

formed only social' functions. They are equal-

ly as important; therefore, I am going to

take all of the property and make an equal

division, including funds in retirement sav-

ings plans, all the stocks and bonds and that

portion of the business which has appre-
ciated in value since the marriage occurred."

That is the only fair way of doing it. The

way we have it here is simply not an adequate

step forward at all.

Unless I sound completely negative, let

me say that I find' some of the other sections

of the bill, by and large, to be adequate. I'll

perhaps have the odd comment on those as

I go along, but I think the other sections of

the bill, with some exceptions, are quite
worth supporting. I have real difficulty with

this section, however, because I feel it does

not me^t the needs. I feel the Attorney Gen-
eral has really copped out on one of the

basic recommendations of the Ontario Law
Reform Commission in terms of the justice

of the property and asset division by de-

fining assets so narrowly and not maldng it

include everything.

In terms of the Ontario Law Reform Com-
mission report, I do not share the idea of

my colleagues, the members for Peter-

ough and for Wilson Heights (Mr. Singer),

that an accountant coming in and doing only

the simple arithmetic—at sojne ponit they may
have to divide by two; I hope that isn't too

complicated a thing for the member for

Wilson Heights—is an imreasonable way of

determining the 50 per cent split.

Mr. Kerrio: That's a brilliant statement.

Mr. Bounsall: According to the definition

by the Law Reform Commission, you bring
in an accountant-

Interjection.

Mr. Eakins: Come onl

Mr. Bounsall: If the hon. members had
been here, the member for Wilson Heights
talked about the complex and very tough
formulas as outlined in the Ontario Law Re-

form Commission report. There's nothing to

it. There's no exponential term, there's no

log term, there are no equations with brack-

ets around them. You simply sum up the

assets and you divide by two.

Well, believe me, those people who have

objections on those grounds—the member for

Wilson Heights, that was his objection; he

finds that difficult to do.

Mr. Conway: What are you going to do

for bachelbrs?

Mr. Bounsall: What am I going to do for

bachelors? This refers to breakup of mar-

riages, you know.

Interjections.

Mr. Bounsall: There's nothing complicated
about that, it couldn't be more straightfor-

ward. I don't agree with my colleague from

Peterborough when she says she has—

An hon. member: Shame, shamel

Mr. Bounsall: I don't share her concern

at all about the equalizing claim when that

accounting, simple as it is, is done. All it

simply says is that when they make the

accounting not all of the moneys are going
to be in the bank account of one spouse or

in bonds owned in the name of one spouse.

It would be quite unusual if, when they did

the accounting and got $70,000, for exam-

ple, they found that each of them in their

own separate holdings had $35,000 worth.

All it says is that there's going to be some

difference of the amount in the formal pos-

session of one compared with the other, and

that one simply has a claim on the differ-

ence.

Mr. Kerrio: Well-heeled socialists.
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Mr. Bounsall: Usually one owns even part
of a house these days, particularly in a large
metro area—it may not be true of eastern

Ontario, I don't know the housing values

there.

Mr. Conway: What you don't know fills

volumes.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Bounsall: All I know is that the hous-

ing values in Windsor are not nearly like

they are in Toronto.

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Will that bachelor

from the Ottawa Valley try to control him-
self?

Mr. Conway: That was the member for

Cornwall (Mr. Samis).

Mr. Bounsall: I am sure we will expect to

hear him at great length on this bill, having
no little experience in this matter.

Mr. McCIellan: Send that member back to

school.

Mr. Bounsall: But all it simply says is that

one owes the other a simple amount, and if

there's difficulty with the payment of that

one to the other that's where you would go
into court and that's where the judge would
make this determination and perhaps give
some length of time for that equalizing pay-
ment—the difference to make it equal—to be

paid.

There's nothing I find distasteful about
that. There's nothing complicated about that.

Whenever you make a division, determining
the total amount and making a division of 50

per cent, one will owe something to the

other. The matrimonial home would, of

course, all be part of that summation to the

total. And that is what should have been
done in this bill.

There are certain deficiencies in it. In my
private member's bill I did not take the

definition of separation and a separated
couple into account. I spoke of divorce and

nulhty of a marriage, but it's contained in

this bill. It should apply when spouses are

separate. I think that is reasonable.

It goes on, "where . . . there is no reason-

able prospect of the resumption of cohabita-

tion." The Ontario Law Reform Commission
took that point of view as well, but put a
time on it. Here it's left very ambiguous and
very vague. They put a one-year time on it, if

I recall and I'm sure my recollection is cor-

rect. They said: "Look, if separation has taken

place for a year, okay, that's when the pro-
vision for property separation can apply."
We do not have that time in here, and the

ambiguity will certainly lead to litigation in

court hassles, the very type of thing which
we should be trying to avoid unless we are

again trying by this bill simply to create a
lot more work for lawyers.

One of my purposes, as I see it, in this

Legislature is to try to get legislation before

us which does not—

Mr. Kerrio: What do you have against

lawyers? Lawyers are good people.

Mr. Bounsall: 1 have nothing against law-

yers per se—1 must make that clear—but I

don't like to see legislation come forward
which really in my way of looking at it

derives a lot more work for them. I find this

one to have all the capacity within it to do

just that, where there is no time period on it

and where one spouse could frustrate the

other one by always saying: "I think there's

quite a reasonable prospect that we will

resume cohabitation." The whole point of

even thinking to include them is therefore

frustrated and a matter of disagreement be-

tween them.

In dealing with certain of the other sec-

tions, I certainly agree with the member for

Riverdale (Mr. Renwick) on the sections re-

lating to support obligations, that there are

sections in here which are good. Section 12

is an excellent section. It says that every
spouse has an obligation to provide support
for himself and herself, in accordance with

need, to the extent that they are capable of

paying. That statement of principle is Well

worth supporting.

But again, when we get into some of the

details of the sections, there are some reser-

vations. When we get to section 15(3)(g) we
see cropping up again, that in terms of de-

termining the amount of support that should

be paid, the bill is allowing conduct and
behaviour of the applicant still to be a cri-

terion in determining the amount of support.
That section should be removed. It brings
back in the entire concept of fault in a mar-

riage. The section should be removed and
should not be there.

In many ways we should be getting away
from it, but in terms of support payments
we are bringing back the whole concept
where people look at each other, determine
their behaviour and there are counter-charges
back and forth and so on. If we are in a

period where there is any possibility of co-

habitation taking place, the existence of this

section is not conducive to a reunion. The
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minister is fully experienced with this situa-

tion. There are some couples who return to-

gether even just before the very last minute.
But when they get into this sort of situation,
the bill really is encouraging them to de-

lineate, outline and further bring to the front

of their minds 'the conduct of the other which

they find unacceptable. It's not conducive to

any sort of reunion between the two couples.

Mr. Canway: Two couples?

Mr. Bounsall: The two persons of the

couple. As for the matrimonial home, rather

than having a separate section for it, I would
just as soon see it simply as part of the split,

although I recognize that we do clearly need
in Ontario some rules written down speaking
to the right of one spouse or the other to

occupy it. Even in this section, as far as I

read it, this does not include shared owner-

ship by both parties nor actual possession
of it by one, if again it is left to judicial

discretion. If the court decides otherwise,
neither gets possession of the house, as I

read the matrimonial home section. We can

get into this in committee when we get there.

To me, that is a disadvantage.

The Ontario Law Reform Commissions
view was one which again coincided with

my own, that the judge be granted very
little discretion in these cases. I agree with
that principle. The accounting is done by
an uninvolved accountant, except if there

are conditions, such as payment to be made
over a term or a family business would
flounder because of equalized payments.

[9:45]

Determining what form an equalization

payment would take is the tiny bit of discre-

tion which I would leave to the judge undier

the law reform. I'm happy with that. But
all throughout this bill I find that there's

just too much discretion left 'to the judges.
In many jurisdictions it could be years before
the equality that is granted in this bill comes
forward tlu-ough the decisions of our judi-

ciary. And that does leave me in a position
of finding those parts of the bill quite un-

acceptable, to me personally, in terms of

meeting the needs of society as we see it

today.

I could go into a lot more detail on

portions of the bill, all of which interest me
greatly. You're shaking your head, Mr.

Speaker, and I certainly will bow to your
superior wisdom in all of this. I certainly

hope that the timing of the bill in committee
is such, and that my other obligations are

such, that I could follow this from beginning

to end in committee. It's one of my major
interests.

iBut I say to the minister that I fully agree
with the portion of it that defines the

common-law union as being two years. I've

had people say to me, how does one recog-
nize the start of it? I don't think that's too

big a problem. There are many ways in

which the start of the two-year period can

be recognized.

I've had people pose ridiculous sorts of

situations to me as they question me about
it: Can one spouse one day shy of two years
move him or herself out of the situation for

a day, and then return?

Mr. Kerrio: Certainly. Two years less a

day.

Mr. Bounsall: Of course that is covered,
and is not possible under the situation. I'm

very glad of the definition.

Mr. Warner: Sounds like a sentence.

Mr. Bounsall: But the basic principle in

the family property part which recognizes in

all respects that marriage is a partnership
and the division of all assets should be

equal-

Mr. Kerrio: No way.

Mr. Bounsall: —is what should take place.
The very narrow definition of assets here, so

that that doesn't take place, I find quite un-

acceptable. In closing I would say-

Mr. Kerrio: You are going to vote against
the bill.

Mr. Bounsall: —that I find it very regret-
table that you did not buy the Law Refonn
Commission's attitude with respect to this

section. In it, you simply have an accountant

making an accounting of all the assets ac-

quired since marriage and appreciation of

those held before marriage and simply say
that's the amount, there's the division. When
difficulties come with that division, or if one
should apply for a time period over which
to pay the one part of that claim, I very
much regret that that wasn't your view.

I don't really see this therefore as much
of a step forward at all. The bill is such that

I will not vote against it. I would hope that

we would have many amendments in com-
mittee. There will' be many points that need
to be discussed fully in committee and I look

forward to that. But I really feel that I could

not support the bill on third reading if some

really significant changes don't take place,

primarily in the family property section at

the committee stage.
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Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, I find myself

speaking on the bill now although I had

hoped to speak next week. But I shan't be
here on Monday and I shan't have the

chance to talk with the minister about the

bill at that time.

I'd hke to raise some points now and may-
be raise some later during the course of the

committee stage of the bill. It's an area in

which I also have taken an interest. I have
been tel'ling the member for Renfrew North

(Mr. Conway) that I have a certain experi-
ence of marriage maintenance although not

a marriage breakdown, and I'm not sure

whether there are experts on the latter as

well as on the former here in the House to-

day.

I don't want to reiterate the points that

have been made by my colleague about the

areas where we are in agreement with the

minister or where we think he is headed in

the right direction. I guess it's true that al-

most everybody in the House welcomes die

fact that a very genuine effort is being made
to sweep away a lot of musty traditions and
come to grips with marriage and marital re-

lationships as they stand today.

I have to say that despite the efforts by
the minister's predecessor to involve people
across the province, I am rather disturbed at

the combination of his speed and the slow-

ness of the post office in preventing a great
deal of public comment and input on this

particular bill. The honourable the Attorney
General's booklet on family law reform is

in fact a model-

Mr. Conway: Heavy on the honourable.

Mr. Cassidy: —of the kind of material

which should be prepared in conjunction
with bills, both for the benefit of members
of the Legislature and also the public. I

would recommend that to some of his more
retrograde colleagues of whom there are

many.

Interjection.

Mr. Cassidy: However, I have to say that

about nine days after I mailed out my copies
of this to various interested parties in the
Ottawa area they hadn't yet arrived, thanks
to the post office. If the replies take as many
days there will be no time for any serious

consideration and I won't hear from them
until next Wednesday.

Mr. Conway: It's run by the socialists.

Mr. Kerrio: Let's take over the post office.

Mr. Cassidy: That apart, it is a pity that

there has been misunderstanding from tlie

early impressions of the bill and that there

has not been an opportunity for people who
are seriously interested to get their input
back into this bill and into this debate before

it was held.

|I would like to comment on some of the

points which are raised in the bill and I will

structure my comments along the lines of

the minister's opening statement because I

think that's a fairly useful kind of approach.

I think we have to begin by saying tliat

the minister's claim that this bill recognizes
the equality of the sexes is spurious. In a

very limited way the bill recognizes the

equality of the sexes but it does nothing

significant at all about the basic inequality
of the sexes which exists in our society. If

you don't correct that inequality of the sexes,

then the difficulties with the marriage rela-

tionships which are related to inequality are

going to continue.

Efforts to provide equality within the mar-

riage relationship are good as far as they

go, but we still must not ignore the fact

that when partners, for example, determine

whether or not to have a marriage contract

they will be affected by their inequality.

When support obligations are being deter-

mined they will be influenced by inequality.
When the dtegree of contribution to the non-

family assets of a marriage is being de-

termined it will be influenced by the in-

equality of the sexes.

When one is trying to determine what a

partner has lost by taking some time out to

look after his or her diildren while the other

spouse works, that will generally be affected

by the inequality and the fact that it is

usually the wife who works.

The obligation to support is a limited one
in a case where a spouse is capable of work-

ing, but after a marriage breakdown you
can easily have a situation where the man
is capable of earning $20,000, or $25,000,

or $30,000 a year. The wffe is capable of

supporting herself, sure, but only at a level

of $8,000 or $10,000 or $12,000 a year and

the years which she has given to that mar-

riage relationship which could have been

used in order to build up her experience
and her earning capacity through education

and training and work experience are lost

years which can never be regained and never

be made up and will not be compensated by
the support obligations of this particular bill.

We are concerned, I am concerned as

well, that in emphasizing the duty of indi-

viduals to take responsibility for them-
selves the minister, perhaps influenced by
his colleague, the Minister of Community and
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Social Services (Mr. Taylor), is fixated about

the question of welfare costs to the exclusion

of the other factors which should be borne

into account.

It seems to me that if one reads section

12 of the Act it states that each partner has

an obligation to support himself or herself

and to support his or her spouse, that is a

statement with which I as a socialist am in

thorough and complete agreement.

Interjection.

Mr. Cassidy: When I get into further

parts of the bill, however, and when I listen

to the minister, both in his introductory
statement and also in the statement that he

gave this afternoon, I find the only real

purpose of inclusion or of continuation of

those sections of the bill is a feeling that

exists in the Conservative Party that there

is a bunch of people who are living common
law or who are living in marital relationships

and who are trying to rip off^ the public purse
and are trying to ignore the support

obligations.

Mr. Hodgson: He wouldn't do that.

M-. Cassidy: It seems to me that it is

demeaning to the whole state of marriage
and the responsibility which was shown by
couples, one to another, in this province, for

the minister to see that as the only problem
and the only need for these support obliga-

tions to be borne in mind.

I can cite case after case after case of

spouses who have had the misfortune to

have a spouse, a partner, who became

crippled, became sick, became disabled, or

became mentally deranged and had to go
into an asylum or something like that, but

the one si)Ouse stuck with the other spouse
and provided support, money and encourage-
ment. One spouse even became senile, and
had to go to a home of some 'sort. The other

spouse hung in and week after week, day
after day, was there with comfort, was there

as a visitor, was there to bring whatever

cheer he or she could to his or her jyarticular

spouse.

When tlie minister refers to the support

obligations as mainly relating to welfare and

the cost to the Treasury, frankly I think that

he demeans marriage as it s practised in this

province.

Mr. Conway: Shame, shame.

Mr. Kerrio: Shame. Oh, isn't that awful.

Mr. Cassidy: I think the third thing that

concerns me is the fact that the minister and

the government have been extraordinarily

reticent, if not reluctant, in coming to grips

with the fact that a large number of couples
in this province now have chosen to live in

relationships which are not sanctified, neither

by the sacrament nor by the legalities of

marriage, and are living common law.

The minister went to great lengths today
to reassure the House that people who are

living common law don't have to share what

would otherwise be known as their family

assets. So be it. However, in his introductory

statement he also went to great lengths to

say that people living common law should not

be able to sign and enter into a marriage
contract—what one might call a non-marriage
contract. It seems to me that that particular

statement by the minister and policy by the

government is rather quixotic and is irra-

tional.

There can be instances, for example,
where a couple who are living together as

man and wife cannot get married in the

legal sense because of the laws of the prov-

ince which prevent bigamy, and because of

the fact that one partner is irrevocably mar-

ried and in a relationship which he or she

simply cannot or will not break. I have ''n

mind, for example, a case where somebody
has religious objections to divorce and there-

fore will not divorce or cannot see his way
to divorce. There are those very sad cases

where a partner is hospitalized in an incur-

able way. I don't know what one's judge-

ment of it is, but certainly these things hap-

pen where the partner who survives and is

living in the outside world keeps up the pre-

tence with his disabled partner so that the

relationship continues, but in the meantime

he is livinc as man and wife with somebodv

else, because he d^oes not wish to commit all

of his years to a spouse who will never re-

cover.

There may be reasons where common-law

partners, for reasons of ideology, of belief,

of determination, or maybe of doubt about

the other partner, don't wish to marry and

where they do wish to enter into a marriage

contract. I would like to suggest in fact that

the existence and operation of a marriage

contract within a living, vital, vibrant mar-

riage is something which should be as im-

portant to us, as residents of the province of

Ontario, as what happens under a marriage

contract in the case of breakdown.

What happens in the case of breakdown

is, it's a dead thing. It determines who gets

the sticks of furniture, who gets the Volks-

wagen, who gets the Buick, who gets the
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cottage, who keeps the home and that kind

of thing.

Mr. Kerrio: Those are Conservatives you
are talking about now.

llnterjections.

Mr. Cassidy: You never know.

Mr. Hodgson: Experienced man.

Mr. Cassidy: You find them in the strang-

est places.

Mr. Hodgson: Is the mepiber for River-

<lale (Mr. Renwick) here?

Mr. Cassidy: I think one of the very im-

portant things that has emerged over the last

five or seven or eight years of changing re-

relationships between the sexes has been a

much more deliberate entry into marriage by
spouses, which is reflected in a number of

•cases either by informal agreements or by
actual written agreements which have the

status of marriage contracts. One can talk in

A'ery joking terms about who takes the gar-

bage out and whether he will do the dishes

on Friday night and whether she will allow

liim to have one night out with the boys.

Mr. Kerrio: No argument in my house.

Ms. Sandeman: Or her to have one night
out with the girls.

Mr. Cassidy: The member for Peterbor-

ough suggests he will allow her to have one

night out with the girls.

Ms. Sandeman: Or with the boys.

Mr. Cassidy: Or with the boys.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I will

be happy to recognize either the member
for Renfrew North (Mr. Conway) or Niagara
Palls (Mr. Kerrio) after the member for

'Ottawa Centre has completed his remarks.

Mr. Cassidy: I am trying to make a serious

point here. As the minister knows, there are

in fact unusual relationships which are being
vvTitten about and which are being practised

now, where spouses who marry or spouses
Avho enter common-law relationships agree
that instead of the traditional kinds of fidelity

which we have been accustomed to, at least

on paper, they accept what everybody knows
often happens, that is, under certain condi-

tions they accept a certain amount of in-

Udelity, and this becomes part of a contrac-

tual relationship.

Much more important, they accept in the

•contract a sharing of duties and obligations

towards children, towards the housework
and the scut work, towards the other nastier

sides of marriage rather than simply assum-

ing that those things will be left to the wife

as was the case in the past.

It seems to me that whether or not the

minister recognizes that cojnmon-law couples
can have marriage contracts, some of them
are going to have them. In certain cases

where those contracts do relate to matters of

property and not to matters of behaviour or

who takes out the garbage or who does the

dishes, they should be enforceable in courts

of law.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: They are right now
and they will be.

Mr. Cassidy: If the minister says they are

right now, and I had thought he might take

that position, then it seems to me that for

the draft paper and for his statement to say

that common-law couples are somehow in

some inferior place where they can't have

contracts, should be retracted and the right

of common-law couples to enter into mar-

riage contracts should be recognized at law.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I never said any such

thing.

Mr. Cassidy: It should be reiterated at law

in this particular document which is the new
statement by the province of where things

stand.

I would like next to go to the basic prop-

erty divisions that are involved here, the

family assets approach. As the minister may
realize right now, there is concern in the

New Democratic Party that the family assets

approach is limited for a couple of reasons.

One reason that can be raised in more

detail in the committee stage of the bill is a

feeling that the definition of family assets is

too limited. If he has a yacht down in Tor-

onto harbour, for example, and she can't

stand sailing, then that is not a family asset

unless she can sneak one of the kids into the

trunk of the car and get the kid on the boat

one afternoon when her husband isn't look-

ing. Literally speaking-and I am not sure

whether the courts will be that literal—that

determines whether or not in the case of

breakdown she has a piece of a $20,000 asset

for the purpose of recreation which he has

bought during the course of the marriage. I

suppose one could say that if she acquires

certain kinds of handicrafts which are valu-

able and keeps them, however, in her study
and never lets him have a look at them or

touch them or talk about them or something
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like that, likewise, those would not be con-

sidered as family assets.

That's a piatter of definition but I would
like to go beyond that. The member for

Riverdale (Mr. Renwick) has already expressed
our concern at the exclusion from this bill of

one of the crucial sections of the 1975
amendments. That was the section which
said that just because you contributed to the

acquisition of an asset in performing your
normal duties as a spouse, it didn't mean you
couldn't have a share in it. We believe that

that should be brought back into this par-
ticular bill. We think that the minister should

reassure the House that the exclusion was
accidental and not by intention.

I thought very carefully, Mr. Speaker,
about the question of the various alternative

property regimes which could be used on the

case of marriage breakdown or divorce, bear-

ing in mind the original approach which has
been taken by this ministry and government,
and bearing in mind the alternatives. I think

it should be borne in mind to begin with that

the systepi which Ontario is bringing in is a

system of judicial discretion with strong

guidelines. In other words, there's not a

guarantee to a 50 per cent share of family
assets but the guidelines are sufficiently

strong that the 50 per cent rule will apply
unless the courts find some other reasons for

going in a diff^erent direction. That's as it

should be because we mistrust whether the

courts, with justices whose formation was
perhaps still mainly before rather than after

the Second World War, are capable of

understanding the spirit as well as the letter

of the law on division of property as it has
been written.

However, the objections to going further
to either deferred community or full com-
munity of property, Mr. Speaker, it seems
to me could have been dealt with in a dif-

ferent way. As the minister knows, we intend
to suggest that a certain amount of what one
might call the non-family assets of a marriage
be included in the community of property
which would be created at the time that a

marriage breakdown occurs.

I want to go to the minister's own booklet
on this, because it seems to me that his

reasons for rejecting full cojnmunity or de-
ferred community are far more a judgement
that the Conservative government has made
a^^out the public opinion among the people
who they hope will vote for them in the next
election than a pleasure of the public opinion
of the citizens of the province as a whole.
The objections that are otherwise raised by

the ministry are on the basis of technicalities^

and not on the basis of principle.

Let me turn to the question of full com-

munity of property first. The ministry says:

"Co-ownership of all assets during marriage^

severely inhibits the couple's freedom to deal

with property, including a business. Each

spouse is also automatically responsible for

the other's dtebts and the system sufiFers from

rigidity and complexity." I think that they
are right to say that the benefits that are

achievable under deferred community of

property in the case of marriage breakdown
are pretty comparable with those of full com-

munity, provided that they come into play
at the time the marriage breakdown occurs.

Let me tell what the minister says about

deferred community: "There is a lack of

overall public support for this alternative."

I am not sure what this means. It may
mean that the women who we talked to

support it but the women who they expect
will keep them in office don't.

"One of the chief drawbacks it is said is

a lack of flexibility. It would also call for a

record-keeping and valuation of property
owned before marriage, gifts and inheritances.

A second! calculation would be required to

value property on marriage breakdown. It

might be neceessary for accountants or

lawyers to straighten out the financial a£Fairs

of average couples."

The point I want to make, Mr. Speaker,
is that in all of the discussions of deferred

community of property, there is really no-

effort made by the ministry or the minister

to dispute the principle that the contribu-

tions that spouses make, whether through

running the business affairs of the partner-

ship, the economic affairs of the partnership^
or to performing the duties of a spouse, and

thereby helping the other spouse do those

things and make money. There's really been

no denial by the ministry of the principle

that the activities of the one spouse in mak-

ing money and of the other sjwuse of raising^

the kids and looking after the home, don't

really justify an equal sharing of the prop-

erty that has been built up between them
both as family property and also as non-

family property.

The ministry doesn't deny that die spouse
that stays at home should have an equal"

share. The ministry simply says that the

public isn't ready for it and that there are

drawbacks because of the lack of flexibility.

I want to suggest, Mr. Speaker, that a

very substantial step towards the deferred

community of property could be achieved"
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and the drawbacks of which the ministry

speaks could be avoided if one chose a limit

for non-family assets and said any non-family
assets up to that particular sum should be
included along with the family assets at the

time that you broke the total assets in two.

The non-family assets which would be in-

cluded would! be non-family assets regardless
of whether they have been accumulated be-

fore or during the marriage.

The reason that you can take that rough
rule of thumb and say, "we'll take non-family
assets that happen to have been owned by
one of the partners before jnarriage," is be-

cause you set an upper hmit on it. Then
you allow the partners, through a marriage
contract, to make some other arrangements
if, for example, there was a very substantial

sum of non-family assets brought into the

marriage by one spouse when the marriage
began.

The actual figures that are involved—the

dollar value of non-family assets that should
be included—is less relevant than the prin-

ciple. The need for accountants and lawyers
and so on would not be present in the case

of an ordinary marriage because the value
of non-family assets in most cases isn't going
to be very great.

Somebody may have an interest in a corner

store that's worth $25,000. It's a non-family
asset, despite the fact that the wife has

contributed an enormous amount because
she's kept the family together while the

husband was working there 15 hours a d^y.
There'd be no hassle about including that

asset—the $25,000 worth of the store—in the

community of property in the case of a mar-

riage breakdown. But that hassle exists, and
the wife has to go to court to get her con-

tribution recognized, under the proposal that

the minister makes.

Somebody comes into a marriage with

$100,000 and a business; his wife and he
live happily together for 20 years; at the

end of 20 years she has no greater claim
to the $100,000 worth of business than she
had at the beginning. Yet I would have

thought that she really has contributed and
earned a share in that business over that

period of time, even if she's never visited

the place where the business is carried out.

But that principle isn't recognized by the
minister and we think that it should be.

Mr. Kerrio: That s socialism.

Mr. Cassidy: It's a step towards socialism.

We need a few more steps towards socialism.

I would suggest that the fact that this is a

simple proced'ure and doesn't require ac-

counting and record-keeping at the begin-
ning and the end of the marriage would help
to gain public support for it in the public
mind. The fact that it's fair for average On-
tario couples would help to win support for

this proposal in the public mind. The fact

that the right to opt out of a marriage con-

tract is still there would help to win support
for this proposal in ihe mind of the public
of Ontario. The fact that if a spouse shares

in the non-family property, then he or she,

usually she, is thereby made much more in-

dependent and, therefore, less liable to re-

quire support from the other partner in the

case of marriage breakdown, would also help
to win public support for this particular pro-

posal from the people of Ontario.

That's why I would like the minister to

very seriously consider this proposal I'm

making. There have been problems in the

definition of "family assets" which have been

allayed only to a certain point. Some women
find that they're the ones who've got the

assets in the marriage and they're married

to some guy who really is pretty much of a

bum and they're going to have to share their

assets with him in the event of family break-

down. I would say to them that while I

recognize that problem they have a couple
of options. One is to kick the bum out; an-

other one is to draw up a marriage contract

and get him to sign it; and a third one is to

recognize that for every woman who may be

prejudiced in her mind in those terms, there

will be dozens, if not hundreds, of women
who will benefit from the equal sharing

under the family assets approach, whether

or not it could be broadened.

It's also fair to point out, as I'm sure the

minister will, that in the case where a

woman has made all of the contribution to

the family assets and her husband has sim-

ply sat at home and drunk beer, then it may
well be that the courts will use their judicial

discretion to make an unequal rather than

an equal sharing of the family assets.

The next point I want to raise, Mr. Speak-
er—I don't want to touch any more on the

welfare-bashing that the minister is indulging
in under the question of support obligations

—I have also talked now about the question

of allowing common-law spouses to enter

into marriage contracts. It seems to me that

the only difference between a common-law

relationship and a marriage relationship

should be on the question of the sharing

of the matrimonial home and the automatic

equal sharing of family assets. There is an

incentive to get hitched for those reasons, I

suppose.
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[10:15]

The minister should also realize that if

he pushes this too hard, if he makes com-
mon-law relationships too difficult, he could

have a very destructive impact across the

province. I'm not sure about his friends in

North Toronto, but I have to tell him that

in Ottawa, and maybe in other parts of the

province, one of the worst things that can

happen to a common-law relationship is

rnarriage. I have seen many common-law re-

lationships founder because the spouses de-

cided to go and get married. Almost as soon

as they get married, they start looking
around for a divorce, whereas if they stayed

unmarried, but together, they might be to-

gether to this day.

Mr. Kerrio: That could ruin a marriage.

Marriage ruins a lot of relationships.

Mr. Cassidy: But I would have thought
that if the minister thinks that stable rela-

tionships are important in this province, he
should bear in mind, that some people can
live together more stably not married than

they can if they actually take that terrible

step.

Mr. Kerrio: You don't believe that?

Mr. Cassidy: Not only do I believe it, but
I'll give evidence.

Mr. Warner: Right on.

Mr. Cassidy: The penultimate point I wish
to raise is a fairly serious one. I don't think

it has been really considered by the minister.

It's certainly not touched on in this particu-
lar booklet on family law reform.

I think real problems of rigidity are intro-

duced with the provisions for marriage con-
tracts as they exist, because of the fact that

they are binding on both parties and cannot
be altered, as I understand it, except by the

consent of both parties.

I understand that the courts can intervene
in a marriage contract where they feel that a

marriage contract was written under duress.

The kind of problem that I have in mind,
however, is where relationships change, or

the nature of the economic and social rela-

tionship between partners changes, and the

marriage contract has not been updated to

reflect those realities.

I can give a hypothetical example^and I

know it's hypothetical—let's suppose that a

19-year-old girl, who's only had a year or

two of college, gets married to some fellow
who comes from the blue-blooded end of

Toronto; he is well-endowed financially and
seems to be well-endowed in career terms.

having just come out of Osgoode Hall Law
School and entering into a fairly brilliant

career in the law.

Let's say his family suggests quite strongly
that the marriage contract should allow that

many of the assets which he receives from
his side of the family should be sequestered
for the benefit of the children and not be

put into a position where she can have a

share of them. She agrees.

Let's go five or 10 years down the pike
and suppose that his early promise has not

worked out; he has a fairly obscure partner-

ship in a rather dismal Toronto law firm and
isn't making very much money—
Hon. Mr. Kerr: There ain't no such thing.

Mr. Kerrio: There are no law firms like

that.

Mr. Cassidy: —while she has become, say,

a cinematographer, is doing quite well and is

contributing a great deal, both in eclat and

in finances, to the economic relationship of

the partners. Thus, the relationship between

the two of them is much different from what

people had assumed at the beginning.

We then find that because they were start-

ing out with a $200,000 mansion, which was

given to them by the family but which in

the contract was designed to go down to the

children and not be shared to her, that the

contract provided that the family assets

basically go to the kids and that she would

not have a half share in them. That would

be a contract that would not realistically

relate to the relationship of the spouses. But

the question is, how can she get a change in

that relationship if he feels threatened and

doesn't want to change it and if she, on the

other hand, loves the guy and doesn't really

want to push her side of the case to the

point where a marriage breakdown is

threatened?

It seems to me that there should be some

means by which marriage contracts can be

reopened and that they should not be graven
in stone if one partner or the other adamantly

refuses to broach any changes. The arrange-
ments that people make at the age of 19, 21

or 23 may not be the arrangements they wish

to continue with in their 30s. 40s or 50s.

Relationship change, mature, differ. It may
be that they want to have a difi^erent kind of

relationship or that one partner is seeking to

have a different kind of relationship but is

boxed in because of the way in which that

contract had been drawn up.

I want to make a specific suggestion which

comes from me personally and which is the

(kind of thing that can be debated further in
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committee stage, that where a marriage con-

tract exists there should be a means for either

spouse to reopen it at regular intervals, per-

haps every five or seven years. You could say
that it had to be reopened actively, that is,

the two partners had actually to sign-

Mr. Kerrio: Have a union and negotiate
every three or four years.

Mr. Cassidy: The member for Niagara
Falls doesn't understand what this is all

about.

Mr. Kerrio: You aren't kidding.

Mr. Cassidy: The two partners would

actually sign the marriage contract anew,
to renew it every five years. Or it could be
a more informal kind of thing where, if one

spouse wished to reopen it, then that spouse
could so indicate and, once the spouse had

indicated, then the contract would have to

be renewed. In other words, there would be
a certain period of time, perhaps every five

years, and if the spouse at that time indi-

cated that he wished the contract to be re-

opened, it would lapse and a new one would
have to be signed or else it would have to

be renewed jointly together.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: When would you discuss

that with her? Would that be over the sec-

ond cup of coffee in the morning or when
you are changing a diaper?

Mr. Cassidy: What would happen would
be that if the marriage contract was eff^ec-

tively repudiated or a new agreement could
not be reached, then the partners would

lapse into the family asset sharing or the

deferred community approach, whatever ap-
proach happened to exist under the law at

that time or as it stands at this time.

It seems to me that that would be a pro-
tection against spouses who might enter into

unwise marriage contracts at an age when
thsy are not particularly mature. On the

other hand, it could be healthy as well in

forcin-T people to re-examine their relation-

ship from time to time to see what they
should do about it.

Finally, I want to raise a question or two
about the powers of the family court. I'm
concerned tliat the minister is going to have
a pilot project for three years of a unified

family court in Hamilton, while in the mean-
time Ottawa, York and the rest of the prov-
ince have to wait with the existing inade-

quate system as it stands. I don't think that's

fTood enough. I think the Attorney General
should be making reforms in the family court

system across the province and doing it much
more rapidly.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: You don't understand
the problems. Speak to your friends about
them.

M'-. Cassidy: I understand that there is a

problem. I'm concerned at the minister's lack

of urgency in tackling it.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Oh, nonsense.

M". Cassidy: Long before this minister was
in office, member after member on this side

of the House—Mrs. Campbell, since she's

been in the House as well—was telling the

government—

M*-. Speaker: Order, please. It should be
the hon. member for St. George.

Mr. Cassidy: —what a shambles the family
courts were in and the kinds of problems
that existed. Now the government finally

comes along with the crusading member for

Eglinton (Mr. McMurtry) in order to come
along with a reform, but the reform is going
to be some time in the 1980s. That simply
isn't good enough and it reflects his party's

inability to adapt to the kind of changes
that are taking place in the province at this

time.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: You really don't know
what you are talking about. You are so

burdened with sanctimony you have a diffi-

cult time to see the forest from the trees.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Cassidy: As a matter of fact I dipped
into my cup of sanctimony just to have a

bit of it available in case of need.

Mr. Speaker: Order please. I'm not sure

that this is part of that bill.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, the minister

has been wrapping himself up as a progres-

sive, and that's not 'true.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: He should be.

Mr. Cassidy: It's slightly misleading, shall

we say. Deep down, he's still a Tory and
he's been put up as a progressive flag bearer

for the party—

Hon. Mr. Kerr: You keep your flags to

yourself.

Mr. Cassidy: —in order to keep some

credibility with the two-thirds of the prov-
ince that wants that kind of a thing.

I want to raise a final point in relation

to the family court and I'll be very brief

about this. I think there are enormous prob-
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lems, whether you have a unified or a dis-

unified family court, in the enforceability of

family court orders. I have had some abso-

lutely heartbreaking cases to dteal with of

family situations where there have been child

custody orders which have been flouted,

where children have been literally kidnapped,
but where there was no action under the

Criminal Code because the family court order

wasn't strong enough to bind the other part-
ner or for the Crown to act. In fact, the

family court order dies 25 miles out of town.

It turned out in some cases that the orders

of the superior courts are also not sufficient

to bind. They certainly are not sufficient to

bind outside of the province of Ontario or

outside of Canadian jurisdiction in the United
States—despite the fact that you can take a

kid and in two hours you can be out of

Toronto and in Buffalo and right outside of

the law's grasp—and that has happened.

When parents have broken up there is, in

many cases, a really legitimate desire by
the parent who has kept the child to allow

the other partner to continue to have certain

rights of access. In other cases, whether
that desire exists or not, the right of access

is ordered by the family court, and so it

should be. Where that right is abused and a

child is spirited away, you create enormous

heartbreak; you create enormous disrespect
for the jurisdiction of the family courts; you
create situations where the people who have
been wronged say, "The hell with it, I'm

going to do the same thing they did. I am
going to snatch my kid back"—you get a

complete disrespect for the law.

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that it is

very important, if we are going to have
an adequate system of family law in the

province, if we are going to try to take

away from these passionate disputes, which

are so heartbreaking and which can wreck
lives for so many years, between spouses
who are at odds, that the decision-making

by the family court should be seen to be
fair and equitable and that its decisions

should be made to stick.

That is not the case in many, many situa-

tions right now. As the minister knows, sup-

port obligations are dishonoured and ignored;
the payment obligations are forgotten; orders

about sharing a property are not respected;
and orders about the custody of children are

not respected and enormous heartbreak is

created by that. I would hope that during
the course of this debate the minister could
talk about that particular subject. It seems
to me this is one of the matters which has

got to be sorted out during the course of

the overall reform of family law.

With that said, Mr. Speaker, I thank the

member for Scarborough-Ellesmere (Mr.

Warner) who allowed me to go ahead of

him so I could speak today on this bill.

While we welcome the bill, there are a

number of major areas where many of us

have suggested amendments should be made,
and which are sufficiently broad that we feel

we may not be able to support the bill on

third reading if it is left in its present stage

without substantial amendment. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker: Perhaps it is not worthwhile

at this time of evening for the hon. member
to start. If he wishes to adjourn the debate

I accept that.

Mr. Warner moved the adjournment of the

debate.

Motion agreed to.

On motion by hon. Mr. McMurtry the

House adjourned at 10:30 p.m.
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The House met at 10 a.m.

Prayers.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Grey-
Bruce.

POINT OF PRIVILEGE

Mr. Sargent: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

personal privilege. Following the events of

yesterday, when the member for Ottawa
East (Mr. Roy) was named and sent out of

the House, in view of the fact that he was

vindicated by the Attorney General, (Mr.

McMurtry), and tliat I think he was sland-

ered by the Solicitor General (Mr. MacBeth),
I believe there is an apology forthcoming to

the member from the Speaker at this point.

'Mr. Speaker: I'm sorry. I didn't hear the

very last part of the hon. member's remarks.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Don't hear it.

Mr. Sargent: Telling you this, sir, is like

trying to sell peanuts to a Republican today.

Mr. Speaker, I want to make quite clear

as a member of this House that I think you
owe an apology to the member for Ottawa

East, in view of the fact that he was cleared

by the Attorney General and was slandered

by the Solicitor General. You did not give
him a chance and you named him. I think

you owe him an apology.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I disagree with

the hon. member. I think that's all I'll say at

the moment.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. Reid: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order,
I wonder if you could clarify something for

me and perhaps for the House. It has caused
some consternation to myself, having been
embroiled in this matter a couple of weeks

ago, in which your ruling was that if a mem-
ber stated that another hon. member was

misleading the House, that was an offence

punishable by being named and therefore

ejected from the House. It's not my recol-

lection that that was a previous ruling of any
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other Speaker, and I'd like to know if you
could indicate to me where in the rules that

particular ruling has come from.

It seems strange to me because at the

time I was embroiled in that particular mat-

ter, the Premier (Mr. Davis) got up and

accused the Leader of the Opposition (Mr.

Lewis) of everything but being an outright

liar; he was very careful, I presume, in not

saying that that particular member had mis-

led the House but, in fact, he said everything
else. In any case, I wonder if you could give

me the background of your rulings as to the

misleading of the House, directly or indirectly,

as being an offence punishable by ejection for

the day.

Mr. Speaker: I'm sure the hon. member is

familiar with the rules and has probably
looked them up. I notice in standing order

16, subsection-

Mr. Singer: Ten.

Mr. Lewis: Or nine.

Mr. Singer: Nine or 10. But the word.

Mr. Speaker: Yes, you might say it's a

combination of subsections 8, 9 and 10, but

it's pretty well the standing rule and pro-
cedure in this House. Part of the oflFence is

making the accusation that a member d^Hb-

erately misled the House and the member
rises to correct it, then that must be accepted.
Then we ask the hon. member to witlidraw

that accusation, that's all, for the sake of

decorum and procedures in the House.

I might say in connection with that whole

event, there will be a further communication

to the House on Monday. There just hasn't

been time this morning. If yduTl just leave

it at that, we'll see what transpires on Mon-
day. But as far as the hon. member's question
is concerned, the answer is contained in those

particular items. It's a very regrettable inci-

dent when any one member does deliberately

accuse another member, irrespective of party
or who it is. I reaUy don't want to debate the

issue here this morning. Thank you.

Mr. Reid: Mr. Speaker, if I may add

briefly to that, I appreciate the references to

subsections 8 and 9; I was on the committee
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that drew up these rules. But the point that

I am making is that it seems to boil down, at

least in ths Speaker's mind, that you can say
almost anything else as long as you don't

say he misled the House.

Mr. Speaker: As I indicated yesterday I

think, and certainly on other occasions, oft-

times there are things said in this House
which I think a more temperate person would
not utter.

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, on that ix)int, I

wonder if you could consider the point raised

by my colleague from Rainy River a little

further and in a little more depth. I am per-
turbed after readling the words of standing
order 16, subsections 8, 9 and 10, and having
listened to your rulings on a couple of oc-

casions. In my experience in the House the

accusation that an hon. member has deliber-

ately misled the House has been one that is

frowned upon and is probably against the

rules and certainly against the practice of

this Legislature. That seems to be supported
by the word "deliberate" in front of the word
"falsehood" in subsection 10. On two occa-

sions—the one the hon. member for Rainy
River (Mr. Reid) refers to and the one yester-

day—there was an accusation that another

hon. member had misled the House, perhai)s

deliberately or perhaps inadvertently. It was
never quite said either way. I think it perhaps

might be helpful to all the members of the

House if you took your time and studied it

and gave us a specific ruling on this point. I

think it could relieve some of the tension.

Mr. Speaker: I might just point out that

the word "deliberate" is a matter of degree.

Statements by the ministry.

MULTI-YEAR LICENCE PLATES

Hon. Mr. Snow: I am jileased to inform
the House that the programme of issuing

multi-year licence plates for passenger vehi-

cles registered in the province of Ontario has

been most successful. The licence plates, first

issued in 1973, have met and in most in-

stances surpassed our expectations. Therefore,
we will continue to validate the 1977 plates

by means of an adhesive sticker.

These stickers may be purchased at any of

the 300 licence-issuing outlets throughout the

province and will go on sale Wednesday, De-
cember 1. The 1977 stickers will be red' in

colour and there will be no increases in cost

to the motorist over the 1976 fees. Fees for

automobiles will remain at $40 for eight-

cyldnder cars, $32 for six cylinders and $23

for four cylinders or less. Trailer, motorcycle,

historic vehicle and moped licences will go
on sale at the same time. The fees for regis-

tering these vehicles will also remain un-

changed.

When the multi-year plates were issued in

1973, it was expected that the province would

realize considerable savings related to the

fewer number of plates required each year

and that the issuing of renewals would be

more efiicient wdth the use of stickers. Both

of these expectations have been realized. The

ministry has saved millions of dollars by not

having to reissue plates annually. Reports

have come to me that indicate it is now

possible for an individual to complete the

renewal process in less than two minutes.

If more motorists in the province would

remember to purchase their renewal well in

advance of the February 28 deadline, we
know we could drastically reduce those annoy-

ing lineups at the issuing offices. The life

expectancy of the current multi-year plates

was unknown when they were introduced in

1973. Today we know that the markers will

last indefinitely. Therefore, there will be no

general reissue of the plates. We will instead

issue plates for new car registrations and re-

placements on older vehicles only when the

plates become damaged or defaced.

Along with this continual replacement pro-

gramme my ministry plans to introduce re-

flectorized licence plates to Ontario as soon

as the production equipment can be installed

and the new styles distributed to the licence

issuing offices. This should be before the end

of 1977. Reflectorized licence plates are now
used by five other provinces in Canada and

47 jurisdictions in the United States. They
provide greater night recognition when in-

stalled on passenger vehicles and give parked
vehicles an extra reflective point during the

dark hours.

When introduced to Ontario, reflectorized

licence plates will form an integral part of

the continuing safety programmes initiated

by the Ministry of Transportation and Com-
munications.

Mr. Speaker: Oral questions.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. Deans: On a point of order, yesterday
I rose and asked when the Premier (Mr.

Davis) was going to make a statement with

regard to the public health nurses. He
promised on Wednesday last there would be
a statement this week. I indicated yesterday
that I had reason to believe the Premier would
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not be here this morning. I was told in a

communication from the Premier's oflBce that

the Minister of Health (Mr. F. S. Miller)

would make the statement this morning with

regard to the public health nurses and their

negotiations.

I don't quite understand why they are

delaying, or what the problem is, or why
the Premier isn't here, or why the Minister

of Health isn't here. I had a commitment
last Wednesday for a statement this week
and I had fur'ther affirmation of that com-
mitment yesterday that the statement would
be made.

[10:15]

Mr. Singer: Off with their heads.

Mr. Speaker: I am sorry I can't be of

assistance to the hon. member.

Mr. Deans: I just raise the issue.

PUBLIC HEALTH
NURSES' NEGOTIATIONS

Mr. Lewis: Maybe I should direct the first

question to the Minister of Labour to ask

her whether the government is ever, but

ever, going to pull itself together sufficiently

to deal with the resolution of this dispute?
Can she think of any other dispute which
has been handled so badly for so long?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I would disagree com-

pletely with the hon. Leader of the Opposi-
tion that this dispute has been handled

badly. Immediately upon the receipt of the

statement from the Minister of Health re-

garding increased funding to local boards
of health, the industrial relations director of

the Ministry of Labour made contact with
both parties in the dispute. Next week there

are four sets of discussions beginning be-
tween the Ontario Nurses Association and
four local boards of health—four key boards of

health, I believe. We have also been having
discussions with the leadership of the On-
tario Nurses Association and with the

Association of Boards of Health of the prov-
ince of Ontario. At the moment things are

proceeding in a rational way towards the

development of collective agreements.

Mr. Deans: That's nonsense.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I think this is a very
real possibility at the present time. As I

have said before, I have had a commitment
by both parties to the development of a

programme which will resolve this problem

in the future in a way which is acceptable
to both sides.

Mr. Lewis: I don't quite understand the

minister. By way of supplementary, is she

saying that, of the 27 disputes outstanding,
four return to the bargaining table next

week? Does she call this a rational return

to collective bargaining? Is there no way
the government can persuade the other 23
boards of health that in the interests of the

good faith bargaining clause in The Ontario

Labour Relations Act they too must assume

bargaining with their employees?

Hon. B. Stephenson: The hon. Leader of

the Opposition is assuming something which is

not fact. The Ministry of Labour is attempting
just such a course to persuade the other

boards of health to return to the bargaining
table as well. I have said many times in this

House that the best solution to the problem
is one which is agreed upon by both sides.

That's precisely what we are trying to achieve;
we are in fact directing every effort that way
right now.

Mr. Deans: Supplementary question: Which
four boards are meeting next week?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Hamilton-Wentworth
is one. I can't remember the other three at

the moment but I know that that one is

meeting next week.

GUIDELINES TO JUDGES

Mr. Lewis: I have a question for the So-

licitor General or the Attorney General. I

will put it to the Solicitor General first be-

cause he handles things with greater modera-
tion and, therefore, I prefer to tackle him

initially.

Interjection.

Mr. Lewis: I am going to come to meno-

pausal matters.

I want to ask the Solicitor General has he

thought in the last day or two of the pos-

sibility of some renewed courses for some of

the judges of the province, to talk to them
about simple matters relating to sexual

equality before the law and the value of

eliminating gratuitous and prejudicial com-
ments during the course of their judgements?
Would he also in that concept comment on

this phenomenon enunciated, I gather in the

last day or two, that men are incapable of

prostitution and, therefore, are beyond the

law in such a matter when it comes before

the courts? What is happening to the judges
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in Ontario? Are they all so threatened by the

phenomenon of equality?

Hon. Mr. McBeth: Yesterday the member
for Carleton East (Ms. Gigantes) in all

seriousness asked me a question. Although it

was dealt with on all sides with a certain

amount of levity, it was a serious question.

In connection with the matter, she asked me
whether our policy field might look at it.

The policy field in the general broad issue

Will be pleased to do so and also to look

at this other question the Leader of the

Opposition mentions of male prostitution.

However, as far as dealing with the judges

is concerned, and that type of question, the

Attorney General is here and I would ask

that he reply to it.

Mr. Lewis: I was afraid you might do

that but I'll turn it over to Mr. McHeadline.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Attorney General,

I presume you mean?

Mr. Deans: How did you know?

Mr. Singer: That is hardly parliamentary.

Mr. Kerrio: As one headline seeker to

another.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I think, Mr. Speaker,
with respect that the judges of this province
are quite capable of discharging their re-

sponsibilities without any assistance from me.

I think their responsibilities are usually dis-

charged in a very able, fair and eflFective

manner.

I've not seen a transcript containing the

rather unusual statement that's been reported
in the press. I have ordered a transcript. I

would like to take a look at it because it

obviously appears to be a remark which

should not have been made. Again, I think

the Leader of the Opposition appreciates that

the judges of this province are in no way
under the supervision of the Ministry of the

Attorney General nor of any other ministry.

1 think the type of instructions that the

Leader of the Opposition refers to really

don t need to be given to the judges by any-

one. I think they're quite aware of their

responsibilities in this area.

Mr. MacDonald: A supplementary, Mr.

Speaker. Some years ago one of the Attorney
General's predecessors informed the House
that periodically the Attorney General

brought magistrates together primarily for

discussing sentences so that there wouldn't

be divergences in the sentences or unequal

application of the law in various courts.

Mr. Singer: Do you remember what hap-

pened to him?

Mr. MacDonald: Would it not be appro-

priate, without interfering unduly with them,
to have some such getting together to examine

the law and its implications with reference to

sexual equality?

Mr. Singer: He had something to do with

Bill 99, that fellow.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I can't speak for my
predecessors insofar as it concerns gathering
the judges together in that manner. My own
view is that that is not the role of the At-

torney General and it would be improper for

the Attorney General to act in that manner
because it would simply be indicating to the

judges that he is acting as some form of

supervisory body.

Mr. Breithaupt: What's wrong with that?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I can state that I am
in constant communication with the chief

judges of the iwrovincial courts-

Mr. MacDonald: Can they do it?

Hf>n. Mr. McMurtry: —and they do it. This

is the role of the chief judge; the chief judge
does all courts really, particularly the provin-

cial courts. They do have these educational

tvpe s*»minars on a regular basis and we do

fund them.

Mr. Renwick: A supplementary question

to the Attorney General: I take it that he

would not find it amiss to draw to the atten-

tion of the chief judge the comments which

have been made in this House about a matter

of significant concern to the members?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I would be quite

liappy to do that, Mr. Speaker.

PUBLIC HEALTH NURSES

Mr. Lewis: Is the Minister of Health in-

clined to make a statement on the public

health nurses or did he come into the House

just because it's Friday morning and he

wanted to be here?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, I'm always
here on Fridlay mornings.

Mr. Singer: Even when the House isn't

sitting?

Mr. Lewis: Has the minister any statement

to make?

Hon. F. S. Miller: No, I have no statement

to make to the House, Mr. Speaker. The
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statement I did make a couple of weeks ago
was one which indicated we were wilHng to

pay up to parity on an hourly basis. The ques-
tion of whether any further action would be
taken I'm sure will have to be resolved by
the Premier (Mr. Davis) and I but we really

honestly did want some time for the boards
and the nurses to negotiate.

I'm seeing a group of nurses in my riding

tonight. I've seen some others in the mean-
time and I'm trying to encourage settlement

in a normal negotiated way. I'm sure the

member would agree with me on that.

INTERMEDIATE CAPACITY
TRANSPORT SYSTEM

Mr. Lewis: A question, if I may, to the

Minister of Transportation and Communica-
tions. Back on June 21, when he announced
his intended experiment with electric trains,

he said, "We will introdfuce supplementary
estimates in the fall for this project." Yet he
has put out tenders and he is proceeding by
Management Board orders; when do we get
a chance, therefore, to debate it in the House
because no supplementary estimates came
from his ministry?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, at that time
it had been my intention to introduce supple-

mentary estimates this fall, along with other

ministries which will have supplementary
estimates. This has not been done because
the funding, as I understand it—I wish the

Treasurer (Mr. McKeough) were here be-

cause it's really his decision—for the UTDC
will be by way of a loan to UTDC from the

government rather than by way of budgetary
funds through my ministry.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Kitch-
ener—is he leading off this morning?

to protect the native people's rights so that

the reporting of these discoveries and con-

sulation with groups—since some are not as

concerned about the disturbance of the site

as are others—would be a way of resolving
an interest which appears to be somewhat
confused at the present time?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, cer-

tainly the situation at Grimsby brought to

light some aspects of The Cemeteries Act
which require further study. It's my under-

standing that that particular situation has

been resolved by voluntary agreement among
all the parties. The dig has been suspended.

We're studying the situation. I would not

want to say right now that we're prepared
to amend The Cemeteries Act. We're certainly

looking at it in the light of that situation to

see whether or not amendments would be

necessary.

Mr. Breithaupt: While the minister is look-

ing at that, would he deal with the Minister

of Culture and Recreation (Hon. Mr. Welch)
as well to consider the declaration of these

native burial sites, when they are found, to

be historic sites so that they can be pro-
tected and so that landowners in the area

will know that the properties have to be
treated in a somewhat different way from
an ordinary piece of land which, at the

present time at least, could be used for a

building site without that consideration?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, it

would be presumptuous of me to deal with
the Minister of Culture and Recreation on
The Ontario Heritage Act which is his

responsibility but I'm sure he's fuUy familiar

with the situation in Grimsby and the kind
of results it could lead to. Presumably we
will be working together to ensure that the

rights of all parties are protected.

EXCAVATIONS AT BURIAL GROUNDS

'Mr. Breithaupt: Yes, Mr. Speaker. A ques-
tion, first of all, to the Minister of Con-
sumer and Commercial Relations with respect
to The Cemeteries Act, for which I believe
he is resi>onsible.

Can the minister comment with respect to

the matter of the Indian burial site at

Grimsby, particularly to the point that while
the owner of the property could buUdoze the
lot if he wished, excavation for archeological
purposes cannot be done, certainly at least,
without the consent and the interest obvi-

ously of the Indian psoples? Would the min-
ister consider changes in The Cemeteries Act

VIKING HOMES

Mr. Breithaupt: A question, Mr. Speaker,
to the Minister of Labour following the

questions of my leader yesterday with respect
to the Marshall Children's Foundation and

Viking Homes. The questions at that point
were placed to the Minister of Community
and Social Services (Mr. Taylor).

Following the response of the Minister of

Community and Social Services that he has
no particular responsibility with respect to

The Employment Standards Act and the

complaints of the staff in these homes, will

the minister now proceed to step up inspec-
tion of these particular homes to avoid any
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difficulties of staff exploitation which have

been brought to our attention?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, under

The Employment Standards Act regular in-

spections are not carried out. If an inspection

is found to be necessary it is carried out as

a result of a complaint.

I think the hon. member should know that

the Ministry of Labour, in conjunction with

social workers and other interested groups,

those involved in child care, as a result of

certain problems which have been raised this

year has been having discussions about the

specific employment standards which should

apply to child care workers. This is a special

problem area which is being examined in

depth by the Ministry of Labour in the hope
that we will be able to develop appropriate
standards for child care workers which may
not be identical to other workers because of

the specific requirements of that job.

Mr. McClellan: A supplementary: Since

the Ministry of Labour is examining this

matter within the Resources Development
field and I understand the other ministries

within the Social Development policy field are

also examining the same matter, apparently
in isolation from the work that the minister

is doing, would it not make sense for the

two groups to get together not just to look

at the question of child care standards but

also at the other question of per diem fees

for service, purchase contracts and fees?

Hon. B. Stephenson: The discussions are

not being held in isolation. There is most

certainly communication between the two

groups and there will be interaction as well.

[10:30]

Mr. Breithaupt: I have a question of the

Attorney General, again witji respect to the

Viking Homes situation. Has the Attorney
General taken any additional steps to investi-

gate the possible conflict of interest which

may exist concerning the placing of children

in Viking Homes after the court-ordered

assessment has been attended to by Brown-
dale, an organization which of course has

financial and other ties to Viking?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: As the House leader

of the Liberal Party knows, the investigation

into Browndale by the Ontario Provincial

Police has been going on for many, many
weeks. In view of thi enormous volume of

documer/ts they now have in their possession,
I can't indicate to the House when this in-

vestigation will have been completed and a

report made available to the ministers con-

cerned. Until that has been done, I just don't

wish to make any further comment at this

time.

Mr. Breithaupt: When the Attorney Gen-
eral is prepared to make a comment, he

might consider responding to the question as

to whether an organization which does assess-

ments should profit from the residential place-
ment of the children it assesses? I would sug-

gest that perhaps he might put his mind to

that point as well in his response, if he

would.

NOISE BARRIERS ON HIGHWAYS

iMr. di Santo: I have a question of the

Minister of Transportation and Communica-
tions. The other day his colleague, the Min-

ister of Education (Mr. Wells), announced
that the government, giving in to the pressure
from residents, is going to build a noise

barrier on Highway 401 between Kipling
Avenue and Dixon Road. I would like to ask

the minister whether he would like to satisfy

a similar request of the residents of Downs-
view and erect a noise barrier in the Downs-
view area, which has one of the worst condi-

tions in the province?

Hon. Mr. Snow: We have been assessing

all the locations within the province where
there are noise problems. As I'm sure the

hon. member knows, over the past few years
several projects have been carried out trying
to deal with the matter of traffic noise in

residential areas bordering our major express-

ways. Some of these projects have been more
successful than others.

We have decided within the ministry to

proceed with two further experimental pro-

jects, one in the area just mentioned by the

hon. member and one in the city of Ottawa

adjoining the Queensway. Those projects are

in the design stage now and will go ahead to

construction, I expect this spring. We will be

monitoring carefully the results of those pro-

jects and I expect looking at further projects

that can be carried out in the future.

Mr. di Santo: Supplementary: How does

the minister reconcile his position, expressed
in a letter directed to me on September 30,

where he said he had not reached any con-

clusion at all on the experiments his min-

istry is undertaking, with the statement of the

Minister of Education, which says that experts

now think they can build a barrier that in

certain ideal areas will significantly lower

traffic noise and that the privacy fence built
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on Warden Avenue and Victoria Park has cut

the noise by five decibels?

Further, will the minister announce a policy

on noise reduction throughout the province

or would he like me to join the Minister of

Education, who said that he is going to press

vigorously in order to get those barriers

erected on Highway 401?

An hon. member: He's already got one in

his riding.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I might point

out that the last part was about the only

question I could detect in that supplementary.

The other was a debate. Please keep to

questions and answers. Does the hon. min-

ister have an answer to the last part?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, I don't see

where there's any conflict between what I

said to the hon. member in my letter to

him, what I said to the Minister of Educa-

tion (Mr. Wells) in my letter to him or what

I've said here today.

Over the past number of years we have

experimented with several different methods

of traffic noise reduction in residential areas.

The latest and probably the most successful

experiment is the one in the Warden Avenue
area and it has brought about quite con-

siderable perceived benefits in that area. Be-

fore developing an overall policy to deal with

highway noise, we are proceeding with two
further experiments of a similar type. One
is in the Dixon-Kipling area and one is in

Ottawa, as I announced some weeks ago.

Mr. Singer: I wonder if the minister would

give a commitment that, once something
somewhat satisfactory is evolved, it will be
used on the whole length of Highway 401
within the boundaries of Metropolitan To-

ronto, as has been requested for many years

by the one-time member for Armourdale,
who was a Minister of Transport, on one
occasion by myself, and by the member for

Yorkview (Mr. Young) and others. Anyone
who has been affected by this has had the

same problem, and it's not only the Minister
of Education who should get preferential
treatment for his constituents.

Hon. Mr. Snow: If I may deal with the

last statement first, I don't think anyone
can say that it's only the Minister of Educa-
tion who's getting preferential treatment for

his constituents.

Mr. Ruston: He's doing pretty well though.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order please.

Hon. Mr. Snow: For the record, of the

two most recent projects announced, I un-

derstand one is in the riding of the member
for York West (Mr. Leluk) and the other is

in the riding of the member for Ottawa
Centre (Mr. Cassidy)—

Mr. Breithaupt: Same old gang.

Hon. Mr. Snow: I think that says for itself

that we're dealing with noise situations where
we feel that the type of experiment that we
are proceeding with has the best opportunity
of being successful. I will not tell the hon.

member for Wilson Heights (Mr. Singer) that

we will build the noise barriers on both
sides of Highway 401 from one side of

Metropolitan Toronto to the other, for two
reasons: First, I don't believe that Metro-

politan Toronto is the only place in this

province that deserves consideration like this.

Mr. Singer: It is the last place that should

get consideration.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Second, I would say that

within the bounds he has mentioned, many
miles of that right of way do not have any
residential development along the highway
and we have no intention of putting up noise

barriers in those areas.

We will be giving consideration to an over-

all programme where our experiments and
research show that the expenditure of public

money in the construction of those noise

barriers will give benefit to those citizens. I

will be coming forward later, I hope, with an
overall programme for noise barriers under
those circumstances.

Mr. Singer: Nobody remembers Gord Car-

ton rode that hobby horse into cabinet. What
is it that Cord Carton did in the cabinet

that nobody ever put up sound barriers?

Mr. Speaker: A final supplementary.

Mr. Philip: Supplementary: I wonder
whether the minister could advise us whether
or not there are significant differences be-

tween the two experiments, the one in Ottawa
and the one in Toronto, and can the minister

assure us that these experiments are not

merely duplications of experiments done
elsewhere in North America?

Mr. Conway: Let's have a noise barrier

for the member for Scarborough Centre (Mr.

Drea).

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, I don't

quite understand the member's questions. I
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can't say that it is not a duplication of some

other project that has been carried out in

North America, because I'm not aware at

this moment of all the projects that might
have been carried out in North America.

Although there may be some technical

changes in the design of the barrier, it is

somewhat of a duplication of the first ex-

periment with this type of barrier, which was
carried out in the Warden Avenue area. Be-

fore deciding on an overall policy, we wanted
to do two more projects in different areas, one
in Metropolitan Toronto and one in Ottawa.

STATUS OF HOSPITAL PHARMACISTS

Mr. Stong: Mr. Speaker, a question of the

Minister of Labour: As a result of the de-

cision of the Ontario Labour Relations Board,
dated September 28, which requires hospital

pharmacists to join a combined paramedical
and technical bargaining unit what, if any-

thing, does the minister intend to do to re-

store the independence and professional status

of these pharmacists in Ontario?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, the hos-

pital pharmacists are not the only group which
has been affected by this decision of the

Labour Relations Board. I am aware that

there is some activity within certain pro-
fessional groups who consider themselves in-

appropriate members of such units and they
have the right of appeal to the Ontario

Labour Relations Board for reconsideration

of that ruling.

Mr. Stong: A supplementary: What is the

ministry going to do to guarantee the pharma-
cists the right to choose their own bargaining
unit separate from that of the technical staff

in these hospitals?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I am sure the hon.

member is aware that the function of the

Labour Relations Board is to make decisions

in this area based upon the information which

it has. In such a function the board members
exercise a semi- or quasi-judicial effect upon
the situation. There is a right of appeal of

that situation to the board and I would think

that the professional groups, if they feel

strongly about this, should use that mech-

USE OF FRENCH

Mr. Samis: Mr. Speaker, if I may, after

yesterday's abortive burst of bilingualism, I

would like to address a question to the Chair-

man of Cabinet.

Could he, as Chairman of Cabinet, explain

to the Legislature how it is that 80 per cent

of the letters sent by Mr. Levesque in Ottawa

were repHed to in English? Why was that

allowed to happen? What does the Chairman

of Cabinet intend to do about that and will

he answer this basic question—is it a right or a

privilege for a franco-Ontarian to receive a

letter of reply in French from this govern-

ment?

Hon. Mr. Brunelle: Mr. Speaker, the letters

my office receives in French are rephed to in

French and I know most ministries try to do

the same.

Mr. Wildman: Is that government i)olicy?

Mr. Samis: Since Mr. Levesque has said

that specifically letters to the Attorney Gen-

eral (Mr. McMurtry), the Minister of Culture

and Recreation (Mr. Welch), other ministries

and dvil servants were not replied to in the

language he sent the letters in, what is the

Chairman of Cabinet going to do to ensure

that franco-Ontarians do get correspondence
in the language of their choice, and official

language of this country?

Hon. Mr. Brunelle: I don't think I should

be responding for other ministers. I think if

the member has a specific question on that,

he should ask the respective ministers.

Mr. Warner: Is it a policy of the govern-

ment? He never answered.

Mr. Samis: All I am trying to find out, Mr.

Speaker, is if the government has a set policy

for all ministries that they reply in the langu-

age of the letter they receive?

Mr. Lewis: I will bet he says yes.

Hon. Mr. Brunelle: I guess the hon. mem-
ber wasn't listening very carefully. I think I

said earlier that every ministry does its best

to try to reply-

Mr. MacDonald: Is it a policy?

Hon. Mr. Bnmelle: I will admit there's

room for improvement but I think there has

been considerable progress.

Mr. Warner: You didn't answer the ques-
tion. Is it government policy?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber for Rainy River.

ORGANIZED CRIME

Mr. Reid: Mr. Speaker, I have a question

for the Solicitor General and Provincial Sec-
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retary for Justice in regard to organized
crime: Is the minister aware of the article

in the November issue of Quest magazine
entitled "Is the Mafia making us all an offer

we can't refuse?" Has he read the article?

Does he agree with the thesis of the article

that publicity is the worst enemy of or-

ganized crime in the province of Ontario

and can he give the House an up to date

report on how the OPP and others in the

province are battling organized crime in the

province?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Yes, I did see the ar-

ticle. I am glad the member reminded me
what the thesis was because it had not made
that great an impression upon me. In any
event this matter of organized crime con-

tinues to be a problem for the police. Yester-

day we had an unfortunate—

[10:45]

Mr. Reid: That's a brilliant statement.

Mr. Conway: You aren't kidding. That is—

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: All crime is the con-

tinuing problem of the police. That's what
the poHce are there for. To say there is not

some degree of organized crime would be

overlooking the truth and the facts.

Yesterday in this House we had an unfor-

tunate incident in connection with electronic

surveillance. It so happens that electronic

surveillance is one of the most effective

weapons the police have yet encountered or

have access to to help counteract organized
crime. I am not now referring to the matter
of the Turner case but, as a result of elec-

tronic surveillance, the police of this province
—and indeed of this country—have recently
had some very great success in getting con-
victions where previously it was difficult to

do so.

I can't tell the member more than that. Of
course I want to see the police given all

reasonable freedom to use this equipmenr.
Certainly there is an ethical problem in

dealing with it and great difficulties, which I

recognize and certainly which the Attorney
General recognizes. They were enlarged upon
yesterday afternoon. But, generally speaking,
it is through electronic equipment that we
are able to get the convictions that we have
in recent months. I hope nothing will be
done unduly to curtail that. That is mainly
the field in which we are operating.

Mr. Reid: Supplementary: I fail to under-
stand why the government for years has
seemed to downplay the role of organized

crime in the province, when all the literature

that we see in the newspapers and magazines
indicated that it's a growing threat in the

province. Would the Solicitor General con-
sider a public inquiry, such as was held in

Quebec, which seemed to expose some of the

ringleaders of organized crime and put some
of them in jail, at least for contempt of
court if nothing else? Will he consider doing
something like that and will he indicate to

the House whether he considers this a serious

problem in the province of Ontario or if he
feels that it's not high on the list of priorities
of the OPP?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: It's very high on the
list of priorities of the OPP and it is a serious

problem. I haven't tried to grade them as to

order of magnitude as to which the greatest

problems are. But again that is why the
OPP was so upset by some of the charges
that were recently made in their use of this

electronic equipment. All I can say is that
we will continue to do our best.

The member asks me questions about
whether we would consider a royal commis-
sion. I think it would do more harm than

good. The police know whom they are

looking for. Their problem is to get the
evidence.

When I say "whom they are looking for,"

they know who is behind a great many of
these so-called organized crime organizations.
Their problem is in acquiring sufficient evi-

dence to get convictions. I say recently they
have obtained convictions of some of the
better known or more prominent leaders in

the field. We will continue to do our best.

I don't know all the details of their opera-
tions in connection with their tactics in

trying to track down organized crime. I

think it is just as well I don't know all of
their police procedures. In any event, I am
sure they are doing everything possible.

Mr. Reid: I really am concerned about
this. Does the minister not agree that pub-
licity is probably one of the most effective

weapons in dealing with that particular prob-
lem? Will he consider a royal commission?
Will he consider doing something about the

loan-sharking business which seems to be one
of the largest money makers for organized
crime in the province?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: As I said, we have

already considered what we can do and we
have rejected the thought of any public in-

quiry. When I say "we," I have talked to

the police in connection with this matter and
they don't think — Tm not suggesting that
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cabinet has had any discussion on this—that

that kind of information is going to help.

Generally speaking, to be able to publicize
the names of the people who are engaged
in this does help, but again one has to be

very careful to have the evidence to warrant

publication.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Minister of Trans-

portation and Communications has the an-

swer to a question asked previously.

SHABAQUA CORNERS-THUNDER
BAY ROUTE

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, on Wednes-

day, November 10, I responded to a question
from the member for Fort William (Mr.

Angus) in connection with the selection of a

route of the proposed four-lane highway from

Shabaqua Corners to Thunder Bay, and to

the member's suggestion that ministry staflE

were misleading the press.

I would like to confirm that the member's
information is quite inaccurate. During the

process of any route planning study, it be-

comes quite obvious that some of the routes

being studied enjoy advantages over others.

However, the final selection of a route is not

made until all public and municipal input
has been received and considered. I might
add, Mr. Speaker, that the final route selec-

tion is made in my ofiice and not by the min-

istry staff.

In the particular instance mentioned by the

member for Fort William the ministry project

team were asked, and responded to a request,

by the municipal representatives as to whether

they had a personal opinion or preference.
The request by ministry staff for a resolution

by the municipality was to support the route

selected by the municipality, which was not

necessarily the route that may have been the

personal preference of the project team.

SUNDAY SHOPPING

Mr. Mackenzie: A question to the Solicitor

General: Inasmuch as it's almost a year since

we passed the Sunday closing legislation, I'm

wondering if the minister will give this House
some indication as to whether or not he in-

tends to tighten up some of the provisions in

the law, since many stores—the IGA chain in

Hamilton is the latest one—through the use

of partitions, are abusing the law that we've

passed, leading to a fair amount of cynicism
from some of the smaller merchants?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, I realize

that in the metropolitan Hamilton area par-

ticularly there do seem to be many large

stores that are operating by way of cutting

down their space in some temporary way. It

is a problem there and in various other areas

of the province as well.

I have said repeatedly that I'd like to see

this statute in existence for one year before

we propose any changes to it. That year will

be up, as the hon. member knows, in about

a month and a half. Early in the new year we
will look at the results we've had across the

province. We have had a number of com-

plaints—and I've had a number of letters

from both sides of the House—some wanting

tightening up in certain areas and some want-

ing more leeway. The hon. member is sug-

gesting tightening up, but there are also two

or three areas where people are suggesting

it should be widened.

Well take all of these suggestions into con-

sideration early in the new year and, if we
think action is warranted, I'll be recommend-

ing that to the cabinet.

CHILDREN'S AID SOaETY DISPUTE

Mr. O^Neil: Mr. Speaker, I have a question

of the Minister of Community and Social

Services (Mr. Taylor). Can the minister

advise me if he is aware of the contentious

situation involving the managerial personnel
of the Children's Aid Society of the city of

Belleville, county of Hastings and the town

of Trenton and the Federation of Community
Agency Staffs, Local 21, Hastings county, the

latter having expressed, by vote, no confidence

in the managerial personnel of the former?

And can he advise me what action is planned
to rectify this situation in the interest of the

children who are caught in the middle of this

issue?

Hon. Mr. Taylor: Yes, Mr. Speaker, I'm

aware of an apparent problem. I've had some
communication on it as has, no doubt, the

member for Quinte (Mr. O'Neil). My staff is

looking into the matter.

Mr. O'Neil: Supplementary: Could the

minister tell me whether he plans to initiate

a ministerial investigation or whether it will

take a hearing before a judge to settle the

problem?

Hon. Mr. Taylor: First, it is necessary to

determine the problem. I have some informa-

tion in regard to its source; however, I want

to isolate and determine what the problem is

before I suggest any course of action.
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WAWA SENIOR CITIZEN FACILITIES

Mr. Wildman: I have a question of the

Minister of Community and Social Services.

Has the minister made a decision on my
request that he meet with me and representa-

tives of the community services committee

and of the senior citizens of Wawa to discuss

the need for residential care in northern

Algoma?

Hon. Mr. Taylor: If the member is asking
whether I will meet with him, certainly I'm

always available to meet with everyone with-

in the constraints of the day, of course. I'm

always happy to meet people.

An hon. member: Always happy.

Mr. Wildman: A supplementary: Could
the minister tell me what reaction he would
have to suggestions made to the Minister

of Housing (Mr. Rhodes) on CJIC radio

this morning that the reason there is a residen-

tial care facility in Elliot Lake and not in

Wawa is related to the fact that the member
for Algoma-Manitoulin (Mr. Lane) is a mem-
ber of the Conservative Party while Algoma
is represented by a member of the opposi-
tion?

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Mr. Conway: Lome, did you hear that?

Hon. Mr. Taylor: That's a shocking state-

ment and there's absolutely no veracity to it.

AMBULANCE SERVICES

Mr. Mancini: I have a question to the Min-
ister of Health. In view of the fact that

for the past week I've been trying to arrange
a meeting between either the Minister of

Health or his parliamentary assistant (Mr.

Wiseman) and representatives from the Cerald
R. Smith Ambulance Service and elected

officials from my riding, I would like to ask

the minister why he has told me to meet
with his parliamentary assistant and his par-

liamentary assistant has told me to meet with
the regional directors when we know that the

policy comes right from his office? He is

aware that this is very urgent and we have
to meet with him before Christmas. Why
will he not meet with these people from my
riding?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I suppose I've been a

pretty accessible minister and I think people
who have asked to see me have found that

in the past. There's a big difiFerence between

policy and administration. I am told the par-

ticular ambulance group we're talking about

has been asked in writing to take their prob-
lems to the regional manager and discuss

them. They have refused to do that and I'm

told that in the past they've refused to do it.

We simply say that these are administrative

details which we'd like to have at least one
round at. If they do it once, we'll see them
if there's still an outstanding problem but I

can't get into the middle of administration.

Until the hon. member learns the difiFerence

between a minister's policy-making function

and a deputy minister's administrative func-

tion, I don't know that he'll understand that.

Mr. Mancini: I have a supplementary. I'm

sorry the minister feels that way but I don't

think he knows all the facts. In view of the

fact that I've already brought this to the

attention of the district health council and
in view of the fact that they've told me and
the ambulance service that they can't make
any statements until at least April or May
—by then it will be too late because they will

have already had their cutbacks and they'll

be out of business—why won't the minister

meet with these people and state his policy
to them because he's going to put them out

of business?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The question
has been asked.

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, they have

every right to argue, as any budget process

has, through channels. Let them do that

because I can't assess their argument versus

my staffs until there's been some internal

discussion about the fairness of levels of

staffing and the rates of pay. Those kinds of

discussions need to be carried out properly
and then my parliamentary assistant will, I

am sure, be glad to iron out any policy
matters which are left.

Mr. Mancini: Mr. Speaker, one more supple-

mentary. In view of the fact that the min-
ister has already authorized his cutback for

December 31 or January 1, we cannot wait-

Mr. Speaker: Your question please.

Mr. Mancini: Yes, Mr. Speaker. Is the min-

ister aware that we can't wait and is the

minister aware that he is the only one who
can authorize these cutbacks not to take

place?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I'm not the only one to

do that. My stafiF have that authority. They
are working with the budget, within the
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dollars allotted to them by this Legislature,
and if they have to make adjustments they
may; that's the proper place.

Mr. Mancini: Why won't the minister meet
with them?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Simply because the

member's man refuses to come in the proper
way and do it the proper way-

Mr. Mancini: It's not true.

Hon. F. S. Miller: —and I'm not going to

have an end run.

Mr. Mancini: On a point of personal
privilege, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. That was the
final supplementary.

Mr. Mancini: On a point of personal
privilege, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: A point of personal privilege?

Mr. Mancini: Mr. Speaker, it is not true
that these people do not want to co-operate
with the ministry and go through all the

proper channels. We've already met with
the district health council.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. That's not

really a point of personal privilege.

Mr. Mancini: What? I just want to explain
to the members of the House-

Mr. Speaker: I understand the frustration

of the member.

Mr. Mancini: —that these people have
tried to go through the proper channels-

Mr. Speaker: Thank you. We're debating
now. The hon. member for Wentworth.

Mr. Mancini: —and it's just not fair that

the minister will not meet with them.

Mr. Speaker: Order. Order.

Mr. Mancini: It is his job to meet with
the people.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Some hon. members: Throw him out.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber for Wenworth has the floor for a

question.

Interjection.

HAMILTON HEALTH CARE FACILITY

Mr. Deans: I have a question for the

Minister of Health.

Interjection.

[11:00]

Mr. Deans: I still have a question for the

Minister of Health.

Thank you. It's okay. Can I assume he can

recall having made a commitment as the

Minister of Health for the building of a

health care facility to service the needs of the

east end of the city of Hamilton?

Hon. F. S. MiUer: Yes.

Mr. Deans: Thank you. Then could I ask

the minister, since it has been two years since

he made the commitment, whether he might
sit down with the health council and make
it clear to them that this is a priority matter

and that it should be proceeded with forth-

with?

Hon. F. S. Miller: The piember has used

the word "building" and I think the key word
was provision.

Mr. Deans: I said—

Hon. F. S. Miller: I have talked to the

health council in that area, frankly within

the last month. I quite agree with the mem-
ber and I am very anxious to see it done. I

ap still trying to use them in their relatively

new reorganization in a way that will eflFect

the proper changes in Hamilton.

They have made some suggestions and we
are looking at them very carefully. Some
we've accepted and some we haven't as yet
reacted to. Specifically for that section, I

can't recall that they have solved it for me
yet.

Mr. Speaker: The oral question period has

expired.

Petitions,

Presenting reports.

REPORT

Mr. McNeil from the standing resources

development committee reported the follow-

ing resolution:

Resolved: That supply in the following
amounts to defray the expenses of the Min-

istry of Energy be granted to Her Majesty
for the fiscal year ending March 13, 1977:
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Ministry of Energy

Ministry administration

prograpime $ 505,000

Energy policy

programme 2,200,000

Ontario Energy Board

programme 1,192,000

Ontario Energy Corporation .... 327,000

Mr. Speaker: Motions.

Introduction of bills.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Before the orders of the

day, may I take this point in the proceedings
to indicate the programme for next week. In

addition to the committee work which is in

hand, on Monday we will iwroceed with Bills

140, 141 and 85. At 5 o'clock it's private
members' hour and we are doing Bill 142,

standing, I understand, in the name of the

member for Sarnia (Mr. Bullbrook). We are

not in session Monday evening.

On Tuesday we will have a statement from
the Treasurer (Mr. McKeough); we will then

continue with the Attorney General's (Mr.

McMurtry) legislation, if necessary, and when
we have completed that legislation we will

start with Bill 131. We go on on Tuesday
evening.

Wednesday is committee day. On Thurs-

day I assume we will be carrying on with
Bill 131. If we were likely to finish that bill

before 10:30 p.m. on Thursday, then we
would indicate some time that afternoon

what the evening programme would be. Then
on Friday we have budget debate.

Mr. Speaker: Orders of the day.

BUDGET DEBATE
(continued)

Resumption of the adjourned debate on the

motion th%t this House approves in general
the budgetary policy of the government.

Mr. Stong: In rising to speak at this time in

the House, I might indicate that during the

past summer I had occasion to visit several

penal institutions throughout Ontario in my
capacity as critic for the Liberal Party of

Ontario on Correctional Institutions. I found

my visits there very enlightening, if not very
interesting.

There is a situation throughout the world,
and no lesis important in Ontario and in

Canada, involving the young juvenile
offender. I would like to devote some time

this morning speaking about the apprehension,
the detection and the control of crime, and
the use of our penal institutions in so doing.

On February 1, 1973, Mr. Speaker, Rene
Vaillancourt gunned dov^oi Constable Leslie

Maitland on a Toronto street. At his trial,

psychiatrists and psychologists for the defence
testified that Vaillancourt was not breathing
when he was born and, as a result, suffered

brain damage. They call the condition mini-

mal brain dysfunction.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. I

wonder if the hon. members would extend

courtesy to the hon. member who is speaking.
There is altogether too much noise in the

chamber.

Mr. Stong: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The
jury at that trial found that the testimony
of one Dr. Joseph Marotta was more believ-

able. His evidence, as a neurologisit at St.

Michael's Hospital here in Toronto, was that

he performed a neurological examination and
found no evidence of abormality. Vaillancourt

was sentenced to be hanged and is presently

waiting in the segregation cell at the Toronto

jail for that sentence to be carried out. It is

alleged by the neurologist that that particular

person, now sentenced to hang, suffered from
minimal brain dysfunction, a term which I

will use interchangeably with what is known
as a learning disability.

As a result of studies I've conducted

throughout the summer with the Association

for Children with Learning Disabilities, it has
been brought to my attention that at least

one child in 10 in our schools throughout
Ontario suffers from MBD, or minimal brain

dysfunction, and it is imperative that the

situation be corrected and be met with early
detection.

Once a child enters the school the term

"learning disability" comes into play—usually
not before, because parents themselves are not

adequately prepared to recognize this type
of disability in a child.

Much study has been done in the United
States of America on this particular issue

dating back as far as 1930, but it is relatively

new to Canada. Children with learning dis-

abilities exhibit a disorder in one or more of

the basic psychological processes involved in

understanding or using spoken or written

language. These may be manifested in dis-

orders of listening, thinking, speaking, read-

ing, writing and spelling, or in simple arith-

metic. They are usually manffested in a com-
bined physical and mental situation. A child

suffering from a minimal brain dysfunction

may have 20-20 vision, but not see the letters

in the proper order. The letters may appear to

him to be upside down, reversed, on an angle.

His vision may be perfect but his comprehen-
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sion may not be. A child may have perfect

hearing, but because of the situation of his

birth the strong side of his brain, being the

right hand side, may not be the strong side

for hearing and a minimal brain dysfunction

develops and the child suflFers what is known
as "a learning disability," a real disability

which can be corrected.

Further studies in the United States of

America on children who are confined in

penal institutions, in homes for young of-

fenders, indicate that 90 per cent of those

children suffer from a learning disability of

some nature or another. This type of study
has never been done in Canada, but it is

beginning through the Association for Chil-

dren with Learning Disabilities.

One author in the United States, who has

done a very comprehensive review of the

causes of psychopathy, argues effectively

against the theories in this regard of heredity.
He is arguing, and he argues convincingly,
in favour of a neuro-social theory, which
combines the neurological approach with the

environmental. He says that because all psy-

chopaths have been at least mildly rejected,

rejection seems to be a prerequisite in the

development of the learning disability syn-

drome, but he goes on to say that not all

rejected children necessarily suffer from a

learning disability.

"The evidence of a neural defect in

some psychopaths warrants the conclusion in

that brain damage plays a causative role.

Neural malfunction seems to be the catalyst
which in some cases turns a rejected child

into a psychopath." The author goes on to

^ay that the neurological theory alone is not
the basis upon which the studies in the

United States have been compiled. They go
on to consider the environment of the chil-

dren and look beyond such physical medical
evidence as epilepsy to include such things
as motor awkwardness, visual motor dis-

turbance and deficiency and delay in speech
development.

During consideration of the estimates of

the Ministry of Correctional Services as well
as those of the Ministry of the Attorney
General and the Ministry of the Solicitor

General, I had occasion to refer to the fact

that—and I have asked questions of the Min-
ister of Education (Mr. Wells) about this in

the House—that our educational system is

lacking in the early detection and the sub-

sequent follow-up and handling of the situa-

tion of learning disability, no matter in what
area that disability evolves.

I had occasion last October to speak to

the guards of our correctional institutions at

a hotel in Toronto. At that time I asked them
how they regarded themselves as being pre-

pared and equipped to deal with the situa-

tion of learning disability among the in-

mates of our penal institutions. The teachers

in the correctional institutions, and more

specifically the teachers at that particular

meeting, indicated that they recognized no

problem and that they were well equipped
as teachers. They were on the defensive and
had read my remarks as being an attack

upon them in their professional capacity.

Far from attacking any teacher in this profes-

sional capacity, I say that the system for

detection and subsequent follow-up in On-
tario is wholly inadequate, and our penal

institutions are no more an example of that

than our ordinary school boards and our

ordinary classrooms.

The situation of learning disability and its

early detection is paramount, and it is essen-

tial that we recognize that the disturbed

behaviour seen in the clinic is not due to

brain damage as such. One of the problems
with respect to the problem of learning dis-

ability is that it's related to emotional upsets

or mental retardation, but the two are en-

tirely different. Learning disabilities per se

are not mental or emotional problems; they

are real physical problems that can be cor-

rected.

Our system in Ontario is so weak in this

regard that parents who are seeking help for

their children must look to the United States,

to the Cow school and to the Pine Ridge

school; and they must go through the voca-

tional branch of the Ministry of Community
and Social Services of our own government
for financial assistance, but it is very diflBcult

to obtain because of the prerequisites that

particular ministry requires.

Learning disability in a child must be de-

tected very early in this pattern so that tlie

situation can be corrected. If it is detected

early enough, correction can be done very

rapidly and a child can then proceed through

school, learning at a normal rate. Many of

these children are above average in intel-

ligence—they are not below average—and

throughout the school system, when the situa-

tion has not been met and is not being

remedied, they become frustrated. They are

passed on socially with the other members
of their class and it turns out that they
cannot read, they cannot write and they can-

not spell, much less do arithmetic; and then

they come to their rope's end, because they
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are intelligent and, as I indicated, they are

above average intelligence.

[11:15]

In their complete frustration throughout
the system, the statistics seem to indicate

that they then turn to crime. As I indicated

earlier, 90 per cent of those in penal in-

stitutions in the United States suffer from
some type of learning disability. The same
author to whom I referred earlier and to

whom I will refer now, writes that the re-

view of social psychological theory on lack

of identification with respect to this problem
of learning disabilities is such that most
social theorists believe that without identifica-

tion no child can evolve a mature conscience.

"One theory is that the child internalizes

his parents' values because he fears the loss

of their love. When his parents have no love

to offer the child does not fear its with-

drawal. The unloved child becomes the un-

socialized adult because he was not re-

warded with affection. Physical punishment
may bring temporary obedience but when
the threat of punishment no longer exists, no
residue of conscience remains." This is from
a study in the United States studying this

very problem.

This is not to suggest that the majority
of parents of minimally brain dysfunctional
children do not love them but only that the

many unpleasant confrontations which occur

between parents and children with learning
disabilities certainly could be interpreted by
the child as lack of love, with its consequent
effect on identification.

In the parent-child relationship, especially
as it pertains to deviant behaviour, the role

of ambivalence would seem to be an im-

portant variable.

Another author, Birch, writing in the

United States has made the following observa-

tion: "Such technical descriptions as catas-

trophic behaviour, perceptual impairment,
perseveration, disinhibition, short attention

span, exogenous behaviour contagion, learn-

ing disabilities, Strauss syndrome, neurological

impairment and hyperactivity are translated

by the outside world as spoiled, bad-man-

nered, ill-behaved, badly brought up, un-

disciplined, obnoxious and, in some occasions,

mentally retarded."

The situation goes on. Authors have con-
tinued their research but it should be noted
that the neurologist who examined Rene
Vaillancourt did so strictly within the confines
of his own speciality, which was to look for

positive neurological signs—tremors, abnormal
EEC, absence of or exaggerated reflexes—

rather than those significant signs of learning
disabilities which the authorities in the United
States know most about and are able to

identify.

The difficulty, of course, does not lie solely
at the doorstep of our educational system or

our penal institutions. Much of the difficulty

lies in the fact that parents of children with

learning disabilities do not recognize the

situation themselves. It becomes incumbent

upon the system that a child be diagnosed
early and be diagnosed properly so that he

may be able to function properly and meet
his handicap through his entire educational

process.

If we go on with some of the material
from the United States—I must say I've done

thorough research in this area not only be-

cause it has been interesting but it is vitally

important—there is no material in Canada on
this issue, our research is very young in

nature. The Association for Children with

Learning Disabilities is doing a magnificent
job but the fact of the matter is our children,
our young offenders, incarcerated in our

penal institutions, are nonetheless affected,
are nonetheless frustrated and nonetheless

require this specific help which is lacking.

The authors, again in the United States,
have gone on and dealt with the impact of
the family relationship with children of learn-

ing disabilities. One author named Berkowitz,
writing in 1964, said: "A child's home life

plays a major role in his choice of friends.

If his family is bound together by ties of

affection, it becomes a bulwark against anti-

social influences. Family cohesiveness coun-
ters delinquent neighbourhood and peer in-

fluences in at least three ways.

"For one, home Iffe can determine the ex-

tent to which the boy becomes attracted to

aggressively anti-social activities outside the

home. Those youngsters not exposed to

frequent severe frustrations in their families

probably do not have strong aggressive urges
and so they are not drawn to groups en-

couraging the expression of hostflity [and

criminality]. Nor are they overinterested in

obtaining adventurous, if not reckless, out-

lets for their emotional tensions. Delinquent
activities have little attraction for them. In

addition, a secure emotionally satisfying

family life probably facilitates the develop-
ment of law-abiding self-concepts."

This author goes on to say that children,
whose parental attachment is strong, receive

those values and carry those values into their

life. Delinquent acts result, he says, when an
individual's bond to society is weak or broken.

He points out that findings abound in delin-
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quent research to support the fact that deUn-

quents are less likely than non-delinquents to

be closely tied to their parents. He also cites

other works as evidence that a child alienated

from his parents will not learn or will have no

feeling for moral rules. He will not develop
an adequate conscience or super-ego; but if

the child is rejected by his parents, he will

usually become rebellious, aggressive and in-

secure, that is a criminal.

He is quick to point out that not all chil-

dren with minimal brain dysfunction will be-

come criminals. There are many important

intervening variables pertinent to rejection.

The extent to which the child's aberrant

behaviour fosters this rejection process and
the extent to which parents are able to sub-

merge their own feelings for the benefit of

their child are very important considerations.

The author goes on to say that the degree
of severity of a child's disability is an im-

portant variable in respect of criminal be-

haviour. The greater the handicap the more
visible it becomes, and therefore the more

sympathy and understanding precipitated. It

could be that the bright, alert demeanour of

the lesser affected child would foster greater

expectations for normal behaviour and thereby
increase rejection when he fails to produce as

expected. Yet the same author continues that

we recognize that the child has brain damage
and we are sorry, but when this acting out

becomes intolerable in the community he will

be arrested, and if necessary rearrested, con-

fined in juvenile homes and perhaps com-
mitted to the training school.

It is not that all children with minimal
brain dysfunction become criminals, but the

statistics are horrendous that the children con-

fined to training schools in the United States

do suffer from some sort of a learning dis-

ability. Since 1930 the United States have
been working on this problem and Canada is

far, far behind.

I had occasion throughout th? summer, as I

indicated earli3r, to visit six institutions in-

volving training schools. I was impressed,
when I arrived at the institutions, with the

individuals assigned to me to give me a tour.

In the first two institutions I attended, the

children who conducted the tour seemed to

me to be on the staff; they were so conversant
with the situation and aware of where they
were.

I asked, on the first occasion, about the

youngster's involvement in crime and I wanted
to know why he was there. I was interested.

I thought perhaps the authorities had pulled
a fast one on me and had given me someone
who was going to be discharged very soon

and, in light of that, was able to exhibit the

behaviour, the concern and the interest that

this child did exhibit.

I learned very quickly that this child was

from a broken home. I learned that this child

did not know his father. I learned as well that

he had been living on the street from hand
to mouth, faring for himself and that the

training school he attended was the first place

where anyone had taken an interest in him,

a personal interest. That does not speak very

highly for society but it certainly did assist

this child.

I learned as well that this child had never

passed out of grade 3 and the child was 15

years of age. His problem had never been

diagnosed. He did not know why he could

not learn. He had been passed on with his

peers, his friends oflF the street in his com-

munity, his neighbourhood, but at that stage

he did not know how to write. He was follow-

ing a technical course in the training school

and doing very well. When he was able to go
back into the community and into society he

had hopes and expectations that what he had
learned in a technical sense in a training

school in Ontario he would be able to carry

out into society and become a useful citizen.

He was still reading only at a grade 3 level,

a grade out of which he had never passed.

I will not take up too much more of the

time of the House on this issue but it has

become very evident to me in my study and

in my contacts with the Association for Chil-

dren with Learning Disabilities and with the

various ministries that this situation must be

remedied and must be remedied very quickly.
It is incumbent upon the government of On-
tario to be aware of the situation, and to

offer the facilities to meet this urgent need.

In conclusion, other studies I would like to

refsr to again emanate from France and the

United States. In dealing with this problem
of learning disabilities an author looking at

young offenders in France found 75 per cent

of them to be non-readers. Another author in

the United States found that 53 per cent of

the delinquent population at the Robert F.

Kennedy Youth Centre had more than one

specific learning disability.

These authors concur and say, "Children

with MBD, minimal brain dysfunction, who
are not treated will develop severe emotional

difiiculties by the time they reach adoles-

cence and without appropriate treatment they
will spend much of their later lives in institu-

tions for the mentally retarded or mentally ill

or in jail, none of which is appropriate."

These authors then mention a study follow-

ing up on 18 children who had been diag-
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nosed at the Johns Hopkins child psychiatric
outpatient clinic but who had not received

any special education. They found that 20

years later most of them had fulfilled what
both authors had indicated; 72 per cent of

them were or had been in jail or in homes for

tho retarded or mental hospitals.

[11:30]

Kiwanis International in the United States

sponsor learning disability programmes and
have compiled a publication which they en-

titled The Younger Years. In it, they state

that separate studies in three American states

indicate that 80 to 90 per cent of juvenile

delinquents committed to correctional institu-

tions have clinically-proven learning disabili-

ties. In a recent issue of The Post magazine,
the national newsletter of the Association for

Children with Learning Disabilities in the

United States, the following quote is found:

"Between 80 and 90 per cent of juvenile

delinquents in five states were found to have

specific learning disabihties. Dr. Chester

Poremba, chief psychologist at Children's

Hospital in Denver, who also has many years'

experience as chief psychologist for Denver's

juvenile court, states: 'Learning disabled

children involved in crime have average or

above average intelligence. Their loser self-

image is reinforced by academic failure. The
child is attracted to others like him and joins

a subculture in which certain behaviours are

rewarded. Kids who are succeeding in school

have no need to become delinquent and so

they don't. Lack of early identification and
treatment of learning disabilities combined
with the rigidity of the school system combine
to give many learning disabled children their

loser self-image.'
"

The New York Times recently ran a series

of articles on what they termed dyslexia,

which is another word for learning disability.
The following is a quotation from that article:

"Some of the most disturbing statistics

about dyslexia were officially reported to the

United States Secretary of Health, Education
and Welfare in 1970 by a special national

advisory committee of 21 experts. The group
found a shocking correlation between dyslexia
and juvenile delinquency—an estimated 75 per
cent of the nation's delinquents are reading
retarded by at least two years.

"The study went on to review figures on
all convicted criminals incarcerated by the

federal bureau of prisons and found dyslexia
four times more common among prisoners
than among the general population. The
prisoners had a non-verbal IQ of 102, but

had reached an educational level of only a

fraction of a year beyond grade seven."

Those articles and that research that I

have done proves one thing to me and that

is that we are sorely lacking in adequate
facilities to deal with this most important and
immediate problem. I've asked the Minister

of Education (Mr. Wells), I've asked the

Minister of Correctional Services (Mr. J. R.

Smith), I've asked the Solicitor General (Mr.

MacBeth) about this very problem, and I am
not surprised that no one seems to understand
what the problem really is. When I speak
about learning disabilities the conversation is

immediately relegated to mental retardation,
and that is the farthest thing from the truth.

Until we as legislators, until we as con-

cerned leaders in this government begin to

take an interest in this particular and most

important problem, we will not meet the

solution, we will not be able to handle, or

treat, or deal eflFectively with young oflFenders

who find themselves going through our court

system and ultimately in the training schools.

We must act now to begin to remedy this par-
ticular situation and this aspect of youthful
and juvenile crime.

Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The hon. member for

Scarborough Centre.

Mr. Drea: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. As is

customary in replies to the budget, congratu-
lations are usually in order for those now
sitting in your chair.

Mr. Swart: It's not in order but you will

make them.

Mr. Drea: I beg your pardon?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order please. The hon.

member will continue.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, it is usually cus-

tomary to award some congratulations or

some accolades to those who sit in the chair.

Today, following the lead set some sessions

ago by the member for Lakeshore (Mr.

Lawlor), I would like to oflFer my congratula-
tions to our new Sergeant at Arms.

il think that perhaps the Sergeant at Arms
in this chamber has the most difficult of

duties. Speakers are quite often relieved of

their responsibility and do get a break but

unfortunately, particularly in this chamber,
the Sergeant at Arms, even if he is not in

the chamber, is constantly at the ready. I

regret somewhat that he has had to exercise

the first unpleasant function of his duty but

I am sure that in the sessions ahead he will

emulate the tradition set by the last two
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gentlemen to hold the post of Sergeant at

Arms for this chamber, both of whom I

knew.

It is also customary, in addresses of this

kind to say something about one's riding or

one's locale. I realize over the years that

function has pretty well been relegated to

those who come from smaller communities

or from the rural areas but I have tried to

keep it up because I think a member should

draw to the attention of the House some of

the significant and important things which
are happening at the local level.

It pleases me, in this address to point out

that because of and with the help of sub-

stantial contributions from this government—
both from Wintario and from the Ministry

of Community and Social Services—it will be

possible for the parks and recreation depart-
ment of the borough of Scarborough to open
an expansion of the Birkdale Community
Centre for senior citizens in the middle of

December.

There is an awareness throughout the

borough of Scarborough that because of our

size and because of certain demographic
trends and ever-increasing segment of our

population fits into the sphere of senior citi-

zens. I am sure that the expanded facilities

at the Birkdale Centre for all senior citizens

in Scarborough will not only be appreciated

by those who now participate in activities

there but will also begin to meet the growing
needs of the future.

It is particularly impressive at this time

that at the dedication there probably will be
the last official or semi-ofiicial act of a very
distinguished municipal servant, Mr. Jack

Kay. Mr. Kay for many years has been the

director of parks and recreation and I think

he has set a standard which might well be
emulated across the province. I think some-
times in the field of recreati6n and parks too

much emphasis is placed upon facilities for

the young, not just pre-adolescent children

or teenagers but young adults and young
families.

It's been particularly impressive during
Mr. Kay's tenure that as much attention has

been focused on recreational facilities and re-

creational opportunities for the older seg-
ment of our society, both outdoor and indoor,
in some of the more leisurely recreation ac-

tivities and some of the more intellectually

stimulating recreation activities. Certainly he
was a pioneer in that particular area of re-

creation in this province and certainly the

dedication of the Birkdale Community Cen-

tre, which coincides with his retirement year,

I think is a significant termination to a pro-

fessional career.

First of all today I want to deal with a

subject which troubles me a great deal. I

think we might almost call it consumer

beware. I'm talking about a certain situation

which has developed in the prefabricated

summer cottage industry, particularly involv-

ing two constituents of mine in Scarborough,

It is a situation where they went forward

in good faith and put down approximately

$17,000 in cash over a relatively brief period

of time; those payments were to buy a lot,

to buy the prefabricated materials for the

cottage and to pay for the erection of the

cottage. It is more than a year since these

people entered into their first contract, which

was June 4, 1975. They have no cottage, no

materials and no land. They cannot find out

who is responsible for taking off with the

$17,000. Their only relief so far is that they

have put a caution on the transfer of a deed

which doesn't involve them, and they are

getting remarkably little satisfaction from

what is the largest company in the pre-

fabricated cottage industry, which is Viceroy.

It is particularly significant, as I outline

this case and another one, to emphasize that

these people did everything right. They had

a solicitor all the way. They checked the

contracts all the way. If there was any lack

of diligence on their part it was that they

couldn't visit the actual construction site be-

cause of an illness in the family for a pro-

longed period of time. But on matters within

their control, they went to great lengths to

follow the advice of the professionals and to

do everything right.

At the end of it, as I say, they have no

land, no cottage, no sympathy-just a lot of

excuses. They face the prospect that follow-

ing the traditional route, in trying a civil suit,

may well be as complicated as some of the

cases that have wound up in the Supreme
Court of Canada, which is not a very ef-

fective solution for people who merely
wanted to use their savings to build, not

only a summer cottage but a retirement

home.

In the spring of 1975, this couple decided

to buy a cottage. They saw an advertisement

in a newspaper. It really wouldn't have

mattered if the advertisement hadn't been
in the newspaper; you can pick up brochures

like this from Viceroy at the Canadian
National Exhibition, probably at the Sports-
men's Show, and a great number of places.
These documents virtually flood the Metro-

politan area prior to the cottage season every

year. They advertise the great and glorious
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recreational activities that one may have in

certain areas of Ontario if one buys land from
the company and erects one of a great many
varieties of cottages that are prefabricated.

When these people saw the advertisement,
once again they did it right. They went up
to the Muskoka area and looked at the land.

They met a salesman there, a gentleman by
the name of Michael Pickering. After dis-

cussing the matters with Mr. Pickering, who
incidentally told them he was a salesman for

Viceroy, and after looking at cottage plans,

prices and what have you, they decided to

sign a document, which I have here. It is

called, "Viceroy Construction Company
Limited agreement to purchase and sale." We
shall return to that particular document, be-

cause now there is an argument whether
indeed that document ever existed. None the

less, they signed it.

The purchase contract was for $14,951.23;
it involved lot 181920 in concession six of

the district of Muskoka, registered plan num-
ber 579. That was on June 4, 1975.

[11:45]

On July 1, not even a month later, they
signed another contract. You will recall Mr.

Pickering told them up there that he was a
salesman for Viceroy. Mr. Pickering arrives

down in Scarborough and there is a new
agreement of purchase and sale for the same
property, the same lot, the same registered

plan. This time it was for $17,465.20 and it

was with another company called Allview

Developments. The explanation for the dif-

ference in the amount of payment was that

that was the erection fee for the prefabricated
materials. Allview Developments was going
to be the actual erector of the cottage. There-

fore, they were assuming the entire contract
because they were going to purchase the land
from a company with very closely knit ties

to Viceroy, that company being Fleetwood
Construction Company Limited, the actual
owners of the land. On the surface, this would
appear to be a very normal transaction. The
erector was going to take the money, he was
going to take his fee, he was going to pay
for the prefabricated materials, he was going
to purchase the land from the cousin com-
pany of Viceroy and he would then arrange
for the transfer and the registry of the deed
back to this couple. They signed, and a
week later they made out a cheque for

$11,010 to Allview Developments. By the
end of July they made out another cheque
for $2,200.50 to a Mr. Robert Widdop of
Robert Widdop Associates Limited. Mr.
Widdop shortly, if he isn't now, is going to

be officially a fugitive from justice.

As I said, they went along in good faith.

They had a lawyer. Then there was a family
illness so they didn't actually go up to see

the erection of their dream cottage. But they
did go the following spring and they couldn't

find a dream cottage. They couldn't even
find the materials. They didn't seem to be
able to find anything. First, they went to

Viceroy and said: "Where is our cottage?"

Viceroy, in effect, told them: "Don't talk to

us. Go and find Allview or Mr. Robert

Widdop." When they went to find Mr.
Robert Widdop, he had certainly left a trail

behind. As these things are known in the

trade, he had literally papered the area. In

other words, he had taken off and left be-

hind nothing but a series of worthless

cheques.

They went back to Viceroy. After all, they
had a sales contract from them and surely
there's an agency relationship. Surely some-

thing can be done about it. But lo and

behold, Viceroy points out to them that this

contract, the original one, the one of June 4,

1975, calling for $14,951.23, including all

these guarantees about the lot and so on, was
never signed by Viceroy. They don't know
how Mr. Pickering ever would get such a

thing. Mr. Pickering had worked for them
a couple of weeks in the year before as a

commission salesman. Somehow when these

people came up there Mr. Michael Pickering
had said: "I work for Viceroy and here's the

Viceroy agreement." Viceroy said: "Oh no,

he is now with Allview and you had better

go and find Allview Developments or Mr.
Robert Widdop, or indeed Mr. Michael

Pickering, and find out why they would

give you this from Viceroy."

These people were obviously perplexed.
They are not about to enter upon the hunt-

ing of people who, if they are not now, will

soon be fugitives from justice. They looked

around and they talked to their solicitor and
their solicitor diligently proceeded as best he

could. He found out something very interest-

ing in October of this year about that little

piece of land that Allview was supposed to

be buying from Fleetwood and then turning

over, since it had already received the pur-
chase price. The solicitor found out that

despite the denials that anything had ever

been done—it jnay not have been registered

—something was done. There was a copy of

a land transfer showing that Fleetwood
Construction was selling the land in question
to Allview Developments, and then a transfer

showing that Allview Developments was

turning it over to this couple. Those deeds
were never registered.
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On the deed, not registered, from Fleet-

wood to Allview there is a stamp to get
around the land transfer tax which says

construction had commenced and was in

progress. In this case, we are already in the

area of criminal fraud when a jnan hands

over a sales contract from a company he

does not represent and, secondly—I will draw

this to the attention of the Minister of

Revenue (Mr. Meen)—here are people, for

the sake of, shall we say, conforming to the

regulations for exemption under certain

taxes, very calmly putting down statements,

on deeds which are supposed to be regis-

tered, which were at that time and still are

patently untrue.

The interesting part of all of this—il realize

it's complicated but none of these things is

ever very simple—people don't just casually

stroll up to you and say: "I'm going to lift

$17,000 out of your wallet or your purse and

I hope you appreciate it." These things

become very sophisticated.

One of the points here, it would seem to

me, and I think it would seem to any reason-

able person, is how does one begin to get

at who is responsible for doing what to

whom? Somewhere, there piust have been an

erection contract.

After all, here is Viceroy providing the

prefabricated materials; in effect, it owns

the land and is selling both of those, and

here is Mr. Widdop and his Allview Develop-

ments, who are going to erect. Somewhere
there must be a contract between Mr. Wid-

dop and Viceroy to erect this cottage; or

perhaps an agreement that he was not going
to erect it, that these people really had

bvpassed the whole Viceroy programme.
They bought a piece of land from them.

They had bought the prefabricated materials

but they were choosing the?r own builder

and Viceroy was really out' of it once the

land was sold and once the prefabricated
materials had been delivered as specified.

They can't find the erection contract. There

are two reasons, thev say. that they cannot

locate it. It may be in the mail and I think in

today's environment you h-^ve to give them a

bit of the benefit of the doubt; although if

it is still in the mail, we probably won't see

it in this century. Or it may have been one

of the documents which were destroyed in a

fire in an office building in Montreal. Nobody
know? what documents were destroyed in

that fire in that building in the city of

Montreal.

That leaves my constituents flailing around
in circles. The only thing they have been

able to do is to put in a caution if the deed,

the one that says construction had com-

menced, is ever registered. It won't get thepi

very much money back. They're going to

have a very difficult time even in a court

case. It is very difficult for a judge to assign

responsibility when the pertinent documents

are either in the mail or consumed by fire

in the city of Montreal.

There's a second person, not a constituent

of mine, who dealt with this sapie gentle-

man, Mr. Widdop, and his Allview. He did

a little bit better. He got a cottage. One of

the specifications in here, by the way, pro-

vides for sanitary facilities. They are very

heavy on that and all of these advertisements

keep saying, "Approved by the Ministry of

the Environment." As a matter of fact, there's

an out for people if the Ministry of the

Environment doesn't approve the land for

the particular type of sanitary facilities which

would normally be installed. They get their

money back and it's all over.

In this case, for a cost of $2,000 they

built this gentleman a toilet and were to

have the septic tank and everything else

there. They built the toilet but that was

about the end of the construction by Mr.

Widdop and his company because they never

got around to building the septic tank.

There was another person with the same

type of arrangement—where does he go to get

his septic tank built? It's another $2,000

dov^Ti the drain.

These things seem to be in the world of

things that happen to people. It's not

exactly the end of the world but difficult,

heart-rending, inconvenient, annoying and

frustrating. I would suegest that when com-

panies of the stature of Vicerov start assign-

ing responsibilities and allowing their good

names to be used by people like this Widdop
and his Allview, really the consumer of this

province has to be warned.

It is one thing to go to a booth at a fair

or an exhibition or a show and to pick I'p

this marvellous document from Viceroy. As a

matter of fact, if one stops in ScarboroTi<ih,

one can taV^ a look at samples of the com-

n-nv's prefab work because they're erected

th^re. It's a company which has obviouslv

been in business a long time. Or people can

s^d away to them—they don't get the colour

job one gets outside but there are seven great

vacation communities ranging all the way
from Parry Sound to Belleville and Prince

Edward County. They get very nice docu-

ments back and really they are buying

Viceroy.
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I wonder how many prospective cottage
builders or land buyers would like to deal

with the likes of a gentleman like Mr. Robert

Widdop or his Allview Developments? Tlie

answer is obvious—they wouldn't. It seems to

me that when companies are prepared to lend

their good names to projects, knowing ne'er-

do-wells and just plain scoundrels are going
to wind up at the operative end of the con-

tracts, perhaps the time has come not only to

say consumer beware but to suggest some

legislation is needed in this regard.

One of the difficulties with legislation in

this particular area is being able to get legis-

lation which would protect against the

scoundrel while not penalizing the couple of

modest means who are having their cottage,

small or medium as it may be, built by a

local contractor and not increasing the cost of

that to such a prohibitive amount in the name
of protection so that the people simply
wouldn't be able to afford tliat kind of rec-

reational activity.

[12:00]

I suggest that, unless companies like

Viceroy are prepared to accept their responsi-

bility, they are on a collision course and are

going to find themselves so tightiy regulated
that they are going to sit around at board

meetings and wonder how they ever incurred

such displeasure by the public to inherit these

consequences for a lifetime.

In this one case, and I say it again, we
liave the appearance of criminal fraud. We
have a man who somehow has disformed the

purchase and sale form of Viceroy, who has
worked for them before, who incidentally is

at the place described in their brochure, which

says Viceroy. Mr. Pickering enters into all of

these things, but when it turns out that there's

something the matter, Mr. Pickering isn't em-

ployed by these people anymore, he's over
with the other group. Then the other person
somehow isn't responsible at all because no-

body can find him and nobody can find his

•company.

It doesn't do any good to go looking for

the bankruptcy court, nor to go looking for

a trustee in bankruptcy or a receiver, because
Mr. Widdop obviously is a professional at

these things and he doesn't bother with little

niceties like that. He merely papers the place
with NSF cheques, skims off what he can and

goes happily on to the next place, where,
once again, we shall hear more about this

gentleman. I rather imagine, if he is formally

charged, that when the OPP go to get him he
will be erecting summer cottages for some
other prefab operator, and that the tale of

woe that will accompany him will be identi-

cal.

One of the difficulties in this prefabricated

cottage erection industry is that all of your

money has to be up front. In other words
when you buy the land you are buying right
then and there for cash. Your prefab mate-

rials are paid for even before they're de-

livered to the site.

It's not like conventional construction,
where you give advances to your builder and
so on and so forth. When he fills the founda-
tion he gets so much of an advance, when
the walls are up another advance and when
he gets to the plumbing or the electricity

another advance or another draw. Then,

finally, upon completion you hold back 15 per
cent because there may very well be a mech-
anic's lien filed against your contractor or

subcontractors for lack of financial perform-
ance. But not with this stuff. You pay it all

out; it's right up front. There is no hold-back

money. How can there be hold-back money?
You pay for the materials or they don't

arrive. You pay the erection fee in advance
or there isn't somebody there to take those

materials off the back of a truck when they
arrive.

'The transfer of the land doesn't bother me
as much, as that can be regulated. On the

purchase of land in most cases the money is up
front. If they are going to work such a very
nice system where they have cash in advance,
then if there's any dispute you have to argue
about it, rather than having the system that

has evolved in this province over a great

many decades, particularly in erection and

construction, where the customer has the right

to a hold-back, not only to protect himself

against deficiencies but also to protect him-

self against liability ff mechanic's liens are

filed, not against him but against his property,
because of the lack of performance by the

contractor. In these cases, that kind of pro-
tection simply isn't there; or if it is it would
be confined to 15 per cent of the erection

fee that you are paying to the contractor

you selected, which is extremely minimal.

We have a new home warranty programme
commencing in this province on January 1

but because of the complexities of that pro-

gramme, beicause of the many years of mis-

adventure it is going to have to start cleaning

up—not for the benefit of those who have had
misadventures over the years but at least to

prevent them from recurring. This type of

home, either the prefabricated or the summer

cottage, was exempted from the provisions of

that Act. I think the feeling was, as I've said

before, that quite often the summer cottage
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is of rudimentary construction. It's meant to

be a recreational home; it's not meant to be

the Taj Mahal.

I am becoming more convinced that with

this type of thing going on, when the sub-

contractor simply disappears after pocketing
the money and somehow documents get lost

in the mail forever or are burned in fires in

Montreal, perhaps there may have to be some
amendments to the new home warranty pro-

gramme bringing this type of operation under
the scope of that Act and that programme.

I regret that there doesn't seem to be an

orderly solution for this couple. I think it

extremely difficult to try to explain to people
that on one hand they may have been vic-

tims of a criminal fraud, or on the other

hand, whatever they want to prove has fallen

victim to the post office or fire. Or to try
to explain to a couple who saved that $17,000
and did everything in good faith that, really,

they're in for a prolonged legal battle. It may
yield them about a half a cent on the dollar.

If that couple had sent out an NSF cheque,
I guarantee there wouldn't have been all this

difficulty in finding out who signed the

purchase agreement. There wouldn't be all

this difficulty about finding out just who Mr.

Michael Pickering was responsible to. As a

matter of fact, at the saving of a considerable

amount of money for the provincial police,

we would probably find Mr. Robert Widdop,
because he would have been at the nearest

justice of the peace swearing out an informa-

tion and demanding that this couple be
hauled off in handcuffs to face the judge.
When it's on the other side, it's just one of

the risks of the marketplace.

The time has come in the prefabricated
summer cottage industry that the risks of the

marketplace are about to be terminated

abruptly. They can either accept their respon-
sibilities in a voluntary, matvre and respon-
sible way or they can come in and sit on the

public benches while they watch the passage
of the legislation which is going to tie them
so tightly it will be difficult to breathe. I only
wish that type of legislation and that type
;nf control could be retroactive because I feel

very deeply for this couple.

I could go on with some other escapades in

the prefabricated summer cottage industry
but I think I have made the point.

Turning to another topic, one of the things
that government gives a great deal of lip

service to today—that is all governments—is

doing something for the handicapped.

Mr. B. Newman: Right you are.

Mr. Drea: I don't mean in a paternalistic

or patronizing way but in a meaningful way
which will not only make it plain to the

handicapped but also make it practical for

them to be really part of the mainstream of

society.

I endorse that thrust. In many ways, it's

a bit tardy but nonetheless it is here. I think

in the last couple of years not only on these

premises but in other public buildings we
have seen the particular designation of en-

trances, ramps and other accommodations that

will make life more meaningful for the handi-

capped because they now can feel that the

building is as much theirs as it is those who
walk up the stairs.

By the same token, there is an element

that disturbs me and that is the recreational

field for the handicapped. Depending upon
one's particular handicap, whether it is a

paralysis that confines one to a wheelchair or

blindness that confines one to somewhat limi-

ted physical activity or an internal physical
ailment or loss of a limb or any number of

things, this does limit in one way one's ability

to take part in what we know as recreation.

I do not think it should limit one's ability or

opportunity to engage in the area of recrea-

tion that requires very, very limited physical

activity but, depending upon the ability of

the person, a considerable amount of intel-

lectual activity. Perhaps it is as simple a

thing as being able to meet people on the

outside when one's confined to an institution.

To me, it is recreation for somebody who is

bed-ridden or chair-ridden during the day to

be able to get out once a week to meet

somebody. It may not sound like great recrea-

tion to you or me but then we are in a differ-

ent milieu.

Among the great providers for recreation in

this province are the funds that come from

Wintario. Once again, within the statute on

Wintario, recreation and fitness and that type
of thing are somewhat narrowly defined but

broad enough in scope that they have taken

in just about everything where there is a

legitimate interest and where the funds can

be properly used. I would suggest that the

area of recreation for the institutionalized—

and I am not talking about recreation within

the institution—is an area that, unfortunately,
when the statute was drawn, apparently was
not realized and thus has been neglected.

It is not only for the physical handicapped.
It also pertains just as validly to those who
are retarded. Many of these people, despite
the thrust to get them back into society, will

for a number of reasons continue to be in-

stitutionalized for many years; some of them.
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because of their condition, really for the rest

of their lives. I also understand that the

definition by Wintario of just what recreation

is had to be defined or otherwise there would
be no control over the money.
As I have said, some of the activities of

the people I have been talking about don't

fall within your definition of recreation and

mine, and not of the law. For instance, in

my riding I have 16 young people-

Mr. Warner: Is that all?

Mr. Drea: —young adults who are institu-

tionalized in a very good nursing home. I

want to make it very plain when it comes to

care the Rockcliff Nursing Home is second

to none in this province. These young people
are never going to be cured. Their physical
status of today is what they will have the

rest of their days. Because of the cost of

that care, social services in one form or an-

other, either through extended health care

or social assistance, does pay for that care.

It does provide them with comfort money
and what have you.

[12:15]

One of the great sources of recreation for

these young people is to go to night school.

To you and me, Mr. Speaker, going to night
school is not recreation; it's leading to some-

thing. When they say they want to go to

night school, they want to do something
about the transportation. First of all, the

obvious thrust is to go to the Ministry of

Education; but night school is not education

because it is not really within The Education
Act. The hon. members and I understand
the complexities of all of this. Unfortunately,
a great number of people do not, nor can

they be expected to. It is not education,
within the responsibility of providing funds.

Because they are institutionalized and be-

cause social assistance in one form or another
is paying for their care, the argument then
is that this is in a form of social assistance.

But then you get into the jurisdictional thing,
that social assistance is paying for the in-

stitutionalization and not for this.

You go to the school board and the school
board says, "We have a high school where

they can go—a great many high schools—but
there is no way that we can provide the

transportation." If you want to try The
Vocational Rehabilitation Act, you cannot be-
cause the particular education, by definition,
must lead to an occupation and obviously this

is not going to lead to an occupation. In fact,
the truth of the matter is that the night school
is recreation. It is an attempt by themselves

to come back into the mainstream of society

as much as their physical and mental con-

dition will allow.

I would suggest that now is the time to

take another look at Wintario. Perhaps a

definition of recreation for the handicapped
might be in order, because surely a pro-

gramme that is as socially aware as Win-
tario should begin to get interested in pro-

viding funding for these people.

Mr. Grande: Where are the guidelines?

Mr. Drea: What is your problem?

Mr. Grande: I am just asking a question.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Drea: Well, ask it outside or some-
where else, will you?

Mr. Grande: You mean you don't want me
to be here?

Mr. Drea: If you could talk coherently so

I could understand you, I wouldn't mind.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Would the

hon. member just continue his remarks?
Thank you.

Mr. Drea: I have the gravest of difficulty

understanding high tenors before 12:15 in

the afternoon.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Drea: I really think that Wintario
should begin to take a look at this field. It

is a field tihat is going to beoome increasingly

significant because the thrust of all govern-
ment is really to return the handicapped, or

those who don't fall into the category of the

beautiful people, into the mainstream of

society. I think that is a goal that everyone
in this House and most responsible people
have advocated for a great number of years.

By the same token, when you do a pro-

gramme like that you know full well in the

beginning that you are going to inherit a

great many problems. It is very easy to

institutionalize and forget about people; it is

sometimes manifestly more difficult to try
to return them to society, because there are

difficulties and there are problems. But to

me those problems are relatively minor and
can easily be overcome.

I would be less than fair if I did not

mention that my friend and colleague the

hon. House leader, who is the Minister of

Culture and Recreation (Mr. Welch) has

done something which will arrive at a solu-

tion fior these 16 young people and their
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particular problem. I thank him very much
for that. It only underlines to me that in this

province we are very fortunate to have a

man of his stature and a man of his humanity
in the role that he now has.

Mr. Warner: Too bad he is in the govern-
ment.

Mr. Drea: But I suggest there is a much
wider scope for this type of thing. That is

the larger scope that I am talking about. I

don't think it should be up to the ability of

the handicapped to be able to locate a par-
ticular member who does go and get some-

thing done.

I think that these things should be put
on an orderly, stable basis where people can

apply as a matter of routine and the applica-
tions processed and the cheques or the pro-

grammes provided as a matter of normal
business routine. That is what I am talking
about. I realize it may take amendments to

the particular statutes, putting in that type
of a definition, and I would certainly hope
that in the very n.ar future that type of

amendment which would allow that type of

policy and programme would be introduced

because I am sure it would get the unanim-
ous consent of the House. I think it is an

area of social endeavour where we have to

accept our responsibilities and I think that

this is one of the responsibilities. I think the

scope of it should be provinowide, even

knowing that in some of the smaller areas or

some of the remoter areas it is going to cost

an awful lot more money than it would in

the borough of Scarborough, which is a high

density area, or in Metropolitan Toronto or in

certain other places. A programme like this

should be available across the province, per-

haps on an even more extended basis in those

remoter areas because there aren't the ancil-

lary services or the little comforts so readily
available for people there.

In conclusion, I would like to draw to the

attention of the government that I think it

is time we took a look at the effects and the

practical applications of the Grange decision,
which found that certain condominium own-
ers were entitled to rebates on assessments

that were wrongly levied, but in the tradi-

tional manner of the courts, the courts left

the payment to the condominium owner in

the traditional manner of rebates of property
tax. I would suggest that that traditional

manner unfortunately pertained to a day
when rebates of property tax went to owners
of detached homes and was never intended
to handle the scope and the immensity and
the complexity of the results of the condomin-

ium owners being right in their pursuit of

justice against assessment.

I have condominiums in my riding, Mr.

Speaker. It is very difficult to explain to

people. Once again they did the right thing.

When those assessments were first levied they
wanted to know where to go. They went to

the court of revision.

In a great many cases in the court of revi-

sion those assessments were lowered. The

municipality immediately appealed and went
into county court. In some cases they were

put back up, in some cases they were left

alone.

The thrust of the practical implementation
—in other words, the payment of the cash

back—that flows from the Grange decision is

that you must have been a party to an appeal
before the court and not the court of revision.

You had to be in the county court where the

appeals against the decision by the court of

revision were made. And incidentally, you
must still be before the courts to receive

payment.

The diflBculty is, Mr. Speaker, in a highrise

condominium you may have people living

door by door from each other. One person is

entitled to only one year of rebate. A person
down the hall, who went to what he thought
was the court—he went to the court of

revision—is entitled to absolutely nothing.
Someone else down the hall who was a latter

participant in the case, who has only been
in the building for a oouple of years and who
never got to court although his papers did,

is entitled to the full rebate. There is a great
deal of confusion. There is a great deal of

alienation.

People find it extremely difiicult to under-

stand how they could have been right all

along; how the government, the provincial

assessors, could have been wrong all along;
how the municipalities could not help out

very much; how the courts could render a

judgement and then, when it comes to the

practical application of justice which is the

cash, they don't get it. I think it is time for

this government to review the matter, since

it is our employees who, under direction,

made the first mistake which led to these

wrongful assessments. I think it is time we
set things right. If people were wrongly
assessed, if people did the right thing and
went to the court of revision but perhaps
never went any further because county court

is not only an expensive but a time con-

suming thing—as a matter of fact, the fact

they all didn't go into county court has saved

this province tens of millions of dollars be-
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cause they couldn't have all been fitted in.

We would have had to build county courts

all over the place just to accommodate the

cases or backlogged everything else.

Mr. Warner: You have to do it.

Mr. Drea: Yes.

Mr. Warner: Are you suggesting I get one,
too?

Mr. Drea: Do you want to see me and

maybe we can negotiate? They did save us

money. I think it is the mark of a govern-
ment that justice, when it is done, must be
seen to be done. I think we are going to

have a very difiicult time convincing a great
many condominium owners that in this par-
ticular case justice, other than technical jus-

tice, really has been done.

I would hope that the government, without

intruding upon the prerogatives of the courts

—I say that because my attitudes toward cer-

tain establishments in this country are known
—perhaps can go a step further. Surely, the

people who did appeal and who were the

victims of economic injustice, in that situa-

tion I think they are entitled to the remedy
that has been applied to some but not to all.

Mr. Swart: Mr. Speaker, I want to speak

through you to the government and the other

members of this House; unlike the last

speaker, at this point in time I guess that is

necessary for me. I must confess that the

member for Scarborough Centre left me a

little confused when he asked to speak

through you to the government. I assumed
that as a parliamentary assistant he is part of

that government but, in any event, I would
liave assumed-

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

privilege.

Mr. Warner: Are you resigning?

Mr. Swart: —that he would have had some
access to the government without going
through you. I don't really want to make an
issue of this; I realize it was just a slip. I

think, though, perhaps it was more-

Mr. Warner: I think it's important.

Mr. Swart: —it was not a lapse-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

privilege. I meant every word I said in here.

I don't like motives being imputed to me.
I don't like it being said that it was a slip.

I was speaking to the government in an ac-

ceptable and responsible manner through
you as the Chair.

Mr. Haggerty: Like any other member of

the House.

Mr. Warner: Resign.

Mr. Swart: They don't even listen to you.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. On the point,
all members speak through the Chair, so

the hon. member will continue.

Mr. Swart: I would say finally on this issue

that I don't believe it was a lapse; I believe

it was a projection. Perhaps, in the not too

distant future, the member will have to speak

through the Chair to the government.

Mr. Germa: He blew it.

Mr. Haggerty: Be my guest.

[12:30]

Mr. Swart: I have had the opportunity
already to debate certain estimates contained

in the budget. As a matter of fact, I was

quite unhappy about a number of those

estimates, particularly in the municipal field

where there was a general shift back to the

regressive property tax brought about by that

budget, and particularly the part of the

budget which kept the property tax credit

at the same level and therefore caused the

lower income property tax payers not just

to pay the average 14 or 15 per cent increase

in property taxes this year, but because the

property tax credit was not raised their in-

creases were 20 or 25 per cent.

I considered dealing with a number of other

items in the municipal field about which I

am concerned, particularly the proposed tax

reform that is being dealt with at the

present time by the Blair commission and the

proposed transfers from the provincial govern-
ment to the municipalities which was an-

nounced in September by the Treasurer. But
in spite of the opportunity this does provide
to deal with those things, il decided that I

want to take part in the general aspects of

the proposed budget because it provides a

pretty accurate indication of the general
thrust of this government's policies, and I

say that thrust needs to be deflected or

blunted or abandoned in many respects.

The budget and the Henderson report, I

guess more properly known as the special

programme review, the hospital cutbacks-

Mr. Warner: The McKeough document.



4858 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

Mr. Swar: Yes, perhaps the McKeough
document is the better name for it.

Mr. Warner: The blueprint for destruction.

Mr. Swart: The gleeful embracing of the

federal government wage controls, and the

proposed increase in tuition fees at the uni-

versities, and other aspects of the budget

demonstrate, along with the municipal

policies that I have mentioned, a deliberate

shift of the tax load and the service cuts on

to the middle and lower income groups, and

there is no doubt about this. But above all

the budget and other policies, whether

separately or collectively, show that this

government that we have now doesn't plan
for or doesn't care about the futuure of this

province. It's prepared to see our vast re-

sources, particularly the renewable ones,

sacrificed on its altar of corporate greed and

private enterprise. No persuasive argument,
no logic, no proof, not even any pleading
from the youth generation will alter this

government's mad destructive course.

Mr. Grande: Because it's dogmatic.

Mr. Swart: There's lots of talk on their

part. There are facades. But when it comes
to action in these matters there is a total

absence, and believe pie the woods of the

north are providing one classic proof of that

attitude.

There has been abject failure of sustained

yield policies in the forest management. I

realize that recently this has received a lot

of discussion in this House, and out of it,

and on the estimates committees, and it's all

deserved, and I intended to contribute to it

because it is of over-riding importance.
As long ago as 1924, 52 years ago, it was

recognized by the Canadian royal commission
on pulpwood that there was not adequate

management in reforestation' of our northern

woodlands. That commission said, first of all:

"If we are to any appreciable extent to im-

prove what is over vast areas a sadly de-

pleted and deteriorated forest estate; if we are

to permanently maintain in flourishing condi-

tion a gigantic industry that has been built

up, we must approach the question of forest

dedication in a positive and vigorous man-
ner." That was 52 years ago. The commission
further stated:

"There is ample evidence that the gov-
ernment of Ontario has also followed the

practice of extracting too great a toll from
its forest resources, without returning there-

to, by any way of protection and competent
administration, the amount which proper

conduct of the forest business would de-

mand."

Mr. Reid: Are you suggesting the revenues

they have derived—from Crown dues, stump-

age and that sort of thing—are too much?

Mr. Swart: Too much? I'm not really as

concerned about the revenues they derive

at this time, although they're totally in-

adequate, as I am by the fact that they're

not using adequate funds to do the reforesta-

tion.

Mr. Reid: You just contradicted yourself—

but that is NDP policy, so that's all right.

Mr. Swart: The pubUcity, and perhaps
some degree of concern, caused The Pulp-

wood Conservation Act to be passed in this

province, which required "all pulp companies
to plan their future managejnent on a sus-

tained yield basis." That was 47 years ago.

But, immeditely after that was passed, the

governments of this province and this nation

steered us directly into the mire of the great

Depression. This was then used as a justifi-

cation to ignore the reforestation provisions.

Mind you, it shouldn't have been. With all

the manpower available in those times we
should have been using it for purposes exactly
like reforestation. But the government of

those days, like this governpient, hadn't the

imagination or the economic common sense

to productively put to use the talents and

the labours of its citizens. They couldn't

even initiate a one-shot project like the

United States did with the Tennessee Valley

Authority.

The Second World War intervened and
shortages of manpower and goods made re-

forestation again a very low priority. Isn't it

ironic that little reforestation took place for

15 years; first because we had a surplus of

manpower and productive capacity; and

secondly because we had a shortage of man-

power—or person power, perhaps I should

say—and productive capacity. It appears a bit

absurd, doesn't it? Yet in the 40 years since

then the Liberal and Tory iwlicies in this

regard haven't changed one bit. Today they
tell us we can't afford the things we need
because we've got a surplus of manx)ower and

productive capacity; that's what we're told

today. I think this tells the public something
about the doctrinaire, unplanned, private

enterprise system which this government dog-

matically supports. In the post-war years there

was no dramatic shortages or surpluses of

either manpower or productive capacity, but

cutting of the forests with little degree of

regeneration accelerated at a tremendous rate.
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This year, 1976, is sort of an anniversary,
because it's exactly three decades ago that a

royal commission in forestry was appointed by
the Tory provincial government, then one

year old as a majority government, to "investi-

gate, inquire into and rei>ort upon the forest

resources of Ontario and their conservation,

management, development and beneficial uti-

lization for all purposes." One year later the

commissioner, Howard Kennedy, said in the

repKDrt which he tabled:

"Up to the present, cutting practices on

Crown lands in Ontario, as elsewhere in

eastern Canada, have been governed by con-

siderations of current operating costs rather

than by the needs of a future crop of timber

from the same area. Good reproduction, when
it has occured, has always created satisfaction,

but it has been the child of chance rather

than of design. Areas which supported pine
in the Ottawa Valley and a majority, though
not all, of the black spruce swamp types in

the province, give promise of future s^tands

commensurate in quality and quantity to

those cut. Other cut-over areas on the

average are reproducing inferior species or

are barren or are only partially stocked. If

Ontario is to remain one of Canada's major
timber producing provinces this trend must
be checked and practices developed and en-

forced which will guarantee a future crop

preferably better than, but at least as good
as, the one harvested if such is economically
feasible."

The Crown Timber Act resulting from that

report appeared to usher in a new era with

required forest management by leaseholders

of public woodlands, but as K. W. Hearnden,
the former chairman of the Professional

Foresters Association, said, and I quote: "Un-

fortunately, the so-called management plans
tended to be little more than academic exer-

cises designed to satisfy a statutory require-
ment."

White papers, amendments to The Crown
Timber Act, further reports and government
statements, including in 1962 the transfer of

responsibility for silviculture from the forest

industry to the provincial government, have

produced mountains of paper and words but

little improvement in percentage of regenera-
tion of the woodlands cut over.

Significantly, in all the many documents
and bills there is yet no commitment by the

government in writing to the principle of

sustained yield. Its actions show, in fact, that

it rejects that principle. The statistics pro-
vided to us by the Professional Foresters

Association of Ontario show this picture in

1974 and 1975: That we're cutting in northern

Ontario something like 500,000 acres

annually; that the objective of the Ontario

government for regeneration was 400,000
acres annually; that all forms of regeneration
that in fact took place were about 350,000
acres annually dbring those two years and
the actual regeneration that took place, the

trees which rooted, accounted for about 200,-

000 acres or 40 per cent of the land which
was being clear cut.

I want to use the example of the Mattawan

working circle of the Great Lakes Paper

Company which I visited with certain other

members of the Legislature at the end of

August last year. The Mattawan working

circle, according to the document which was

presented to us by the foresters, is one of the

six making up the Great Lakes management
unit south of the transcontinental line of the

CNR.

The gross area of the unit approxmiates
one milhon acres, of which 787,000 acres or

79 per cent is productive forest land. The

forest is harvested by the clear cutting system.

They say the wood required from all their

limits for this manufacturing complex in

Thunder Bay, the Great Lakes Paper and

Wood Company, is in excess of one million

cords annually. In fact, that means that in

less than 10, really about in seven years, the

area cut over for this mill complex alone is

an area equal to the whole Niagara region.

The section on forest management in this

document is rather interesting and I should

point out here, Mr. Speaker, that in the pre-

paration of this document the professional

forester, at least one, working for the Great

Lakes Paper Company had a hand in the

preparation of this document. He would have,

1 suppose, a vested interest to some degree,

although one of the happy things now in our

society is that many of the professional people
were willing to speak out as they were not

before, whether the agrologists or whether the

foresters.

But he would have a vested interest and not

overstate the case, and he says this: "The

management plan dated July 11, 1962, was

prepared by the Great Lakes Paper Company
forest staflF for their cutting limits. Then a

further interim forest management plan was

prepared for the decade 1970 to 1980. The

management period for the original plan is

from 1962 to 1982."

[12:45]

He goes on to say this: "The management
plan and its revision do not describe how
the forest should be managed so that it re-
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mains productive. There is little information

on the silvicultural methods that must be em-

ployed to secure maximum quantity and

quality of regeneration. The management ob-

jectives and systems dwell almost exclusively
on extraction, with little consideration for

other uses, and although the licence contains

a regeneration agreement clause, the plan does

not make any reference to this fact." That
was said in 1962 and again in the interim

forest report which was developed at a much
later date.

Then they give us tables that point out
in fact what has happened. They show that

in the years in which this particular limit has
been cut—the Mattawan limit—this is the
situation. They have cut over something like

70,912 acres of land in this one limit. The
total regenerated is 19,566 acres or 27.6 per
cent of what was cut over.

Then they go on to deal with the ques-
tion of the eflFectiveness of the regeneration
and they point out in their table that by
sampling they have found out that 5,180
acres were successfully regenerated. This
doesn't compare the years from the time they
started cutting; this is a spot check. Un-
successfully regenerated was 4,293 acres; 54
per cent was successfully regenerated and
46 per cent was not regenerated.

Surely this is an utter condemnation of
the policies of this government, the govern-
ment that has the stewardship for the natural
resources and particularly the renewable
natural resources of this province.

This is the broad overview and this then
is a specific example of the current situation

when our virgin northern forest will be prac-
tically consumed by the end of this century.
Even massive reforestation now—with a

minimum of 40 to 50 years of growth to

marketable maturity, and I guess on the

average it's more like 60 to 80 years-won't
prevent the drastic reduction of forest pro-
duction at the start of the next century and
that is only 25 years away.

Mr. Reid: What is a virgin forest?

Hon. B. Stephenson: It's one that's as

pure as you are.

Mr. Reid: I knew there was none left.

Mr. Swart: What type of government would
permit this situation to develop? A Tory one
that has been in power for 33 consecutive

years, one with a Minister of Natural Re-
sources (Mr. Bernier) who has this report on
his comments carried by the Globe and Mail
on October 28 of this year, and I quote:

"Mr. Bernier agreed in an interview that

there are problems with reforestation. He
said it is partly because the ministr>' does not

have the funds to enforce guidelines . . .

When we're asking for funds to plant trees

today, we would not actually reap benefits

for 60 or 80 years . . ." End of quote of the

minister responsible in the year 1976 and
for this documentation of the destruction of

our forests.

I say it is a government that hasn't the

courage to take from the woods industry
with an annual value of shipments of $2.5
billion to $3 billion-

Mr. Reid: What's the profit margin?

Mr. Swart: We are not talking about

profits here. We are talking about reforesta-

tion-

Mr. Maeck: You have to. It's got to be
considered.

Mr. Swart: —the need to conserve for

future generations, even our children-

Mr. Reid: You don't know what the word
"conserve" means. It means wide use of.

Mr. Swart: The necessary $50 million out

of that $2% billion to $3 billion-

Mr. Conway: You guys go anywhere where
it's free.

Mr. Swart: —to provide the regeneration
needed for sustained yield. It is a government
that has a close liaison with the Ontario

Forest Industries Association, whose spokes-

man, W. C. Harrison, said recently to the

Rotary Club of Hamilton, as quoted in The
Forest Scene which I have here, and this

is for the fall of 1976: "Ontario's forest in-

dustry can well disappear unless quick
action is taken to stem the growing restric-

tions on the operations. W. C. Harrison told

the Rotary Club that forest fires, shrinking

cutting areas, blight, preservationists [they're

right next to blight in his statement] and the

apparently disinterested public are strangling
the industry's competitiveness." That's a

statement by the industry at this stage in the

destruction of our forests.

The industry is saying: "Give us full

speed ahead for the rest of the forests. Get
the preservationists and the restricted cutting
measures out of our hair and get them off

our backs. Let us maximize our profits now;
don't worry about the future." You can't put
any other interpretation on that statement
and that's the exact attitude this Tory govern-
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ment has taken and is taking in this matter. I

say it's a cynical and shabby attitude.

Mr. Genna: Absolutely.

Mr. Swart: It sells our future generations
for a few bucks and a few votes now. The
Tories simply don't care. Nothing could have

demonstrated this more clearly than the

attendance or, perhaps I should say, the non-

attendance by the Liberals and Conservatives

at the status of Ontario forests conference

for MPPs in Thunder Bay last August 30

and 31.

Need I remind the House how many
people the Liberal and Conservative Parties

had there? Need I remind members that the

Ontario Foresters Association spent six months

trying to arrange dates which would be satis-

factory to the MPPs of this House and, in

fact, changed the date to try to accommodate
the MPPs?

Mr. Conway: You guys go anywhere when
it's free.

Mr. Good: You are a bunch of phonies now.

Mr. Conway: Trying to educate the NDP
is an all year task.

Mr. Speaker: Order please.

Mr. Reid: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order.

Interjections.

Mr. Reid: Mr, Speaker, on a point of order.

I'd Hke to set the record straight—there were
numerous Liberals in attendance.

Mr. Warner: Numerous.

Mr. Reid: There were not as many as we
would have liked because of the timing of the

particular convention but I'd like to draw to

your attention-

Mr. Renwick: I don't think that's a point
of order.

Mr. Reid: I'd like to draw to your attention,
Mr. Speaker that the Liberal members and
the Conservative members stayed in the

residence at Lakehead University while the

poor starving socialists stayed in the Red
Oak Inn, a CPR hotel.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. That is not

really a point of order, I think. Order, please.

Interjections.

Mr. Swart: Mr. Speaker, all the Liberals
there could have been put in a telephone
booth. There were only three of them.

Mr. Conway: Tell us about the forests in

Welland-Thorold.

Interjections.

Mr. Swart: I want to put on the record of

this House, the numbers there at that time
and perhaps, in answer to the member for—

Mr. Good: At the NDP convention.

Mr. Conway: At the NDP caucus, at the
NDP convention.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Swart: In answer to the member for

Renfrew North, I might say there is far more

hope for those who may not think they have
all the knowledge at this time but are con-

cerned than for those who think they have
the knowledge and never show up at these

things.

Mr. Conway: Is he telling me the attend-

ance at that convention was of concern?

IMr. Speaker: Order, please. The member
for Welland-Thorold has the floor.

Mr. Swart: There were 20 out of 38 NDPs
who were concerned enough to attend that

Foresters Association seminar.

Mr. Good: For an NDP convention that

wasn't very many.

Mr. Reid: And what it took the foresters to

learn, my friend learned-

Mr. Gregwy: You are now an expert.

Mr. Swart: The Conservative party, then

with 51 members had 10 present. I would

point out that even if the party had had 52
members then there would have been only
10 present because the additional member
wasn't there.

Mr. Gregory: Very important.

Mr. Swart: The Liberals, I think, had a

maximum at one time of three out of 36; on

the second day it was one or two. I think

this rather clearly demonstrates the type of

concern that this government-

Mr. Haggerty: It's the quality that counts.

Mr. Reid: A bunch of rubbish. He sold out

northern Ontario and now they are concerned
about the trees.

Mr. Germa: Three members.

'Mr. Swart: —and the third party-

Interjections.
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Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I think matters

would proceed much more smoothly without
the interjections. Thank you very much.

Mr. Swart: I am sure they would.

Mr. Reid: I just want to set the record

straight.

Hon. Mrs. Birch: Whose record?

Mr. Reid: You had better go back and set

jthe record straight.

Mr. Swart: Over there the government
counts on the indifference of the public.

Mr. Conway: Where is Ellis Momingstar?
Bring Ellis back.

iMr. Swart: The government thinks people
are not concerned, that they don't know
about this and it won't make any difference

in votes. I can say to the government that up
north the indifference has gone. That's why
both of these parties in the whole vast nortn
will each have only two members.

Mr. Reid: Your leader has sold out north-

em Ontario.

Mr. Swart: I say the government is mis-

leading the pubhc and the rest of Ontario
too.

Mr. Reid: How come the member for Lake

Nipigon (Mr. Stokes) doesn't go along with
this policy?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.
member for Rainy River will restrain himself,

please. The hon. member will continue with
his remarks.

Mr. Swart: As a matter of fact, I posed
that question to the member for Lake Nipi-

gon and he said there were some people ne
had to sit close to when he was in the House
and that he could only take it for a certain

length of time.

Mr. Reid: He is opposed to your poHcy.
How do you resolve that?

Mr. Conway: What do you think of Algon-
quin Park?

Mr. Swart: I say that the public is aware
of and is not indifferent to this situation.

Mr. Reid: There is somebody else in south-
ern Ontario telling us what to do in northern
Ontario.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. May I point
out again that the hon. member for Welland-
Thorold has the floor? . ^^\"

Mr. Swart: I would also point out that we
are going to have the member for Sudbury
East (Mr. Martel) back shortly and he will

be able to tell them about the north.

Mr. Reid: Do you know what he said, Mr.

Speaker?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

iMr. Reid: The member for Sudbury East
doesn't even know where Red Lake is though
he's from northern Ontario.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member is out of

order.

Mr. Swart: If he went to Red Lake though,
he liked it, unlike certain people who went
to Sault Ste. Marie.

Mr. Conway: You had better stick close to

Welland-Thorold.

Mr. Maeck: The memb^ for Rainy River
is doing a fine job.

Mr. Swart; The public is aware of the

shortage of natural resources. They are be-

coming increasingly conscious of these things
because of what has been taking place with

regard to other natural resources, such as oil

and gas, and of the price increases because
we didn't preserve those natiural resources for

our own use. We tried to sell them and ex-

ploit them. They are aware of the shortage
because of the flip-flop on Hydro that this

government has had to do in four short
years.

Their advertisement formerly was Hyoro is

yours, use it. There were special concessions

to put in electric heating. Now we have a

special week for conservation. The public
wonders about a government that four years

ago couldn't predict that this sort of shortage
was going to take place.

The second reason people are aware of it

is because what the government is doing to

the forest resources in the north it is also

doing to the land resources in the south. The
same dismal destructive pattern permeates
the whole food land preservation issue. The
unique lands of Niagara provide

the glaring

example of this. I intend to speak on the

Niagara fruit lands for another 10 minutes or

so. Perhaps this would be a convenient point
at which to break.

Mr. Swart moved the adjournment of the

debate.

Motion agreed to.

On motion by Hon. Mr. Irvine, the House
adjourned at 1 p.m.
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The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

POINT OF PRIVILEGE

Mr. S. Smith: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

privilege.

Mr. Speaker: I recognize the member for

Hamilton West.

Mr. S. Smith: As we discussed privately
this morning, sir, I wish to withdraw a state-

ment made by me last Thursday and re-

corded in the press. I wish to assure you that

I have the greatest respect for the office you
hold and it was not my desire to insult the

Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: I thank the hon. member for

his remarks. I appreciate them and I accept
them and, as far as I am concerned, the

matter is closed. I appreciate them.

I must comment briefly now on occurrences

of Thursday last and the point also raised on

Friday morning by certain members. When
a member disagrees with an answer he has

received from a minister, that does not con-

stitute either a point of order or a matter of

privilege. He should present his version,

either by giving notice of his desire for a

debate on adjournment to take place on the

following Tuesday, as provided in standing
orders 27 and 28; or he should take some
other early opportunity of expressing his view-

point, perhaps by the careful phrasing of a

supplementary question.

What happened on Thursday was that it

had developed into a pointless argument back
and forth across the floor as to who was right
and who was wrong in an interpretation of

criminal law. When I attempted to bring an
end to this argument, the member for Ot-
tawa East (Mr. Roy) accused the minister of

misleading the House.

On re-examination of the precedents, I

have come to the conclusion that while it is

not an offence to suggest that a member is

in error and therefore is perhaps misleading
the House inadvertently it is very clear that

an accusation of deliberately misleading the

House is not parliamentary. I refer you to

Monday, November 22, 1976

May's Parliamentary Practice, 19th edition,

page 430, at the bottom of the first paragraph
on that page, and to Parliamentary Debates,

1972-73, 859, c. 186. While the member for

Ottawa East did not in fact use the word
deliberate that was undoubtedly his meaning
in the context in which he used the ex-

pression. I feel it was equally clear that in

his accusation the member was imputing
motives to the minister, and I refer you to

standing order 16 (a), paragraph 9. I there-

fore had no alternative but to ask him to

withdraw the accusation.

Statements by the ministry.

HURONIA REGIONAL CENTRE

Hon. Mr. Taylor: Mr. Speaker, events at

Huronia Regional Centre early in April of

this year prompted community concern and

questions in this House. On April 27, accom-

panied by the assistant deputy minister for

resources development, I made an iman-
nounced and unscheduled visit to OrilHa, to

the Huronia Regional Centre. Following that

visit and on the basis of further inquiries

initiated by me, I determined there should be
a thorough and comprehensive independent

inquiry into the management and operation
of the Huronia Regional Centre. Following
this decision, it took approximately three

weeks to locate and secure the acceptance of

a thoroughly qualified independent investiga-

tor to conduct the inquiry. Accordingly, on

June 1, I asked Dr. Joseph W. Willard to

undertake this inquiry and to report to me on
his findings.

Dr. Willard submitted that report to me
last week. Arrangements were made to print

copies of it dbring this past weekend and I

am taking this first opportunity to table the

entire document in this House for the benefit

of the members and the general public. While
it has taken a little longer than originally was

anticipated to produce this report, when the

members have had a chance to review it I

am sure that they will agree with me that the

additional time required by Dr. Willard has

been well spent.

Dr. Willard has conducted a searching in-

quiry into a very difficult and complex opera-
tion. As he points out, the Huronia Regional
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Centre represents, in a sense, a community
of some 3,000 people, including residents and

staff. The multiplicity of problems which in-

evitably arise in a community of that size are

never simple and straightforward. Fortunately

for us. Dr. Willard displays in his report a

rare combination of analytical ability and

depth of understanding of human relations

which have enabled him to outline the prob-

lems with clarity and simplicity and to pro-

pose solutions which are reasonable and to

the point.

Members will note that Dr. Willard has

made some 69 separate recommendations.

Obviously, because I have had the report

only a few days, I have not been able to

develop detailed responses to all of them

for today. However, I would like to make a

few general remarks in response to some of

the topics to which they refer.

For example, I am pleased to say that my
colleague, the Minister of Health (Mr. F.

S. Miller), has already agreed to undertake

with me an immediate review of the recom-

mendations concerning the provision of

psychiatric services with a view to inaugurat-

ing, insofar as is feasible, the special

psychiatric units under The Mental Health

Act which are being recommended.

With respect to the signing out and self-

discharge of residents to the community, a

matter which has caused considerable con-

cern in the Orillia area particularly, I am

quite prepared to proceed immediately to-

ward the implementation of the recommenda-

tions for determining which residents are

capable of travelling freely within the com-

munity and what would constitute apnro-

priate supervision for the others. As well, 1

am prepared to see implemented an ap-

propriate in-house mechanism for ensuring

adequate preparation and support for those

residents who decide to leave the facility

prematurely.

I see much merit in the recommendations

concerning resident abuse and stafiF discipline,

particularly in the suggestion that an

"ombudsman" function be established so that

independent review of allegations of abuse

will be assured.

Recognizing the complexities of adminis-

tering a facility the size of Huronia, and
the difficulty of reorienting such an institu-

tion to the new philosophy of provision of

co-ordinated community based services for

the mentally retarded. Dr. Willard has made
some very positive recommendations concern-

ing structure and organization. I have already
taken some preliminary steps toward the

implementation of some of these. In par-

ticular, I have agreed that a change of

administrator at the centre is required for

the reasons which Dr. Willard outlines. In

addition, I have asked that priority be given

to investigating the feasibility of adopting

the four-branch structure at Huronia as

recommended.

The need for improving communications

and working relationships with the parents

of the residents and the community at large

is certainly recognized. Accordingly, I am
prepared to accept the recommendations con-

cerning the strengthening of the liaison

function, both from an organizational stand-

point and on the basis of the establishment of

a community based centre advisory com-

mittee.

With respect to the recommendations con-

cerning planning for the future, I have already
stated on numerous occasions my ministry's

complete support for the consultative plan-

ning process which has been established

through the district working groups.

As Dr. Willard so correctly points out,

it will take some time to implement all of

the changes, including those affecting the

physical plant, which will be necessary to

allow Huronia Regional Centre to adjust

from its 100-year tradition of being essen-

tially a segregated total care institution to

become a functional part of a comprehensive

community based system of services and

facilities for the retarded. While much pro-

gress has already been made, the implemen-
tation of the majoitity of Dr. Willard's

recommendations will do much to hasten that

progress.

PUBLIC HEALTH
NURSES' NEGOTIATIONS

Hon. Mr. Davis: Just a very brief matter

by way of a statement and, I guess, to adhere

to the rules of the House, a point of

privilege in some respects as well. I want to

apologize to the hon. member for Wentworth

(Mr. Deans) and also the House leader for

the opposition, because my oflBce had in-

dicated to the government that a statement

would be forthcoming with respect to the

public health nurse diflBculties in his and
other areas in the province on Friday. This

did not happen, through an oversight, for

which I cannot blame the hon. member for

Wentworth.

Mr. Deans: Thank you very much.

Mr. Mo£Fatt: If you could you would.
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Hon. Mr. Davis: I mean much as I would
like to!

Mr. Deans: So why are you telling me
then?

Mr. Renwick: We thought he was to blame. Mr. Speaker: Order please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Yes, he was.

The Minister of Labour (B. Stephenson)
has been keeping a very close watch on the

situation, and shares with me the frustration

with respect to the intransigence on both

sides of the issue. I intend to write both
sides throughout the province to express my
government's concern in very personal terms.

That letter, which I will table in the House
later this week, is a prelude to any further

government action. I am not convinced, how-
ever, that that action will be of ultimate
value in view of the initiative of the Ministry
of Health in offering to be of assistance to

the parties directly. I will keep a close tab
on the matter and report back to the House
when a response to our letter is received.

ECONOMIC PLANNING CONFERENCE

Hon. Mr. Davis: The end of year one of
the Anti-Inflation Board's operation, as well
as the decision by the Legislature to confirm
the commitment made by the government to

co-operate with that programme, represents a
unique opportunity for Ontario to reconsider
and review its economic priorities and
assumptions.

Some of the concern expressed about the
anti-inflation programme centres around the

perception of measures which are often per-
ceived to be the central thrust of planning
and policy formulation.

Economic policy and planning must not
always remain the exclusive preserve of the

experts. In Ontario our Treasurer (Mr. Mc-
Keough) has always sought to obtain a broad
input from many groups in the planning
process-

Mr. Reid: After announcing the plans.

Hon. Mr. Davis: He didn't, I must confess,
consult with the hon. member for Rainy
River, no.

Mr. Deans: He didn't consult with us
either.

Hon. Mr. Davis: And he didn't consult
with the member for Wentworth.

Mr. Reid: You wouldn't be in the mess
you are if you had.

Hon. Mr. Davis: But I can assure you that

representation from organized labour did have
an opportunity.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I'm just saying this to

show you how broadly based it is.

Mr. Breithaupt: As the political arm.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We get your contribution
later.

Mr. Peterson: It is the enforcing arm.

Hon. Mr. Davis: As I was saying, there is

a broad input from many groups in the plan-
ning process surrounding the preparation of

budgetary and fiscal recommendations to

cabinet. The millions of citizens who have a
stake in a free, prosperous and vibrant eco-

nomy have a very real right to a more open
process, a process which brings together the

key sectors of our society in order to share
and develop a perspective on key economic
issues.

[2:15]

To this end, Mr. Speaker, the government
is inviting labour, business, consumers, agri-
culture and representative organizations from
within the social sector, to participate in a
conference to be held in Toronto on Febru-

ary 10 and 11. The purpose of that confer-

ence is best summed up in the title under
which it will be organized. Partnership for

Prosperity. It is my intention that this occa-
sion wfll provide an opportunity for full and

open discussion of the path and direction our

economy must follow after controls are lifted,

whenever that may be.

This conference, Mr. Speaker, which I wfll

chair, wfll seek to build a framework of

understanding and a perspective upon which
cur society can build. The shape of our

society, in economic terms, is for the people
to determine through their duly-elected gov-
ernments. For government to seek to make
that determination uniquely on its own would,
however, be a serious denial of a role for

organizations and groups which legitimately
seek to advance the interests of their mem-
bership and constituency, as well as the inter-

est of society as a whole.

With the high concentration of economic

activity here, Ontario's economic prosperity,
its shape and tone, relate directly to the con-
tinued economic viabflity of our nation.

Through this conference, we hope to set

an example for the senior level of govern-
ment. There is room for broad consultation

on national priorities as an element in pohcy
development in the economic area. Good and
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workable federal-provincial consultation is

also an essential element of good policy

making.

To bear out our contention that sound
economic planning requires wide and effec-

tive consultation, this government will seek

to work with business, labour, consumers and
farmers to ensure that perspectives which
dominate our assumptions and hopes are real-

istic and fair.

Mr. Speaker, I will be writing each mem-
ber of the assembly a detailed letter on the

conference before January 1.

The conference will be open to the media;
it will also be open to members of the public
within the limits of space available.

Mr. Nixon: That's why you are having it,

isn't it?

Hon. Mr. Davis: This government feels-

Mr. Raid: There must be an election

coming.

Mr. Speaker: Order please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I didn't hear that.

Mr. Reid: There must be election coming
up.

Mr. Speaker: Order please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Oh, I think it is reason-

able to assume that at some point in time

there will be an election.

Mr. Nixon: Going to allow the media; what
a surprise.

Hon. Mr. Davis: This government feels

confident Ontario is moving to a period of

sustained prosperity and growth which can
benefit all of our people.

Mr. Nixon: What a great example this is to

the senior government.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We believe it is the role

of government to seek to build some common
ground that all sectors in our society can

share.

Mr. Breithaupt: This may lead to a Just

Society.

Hon. Mr. Davis: It is our hope that through
a coherent discussion of issues which are of

direct economic concern to all groups, in an

open, objective forum, Ontario can benefit

in many ways.

In our invitations, we shall stress that we
are prepared to listen and that we seek a

broad spectrum of advice. Our invitation is

a challenge to all those who share our
interest in a bright and equitable econopiic
future, and I'm confident, Mr. Speaker, that

that challenge will be met.

Mr. Nixon: Come on boys, let's have it;

did you really say "partnership for pros-

perity"?

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order please. The hon.

Treasurer.

Mr. Ruston: Lome didn't even applaud it.

Mr. Reid: Here comes the epilogue.

ISOLATED COMMUNITIES
ASSISTANCE FUND

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I want
to outline to the members the government's

policy proposals for strengthening the capacity
of communities in northern Ontario to meet
their local problems.

Mr. Haggerty: It's about time.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I am tabling today
a background paper which explores the

organizational problems facing our northern

communities*

Mr. Conway: There is an election.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: For some time we
have wrestled with the question of how to

ensure that as many residents of northern

Ontario as possible have access to an effec-

tive system for meeting needs of local com-
munities.

Mr. Breithaupt: Like water.

Mr. Reid: Like money.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Let me begin by
saying that we took a bias into this process
and nothing that's happened since we began
has changed this view. We believe that a

system of representative and accountable

local government should exist where that

system can effectively set and meet local

priorities.

Mr. Haggerty: Recycling that speech of

yours.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: In northern Ontario,

the problems which local governments face

are serious, difficult and unique. In many
communities, no amount of rationalizing of

local government institutions will make up
for their resource deficiencies.
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Much of the north has no local governpient
and hence has no local representative pre-
sence with which to confront its problems.
This realization is not new. Members on both

sides of the House have raised perplexing
issues unique to parts of northern Ontario.

In June 1974, The Northern Communities

Act, Bill 102, was introduced in the Legis-

lature. The purpose of this bill was to provide

representative institutions for those com-
munities remote from other urban centres

which could not aflFord full jnunicipal status.

After giving this Act first reading, we began
an extensive process of local consultation in

the north. Our object was to determine from

the residents of the small communities of the

north what they wanted in the way of local

government.

It was emphasized to us that no one model
will fit all areas of the north. It should be

obvious to us that all institutions and sys-

tems that are appropriate for the urban and

populated areas of northern Ontario, are

neither appropriate nor economic in the

more sparsely populated areas or in the areas

with very small communities. Our first prin-

ciple then must be to ensure sufficient flexi-

bility in our policies to meet the needs of

each kind of area.

(However, we can talk in general terms

about two different conditions in the north

which pose distinctly different problepis.

First, there are the communities with a sub-

stantial population, ranging from approxi-

mately 1,000 to well over 100,000. In the

second general type of area in the north,

and the area, frankly, with which I am most
concerned today, are those communities

which are too sjnall to establish conventional

forms of a full local government system.
For these areas, separate municipal incorpo-
ration is neither the most economic method of

providing basic local services nor particularly
desired by local people.

I would like to discuss these two conditions

briefly at this point. Throughout the north,
there are several urban centres large enough
to generate fringe growth. Some of these

stand relatively alone, while others have in

their immediate vicinity other urban centres

with which they cojnpete and share a close

community of interest. The problems these

communities face vary widely; however, they
do share several problems almost without

exception. They often border on unorganized
areas or municipalities which are dependent
on the central communities for employment,
commerce, social and personal services, and
often for physical services. Much of the area

near them features unplanned fringe growth
areas of unserviced and unserviceable land,

an absence of land-use controls and environ-

mental safeguards and unevenly distributed

resources. The tax structure has sojnetimes

encouraged settlement in unorganized ter-

ritory.

It has generally been acknowledged that

land-use controls are vitally needed in most

of these areas. Unfortunately, the only tools

available—provincial controls under The Pub-

lic Lands Act and The Planning Act—are not

fully effective; and most important, are not

responsive to local needs. In addition, most

areas on the fringe of major urban centres

are inseparably linked with those centres but

do not contribute any taxes to the community
that serves them. These fringe settlements

rarely form cohesive units and often create

problems which are excessively expensive to

alleviate.

While these problems are serious, we do
have through The Municipal Act mechanisms

by which municipalities can come to grips

with them. We have, over the last few years,

actively assisted communities and municipali-

ties in incorporating or in redrawing boun-

daries and will continue to do so in the

future. We continue to respond to requests

from communities wishing to explore local

government alternatives by conducting de-

tailed studies with them. This process not

only assists local leaders in a more effective

use of resources, it also provides the basis

for a much more effective use of provincial

support funds that go to municipalities of

the north.

While conventional municipal organization

may be the appropriate vehicle for much of

the more heavily populated parts of northern

Ontario, it is not now, and probably never

will be, the answer to the problems of the

very small and isolated communities and the

huge expanse of very sparsely populated ter-

ritory throughout our north. It is to the

immediate problems of these areas that I

wish to pay particular attention. This govern-

ment has a wide variety of programmes
available to all residents of northern On-

tario, regardless of whether they are in a

municipality or not. However, a great many
of the services which local government pro-

vides to most of the residents of Ontario are

not available in the remote and sparsely

populated areas of our northland.

Very few of these small communities wish

to have full municipal incorporation because

they recognize that they are too small to

take advantage of the full range of services

which makes local government economic in
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larger areas. In The Municipal Act there are

requirements for protecting the public purse.
There are requirements for certain records

to be kept and for the performance of man-

datory services.

From time to time, we are faced with
such communities requesting incorporation
but because this usually is not an economic

proposition it is our policy to discourage in-

corporation unless economic and financial

stability is assured. We decided, therefore,

to find a method of providing funds to groups
of people in such a way that they were not

required to expend a great deal of energy
and money on the business of maintaining
the vehicle to provide fundamental services.

We have settled upon the establishment of

an isolated communities assistance fund. The
Minister of Natural Resources will become
responsible for a sum of money to be made
available at his discretion to individuals and

groups in the more sparsely settied areas of

Ontario for the purpose of meeting funda-
mental needs normally met by local govern-
ments.

Mr. Reid: That's what is wrong with the

programme.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The fund will be

applied to fire protection, water provision, per-

haps in a few cases to sewage or water treat-

ment, and other local services fundamental
to the maintenance of life and health. A
supplementary estimate will be introduced

empowering the minister to grant funds to

any community organization which can sa-

tisfy him of its capacity and intent to provide
specific services.

In addition to the voluntary community
organizations throughout the north there are-

Mr. Breithaupt: Everything for Kenora.

Mr. Kerrio: Too little, too late.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —a number of bodies

established through provincial legislation

which may wish to participate in this pro-

gramme. Examples are: Local roads boards,
boards of education; community centre

boards; and recreation committees.

Funding would not be available from the

ICAF for the statutory functions of these

institutions. We will, however, give con-

sideration to the desirability of permitting
these bodies to raise and dispense funds for

a much broader range of services than they
now perform. In many cases, community
organizations have been able to collect suflB-

cient money to provide some services. This

progranmie will reinforce local initiatives.

We will therefore consider introducing

legislation giving the provincially established

bodies authority to raise limited funds for

purposes for which ICAF funds have been

granted.

For the balance of 1976-77 we will make
available $250,000 for this fund; and for

1977-78, $500,000. In subsequent years, de-

pending on demand, response and availability
of funds, we will maintain or increase this

sum.

The requests for assistance will obviously
come from a number of sources. We will

be consulting with and seeking the advice of

the two associations for unorganized com-
munities—northwest and northeast—which
have already been most helpful to us. We
have undertaken to fund them so that they
can continue to speak for the people in the

unorganized communities and make their

advice available to us.

The main point of contact within the gov-
ernment will be the Ministry of Natural Re-
sources which, with its regional, district and
other facilities, including its northern affairs

branch, has oflBces throughout the north.

I want to emphasize, before closing, that

the isolated communities assistance fund will

be available only to those communities too

far from existing municipal areas to contract

with them to incorporate themselves and
so be eligible for normal government pro-

grammes and assistance.

When we recognize that only about 20,000

people live in the area which I have described

here, the money which we are making avail-

able is a substantial sum and should alleviate

many of the diflBculties facing these com-
munities. We are all familiar with tragic
fires and difficulties in daily living which
faced many of these communities.

It is my opinion that the isolated com-
munities assistance fund will go a long way
to solving these problems while those com-
munities which are sufficiently close to popula-
tion centres to contract with them or to

amalgamate with them can meet their press-

ing needs through normal municipal avenues.

Mr. Speaker: Oral questions.

ISOLATED COMMUNITIES
ASSISTANCE FUND

Mr. Deans: Mr. Speaker, I know there is

a question but I don't know what it is.

Mr. Breithaupt: Start by asking how much.
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Mr. Deans: I don't quite understand-

how is this $500,000 to be administered? On
what criteria will the money be handed out?

[2:30]

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The criteria are being

de\eloped but, basically, I think two rules

will apply. The money will go only to com-

munities as distinct from municipalities to

be spent on things for which they are not

eligible under other government programmes.
Am I making myself clear? Secondly, except
as a last resort, it would not go to areas

which, because of either size or proximity
to an already incorporated area, should be

incorporated and come under the umbrella

of local government.

As to where the requests will come from,
I am sure they are going to come from
communities themselves and from members
on both sides of the House. They will come

through the Ministry of Natural Resources to

the minister who will administer the fund.

Mr. Held: Can the Treasurer explain to

me why he has ruined the programme from
the very beginning, by making it at the

discretion of the Minister of Natural Re-
sources (Mr. Bernier) who is already known
for his incompetence?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Is there a

supplementary question?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, per-

haps the member would like to suggest how
it might be administered. We happen to have
confidence in the system whereby there is

ministerial responsibility. We don't, on this

side of the House, propose to abdicate oiu:

responsibility to spend public funds.

Mr. Angus: Mr. Speaker: I am wondering
if the minister could advise us what dis-

cussions have gone on between the two un-
organized community associations with regard
to this particular proposal? Are they familiar
with it and have they had a chance for

input?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: There have been
extensive discussions, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Deans: Can I ask one final supple-
mentary? Wouldn't it appear appropriate, at

least for the purposes of the public view of
the programme, that it be clearly administered

through the administration of the ministry
rather than left in the hands of the minister
himself?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Certainly, but the
minister is ultimately responsible.

Mr. Reid: He is in charge of patronage in

the north.

Mr. Conway: A supplementary.

Mr. Speaker: Because of the interest in this

we vdll allow a supplementary to the mem-
ber for Renfrew North.

Mr. Conway: A very brief clarification:

Could the Treasurer indicate exactly the juris-

diction, again? I am thinking particularly of

those areas which lie in a sort of buffer be-

tween southern and northern Ontario in the

northern reaches of Renfrew county. What is

the exact area that would be covered?

Mr. Moffatt: Not Renfrew North.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Basically, any terri-

tory in the province which is unorganized or

which, realistically, will not be organized.
There may well be areas, broadly speaking
south of the French River, which are un-

organized and which realistically should not

be organized or attached to an organized
area and which therefore would be eligible.

I am pleased the member has asked this

question because we tend to think of the

unorganized parts of the province, those areas

without municipal organization, as being only
in the north but there are areas of southern

Ontario which lack municipal government and

which realistically probably won't have a

form of local government and for which this

fund is available.

Mr. Speaker: A final supplementary, the

member for Cochrane South.

Mr. Ferrier: I would like to ask the minis-

ter, by way of supplementary, if unorganized
areas which lie between two organized areas

at this point will be given adequate con-

sideration and full consultation before they
are brought into organized areas?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Yes, Mr. Speaker.

There is no intention at tliis moment to

initiate incorporation of areas. I think the

statement says that but we will certainly en-

courage it. There are parts of the province

which we think would benefit either by sepa-

rate incorporation, or more particularly by

amalgamation or coming into an organized

area. That will be encouraged, but at the

moment I don't know of any area where we
are going to initiate that ourselves, or at

least we would not do so without extensive

local consultation.
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GSW-CGE MERGER

Mr. Deans: I have a question for the
Minister of Industry and Tourism: Is the
minister in a ix>sition to table the documenta-
tion that led to the amalgamation, I suppose
it was, of General Electric, Westinghouse and
GSW, particularly in those areas which aflFect

the manpower policies of the three companies,
to ensure that not only will the overall em-
ployment be maintained and improved but

that the individual plants will not be detri-

mentally aflFected by what is taking place?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Mr. Speaker, I would
not be in a iK>sition to table the documents
because all documentation really is with the
federal government and the Minister of In-

dustry, Trade and Commerce in Ottawa. I

shall inquire of the minister in Ottawa as to

whether the documents are for public dis-

closure, and the details of them, and see if

it is possible to have them.

Mr. Deans: By way of supplementary ques-
tion: Has the minister met with his colleague,
the Minister of Labour (B. Stephenson), with

regard to the eflFects this amalgamation or

coming together, whatever we want to call it,

will have on her well undter way manpower
policies for the province of Ontario?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Mr. Speaker, first of all

we should keep very clearly in mind that

the application for amalgamation between
two companies does not fall under the guide-
lines of the FIRA organization. The right to

discuss this, that is for the federal minister
and I, was given to us by the three com-
panies involved, Westinghouse, GSW and
Canadian General Electric. Their obligations
were a true indication to the government,
both provincial and federal of what they
would do.

They have indicated clparly they will

maintain the employment and the factories

as they presently are. They have also said

they might streamline some of the factories

and plant locations but there would be no
reduction in employment. There is a possi-

bility that 400 new employees will be brought
on stream and that over the five-year period
$50 million will be invested in new tech-

nology by the amalgamated companies.

Mr. S. Smith: A supplementary for the
minister: Is it a fact that a few weeks prior
to this deal a GSW plant in Fergus closed?
Has the minister assured himself that the
two events-the closing of the plant and the
ultimate agglomeration of the companies-
is not in some way related?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: I am convinced that

they are not related. GSW clearly indicated

to us that they closed the plant in Fergus
strictly for economic reasons. No longer could

they manufacture the goods in that plant
and stay on a competitive basis.

Mr. Renwick: They always say that.

Mr. Deans: A supplementary question.
Isn't that exactly the reason the minister

needs to see the documentation that guaran-
tees the jobs? Isn't that the \ery reason he
has to have before this Legislature all of

the documents? Doesn't he feel he has a

responsibility to the people of Ontario to

ensure that he is satisfied, the government
is satisfied and the Legislature is satisfied

that those people's jobs will not be in

jeopardy for economic reasons?

Mr. Warner: No matter what the company
says.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: I think at the time I

made the announcement regarding the GSW-
Canadian General Electric amalgamation
I showed proof positive that the reason

they were making the amalgamation was
that for long-range stability of that industry
it must be done. If they were to continue

down the road as three separate companies
—Westinghouse, GSW, so on—there was no
assurance—I would say there was a great

guarantee that the whole industry would

disappear from the Canadian market because

we did not have the size and volume of

production to warrant or justify any further

investment, nor the security of market position
because of costs. Although they have amal-

gamated, in no way, shape or form did they
have an obligation to this House or to the

people of this province in any documented
form to put it here.

Mr. Deans: But you have an obligation.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: We brought them to

Ottawa. Mr. Chretien spoke with them and

got from them the greatest degree of security
he could, not having it brought under
FIRA. This included that they would indicate

in a written statement to him, the federal

minister, that they would maintain the five

plants across Canada, four of them being in

the province of Ontario. There is no legis-

lation which would enable the province of

Ontario to get a guarantee of employment
from those companies.

I have a great deal of confidence in the
men we have been working with. I am sure
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the member has met with some of the people
in the union in the Hamilton plant. There

have been people who have met with the

people in the Orangeville plant and I think

the unions themselves are satisfied that long-

range stability of employment is in this

type of amalgamation.

Mr. Speaker: We have a final supple-

mentary from the member for Renfrew
South.

Mr. Yakabuski: Mr. Speaker, pursuing the

matter raised by the hon. member on the

amalgamation of GSW, Canadian General

Electric and Westinghouse, hasn't it long
been known in the appliance trade in Canada
and the United States that there was not

room enough for four or five major manu-
facturers in Canada and that this would have
to come to be if the industry was to survive

at all?

Mr. Roy: Is that the only contribution you
can make?

Mr. Renwick: Is that a question or minis-

terial statement?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Is there a brief

answer?

Mr. Renwick: It sounds like a postscript
to the ministerial statement.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Mr. Speaker, I think I

have covered that point adequately. The fact

is if we did not have amalgamation of these

companies, with such a small market pene-
tration by all three of them they eventually
would disappear against American com-
petition which enters this country under some
very favourable conditions. I think it is in

our interests.

PUBLIC HEALTH
NURSES' NEGOTIATIONS

Mr. Deans: I have a statement for the
Minister of Labour—a question for the Minis-
ter of Labour, I am sorry. I keep wanting to
make statements; it has been a desire of
mine for a long time.

I want to ask the Minister of Labour if she
has personally discussed the current state of

negotiations or non-negotiations between the

public health nurses and the public health
board in the Hamilton-Wentworth area? And
why would the chairman of the board have
said that it wasn't his idea to have meetings
this week?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I really don't know

why the chairman of the Hamilton-Went-
worth board would have made that state-

ment. I have not discussed it with him per-

sonally, no. I have had discussions with vari-

ous other people and certainly wdth the

leadership of the Ontario Nurses Association,
but I really have no idea why he would have
made that statement.

Mr. Deans: Supplementary: Does the minis-

ter have one of her staff from the Ministry of

Labour in on those negotiations now? The
minister nodded yes, so I assume that's the

answer. Could she check with that person,
whoever it is, and find out whether in fact

there are negotiations taking place or about

to take place that will be meaningful and
whether the board is prepared to place any-

thing on the table with regard to the demands
and requests of the employees in this situa-

tion?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Following our course

of reasonably active intervention in problema-
tical areas-

Mr. S. Smith: What about problematical
intervention in reasonably active areas?

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —the ministry itself

has been responsible for arranging some meet-

ings and using the powers of persuasion,
which we may or may not have, to invite both

sides to the table. That may be the reason

that the chairman of that local board has

made the statement that it wasn't his idea,

but I can most certainly check wdth the

executive director of industrial relations.

Mr. S. Smith: Supplementary: Along this

line, is the minister in agreement with the

statements recently made by the Minister of

Health (Mr. F. S. Miller) that these nurses

will never receive compulsory arbitration or

any form of arbitration because they're not

essential workers? Does she hold to that same
view?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I have not heard the

Minister of Health make that statement. I

think that I should have some discussions

with him about it.

Mr. Speaker: A final supplementary.

Mr. Mackenzie: Would the minister con-

sider having the charges of not bargaining in

good faith brought against the boards, be-

cause it's the boards that seem to be refusing
to sit down with the public health nurses?
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Hon. B. Stephenson: The Ontario Nurses

Association, of course, has the facihty of the

Labour Relations Board open to it at this

time. If they feel that the boards have not

been bargaining in good faith, they can lay
that charge before the board.

Mr. Deans: I have another question of the

Minister of Labour.

Mr. Reid: Would you help the OFL solve

their employment problems?

Mr. Nixon: There is discrimination against

aged candidates.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber for Wentworth has a question.

APPOINTMENT OF CORONERS

Mr. Deans: Just a short question for the

Minister of Labour (B. Stephenson): Are the

recent appointments of Dr. Potter and Dr.

Archdekin part of her manpower policy?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Since I had nothing to

do with those appointments, I'm not really

quite sure what the hon. member is asking.

Mr. Deans: I wonder.

Mr. MofiFatt: Oh, you still don't know what
he meant?

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION
LEGISLATION

Mr. Deans: Can I ask the Premier (Mr.

Davis) whether he would be in a position
some time in the next week or in the next

couple of days to table information with

regard to what he might intend to do about
a freedom of information bill for the prov-
ince of Ontario?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I don't think

I will be tabling any information for mem-
bers of the House. In discussions some weeks

ago I indicated that the Progressive Con-
servative Party of this province, at its annual

deliberations, gave us some advice. I have
heard some views expressed by members op-

posite. It is a highly complex and com-

plicated area, but it is one that the govern-
ment is assessing.

Mr. MacDonald: Supplementary: Were the

news stories inaccurate that it is the Premier's

intention to introduce a bill, or to introduce

something before Christmas?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I'm trying to recall

exactly what the news stories contained. I do

recall discussing it with one or two of the

distinguished members of the gallery, of

which there are many-

Mr. Singer: How many are there?

Mr. Peterson: Name one.

Mr. Breithaupt: One from column A and

one from column B.

Mr. Roy: They should get up and bow.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I can't say there are only
two distinguished members of the gallery;

they're all distinguished in their own way.
That means there's more than one; that

means they're all distinguished.

I do recall stating to one or two of them

that we were assessing it, yes. I don't recall

saying there would be a bill introduced this

fall, although that may have emerged out

of one of the stories.

Mr. Conway: Still a secret? Is Kealey

going to write it for you?

DEATH OF JAMES CULLEN

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Solicitor

General in regard to the death at Inco on

April 16 of James Cullen, and the fact that

the site of this death was blown up prior to

a coroner's jury being able to investigate it:

Can the Solicitor General explain the actions

of the deputy chief coroner in this case; and

in particular can he confu'm that Inco did

oflFer to allow the coroner and the jury to

visit the site of this accident? Can he also

confirm that, in fact, the coroner had the

power to order Inco not to disturb the site

under section 11 of The Coroners Act and

yet did not bother to do that?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, the only

knowledge I have in the matter is a news-

paper report that appeared today. I will get

some of the information the hon. member
has asked for, sir.

Mr. S. Smith: Well just by way of a brief

supplementary, would the Solicitor General,

when he is seeking this information, in view

of the editorial suggesting the need for legis-

lation in this regard, confirm that the ade-

quate legislation is already in The Coroners

Act and that, in fact, the investigating co-

roner in this instance should have used his

discretion and his power to order Inco not

to disturb the site and should have taken

up the invitation to visit it?
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Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I will include that in

the information, sir.

Mr. di Santo: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker,
to the Solicitor General: This is the second
case to my knowledge where an inquest-

Mr. Speaker: This is a supplementary
question?

Mr. di Santo: Yes. This is the second case

where an inquest has been initiated months
after the accident. The last case was—

Mr. Speaker: Order please. This is sup-
posed to be a question, not a discussion of

the matter.

Mr. di Santo: Yes, I'm coming to the

question.

Mr. Speaker: The question, please.

Mr. di Santo: I would like to ask the

Solicitor General whether he is going to

direct the coroner's office to initiate inquests
within a certain number of days or weeks
and if he is going to pass legislation to that

end?

Mr. S. Smith: That's really a supplement-
ary, isn't it?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, if that
is a supplementary, I'll say no, I have no
such intentions. I don't think it would serve
the purposes of justice. A certain amount of

time, as I explained the other day, is required
to hold a proper inquest, and suggesting that
it should be held in a matter of a few days
or a few weeks would not, I say, help
justice.

Mr. S. Smith: In this instance, there was a
second inquest anyway.

SPECIAL EDUCATION GRANT

Mr. S. Smith: A brief question of the
Minister of Education: Has a decision been
reached on the question of funding for the
Ontario Foundation for Visually Impaired
Children, their pre-school programme for
blind children? If he has made that decision,
will he share it with the House? I believe

they were asking for about $24,000, if I'm
not mistaken.

Hon. Mr. Wells: I'd have to check on that.
I can't recall whether we've made that
decision yet or not. I'll find out and let the
hon. member know.

METHOD OF
ACCEPTING APPLICATIONS

Mr. S. Smith: A question, Mr. Speaker,
of the Minister of Colleges and Universities:

I just wonder if he can share with the House
the results of his research and investigation,
and could in fact now tell us the list of

higher institutions for professional training
which accept their applicants on a first come,
first served basis as was suggested by the

Minister of Education the other day.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: No, I don't have that

information yet. I promised I'd get back and
I will.

Mr. S. Smith: Thank you very much. I

await that with a great interest, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Good: A lot of active ministers over

there.

PUBLIC HEALTH
NURSES' NEGOTIATIONS

Mr. S. Smith: A final question for the

Minister of Labour with regard to the public
health nurses situation and her answer to

my question of a few moments ago: Given
the fact that the Minister of Health (Mr. F.

S. Miller) has said the public health nurses

won't receive arbitration because they're not

essential workers, could I have the opinion
of the Minister of Labour about this? Are
we to assume, therefore, there's no possible
chance that these nurses will be able to obtain

some form of arbitration and that they will

be forced to adopt only the strike route? Is

that going to be the policy?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, the

answer to that question, I believe, is no.

Mr. S. Smith: Well by way of supple-

mentary, and in the hope that this will

be thoroughly discussed with the Minister

of Health, who gave a diflFerent answer,
can we assume, therefore, that in the eyes
of the Minister of Labour the public health

nurses do enjoy as high a status as, for

instance the LCBO workers who do have
arbitration as their recourse in the event of

contractual difficulties?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, the hon.

member is very well aware, I'm sure, that I

have said on several occasions in this House
that it has been our role and our intention

over these many months to persuade both

parties to return to the bargaining table to
arrive at an agreed upon solution for this

round of bargaining—
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Mr. Eakins: The minister should consult

with the Minister of Health on this problem.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —and then to sit down

together with us to try to find a better

solution to this problem. I think all possi-

bilities should be taken into consideration in

the search for that solution and that is why
I very clearly said that I would say no in

answer to the member's numerous questions,

because I believe there are other alternatives

and we should be looking for them. It is

diflBcult to do that in an atmosphere of

crisis.

Mr. Eakins: The nurses have suggested a

solution.

Hon. B. Stephenson: We would hope that

we would have this round of bargaining re-

solved before that discussion takes place.

Mr. Eakins: What about the nurses?

NORTH PICKERING PROJECT

Mr. Godfrey: A question of the Minister

of Housing, if I may, Mr. Speaker: In view
of the fact that the Minister of Housing, the

Premier (Mr. Davis), and the Attorney
General (Mr. McMurtry) have been served

with notice by one Roy Bambrough that he
will take certain actions if his home in

Pickering is invaded by the ministry's agents,
what will now be the minister's direction to

his agents and officials for the date of

November 24, 1976?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I was advised this morn-

ing that I had been served with some paper.
I have not in fact seen that paper. When I

do see it I'll determine what action my
agents will take.

Mr. Godfrey: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Supplementary.

Mr. Godfrey: I asked the question because
this paper was served on the three members
I spoke of, and it was served last Friday.
Would the minister permit me to redirect the

question to the Premier?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: On a point of order.

Mr. Speaker: Order please. Point of order.

POINT OF ORDER

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: On a point of order,
Mr. Speaker. That is not correct. I was not
served with the paper on Friday.

Mr. Godfrey: Your agent was.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: The member said I

was served. I was not.

Mr. Speaker: You've had one question.
The hon. minister did not suggest it be
redirected. It is probably the same question,
is it, to each of them?

Mr. Godfrey: It is the same question-

Mr. Speaker: Order please. It is a litde

different procedure than we've been used

to. I think we'll wait till the hon. Minister

of Housing reports to you.

SOLICITOR-CLIENT COMMUNICATIONS

Mr. Roy: A question to the Attorney Gen-
eral: In view of the fact that his colleague,

the Solicitor General (Mr. MacBeth), would
not allow me to see the authorization in

question in the Turner case, will the Attorney
General allow my viewing of that authoriza-

tion in view of the fact that it would ap-

pear that the position he is taking about the

confidentiality is not the position taken by
his law officers for the Crown, at least in

Ottawa.

I have here a copy of an authorization in

another case in Ottawa in which photocopies
were given to defence counsel and were put
in as exhibits in court.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: In my view , Mr.

Speaker, they should not be handed out.

The Criminal Code-

Mr. Reid: You haven't been right yet.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: —makes it quite

specific that these documents are to be

treated as confidential. As a matter of fact,

I am convening a meeting of the regional

Crown attorneys this week in order to clarify

this. In our view the Criminal Code makes

it perfectly clear that these are confidential

documents and if they have been handed out

by Crown counsel in parts of the province,

my position is simply that they should not

have done that.

Mr. Roy: Supplementary: In view of the

fact that the Attorney General takes the

position still that they are confidential, how
is it then that—

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: The Criminal Code
takes that position, it isn't—

Mr. Roy: No, it is the minister's interpre-

tation of the Code—
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Mr. Speaker: Order please. Is there a sup-
plementary?

Mr. Roy: The Attorney General has lost

before.

Mr. Speaker: Order please. Would the hon.

member place his supplementary question?
Thank you.

Mr. Sargent: Lost it again, it would be a

good idea.

Mr. Roy: Supplementary: Is it the min-
ister's position then that the Crown attorneys
in Ottawa are breaking the law? Is it his

position as well that Judge Flanagan in

Ottawa, who made this an exhibit and re-

ferred to the body of the authorization in a

judgement, which is on public record, is

breaking the law as well?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: No. A clear reading
of the Criminal Code makes it quite clear

that these documents are to be treated as

confidential. They are not to be handed
around for the very simple reason that there

are a number of names that are referred to

in these authorizations of people who are

suspected—

Mr. Roy: Let me see it.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Just let me finish,

would you please?—of people who are sus-

pected of criminal activity. Now the member
should appreciate—

Mr. Roy: Well what is their charge?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: —having some ex-

perience in this, that this would be a very
serious and gross interference with their

rights as individuals to have their names
bandied about as people suspected of crim-
inal activity when they have not been
charged with any criminal ofiFence, let alone
convicted of any criminal offence.

Now these authorizations are introduced
as exhibits in voir dire-

Mr. Roy: Which the public should go
into.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: —and I am not sur-

prised that a judge would make reference
to it. An exhibit entered as an exhibit during
a voir dire is not a public document, and
the member knows that.

Mr. Roy: The judgement is—

Mr. Speaker: Final supplementary;
member for Ottawa East.

the

Mr. Roy: Is it the minister's intention, as

Attorney General of this province, to intro-

duce legislation, as I thought he was quoted
in the paper as indicating, in prohibiting the

activity of the police in this case, that is,

intercepting a solicitor-client communication.
Does the minister intend to go by way of

policy or legislation?

Interjection.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Firsdy, as the mem-
ber knows, any such legislation would be

clearly outside the jurisdiction of this prov-
ince. Secondly, I said we were developing
very specific guidelines to protect the con-

fidentiality of solicitor-client relationships
wherever possible.

Mr. Roy: That hasn't stopped you before.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Mr. Roy: Are you going to let us know?

Mr. Sargent: You are protecting yourself.

DRUGS MAGAZINE

Mr. Swart: My question is of the Attorney
General also. Will he recall that I asked him
to determine whether he could take action

against the newsstand sale of the drug-
pushing book High Times; and after some
preliminary view he stated, and I quote from
Hansard: "I will try to report to the House
much more fully on Monday." That Monday
was two weeks ago today. Can he belatedly

report on this to the House now?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: The hon. member wais

to leave me with a copy of that particular

edition, which he left with me for a few
moments. Then he will recall that he took it

away with him because of an impending
press conference.

Mr. Peterson: Beat you to it, eh, Roy?
You are mad.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: The member chose
in his wisdom not to return the copy to me.

Notwithstanding that fact, I have requested

my senior law officers to give an opinion.
I am sorry, I am not yet in possession of that

opinion. I will advise the House as soon as

it has been received.

Mr. Swart: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker:
Inaismuch as I contacted the Attorney Gen-
eral's office immediately after the question
period and a member of his office staff by
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the name of Mr. J. Rawsome said they had

copies of it and were looking into it; in view
of the fact that he later said they were look-

ing at it very very closely under setion 422
—which is the incitation of another person to

commit a crime—and they expected to have a

report shortly, and that was conveyed to me
by telephone 10 days ago—

Mr. Speaker: Is there a question?

Mr. Swart: —can he tell me now if he has

had a report under that section of The Cri-

minal Code?

Mr. Breithaupt: He said no.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: If I may just repeat
what I said a moment ago, Mr. Speaker, I

have not received a rei>ort.

AUCTION OF GUNS

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, I have a ques-
tion of the Attorney General. In view of the

fact that the Premier (Mr. Davis) last August
made quite a point of saying that Ontario

wanted strict gun control and if the Ottawa

government didn't enact it Ontario would,
and in view of the great concern expressed

by a coroner's jury in Toronto last week
about the failure of what controls there were
to prevent a sniper from shooting people in

downtown Toronto, can the Attorney General

explain to us why the sheriff of the judicial

district of York sells by public auction one

Winchester, model 94, .32-oalibre lever-

action rifle; one Remington Sportsman, model

58, 12-gauge shotgun repeater; one Gooey,
model 840, 12-gauge, full-choke, single-

shot shot-gun; one Browning, .32-calibre,

semi-automatic pistol with clip and case; one

Luger Mark I, .22-oalibre semi-automatic

pistol-

Mr. Speaker: I think the list is long

enough. The hon. member must recognize—

Mr. Singer: —and one hunting knife.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Were you at the sale,

Vern?

Mr. Singer: Yes.

Mr. Peterson: Now, how do you feel about

the hunting knife?

Hon* Mr. McMurtry: I don't know the cir-

cumstances of that sale other than that I

would imagine that I would assume that it

had something to do with an execution that

had been realized, and a public auction with

respect, I think in that particular case-

Mr. Sweeney: Execution before or after?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Oh, come on, don't be
a hero, Sweeney. You are a loser from the

word go.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: —in rellation to a gun
collection. That's all the information I have

at the present time. I will attempt to obtain

additional information and inform the hon.

member and the House.

Mr. Singer: Supplementary: Would the

Attorney General undertake to make sure that

any law ofiicer over whom he has control,

such as the sheriflF of the judicial district of

York, should not embark on this kind of a

programme unless or until there are strict

controls to make sure that no tragedies might
take place in the future, such as the coroner's

jury complains about in its recent report?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I think that's a rea-

sonable suggestion, Mr. Speaker.

[3:00]

LACK OF COURT FACILITIES

Mr. Hodgson: Mr. Speaker, the question I

am going to ask is going to relieve all that

problem, if the Minister of Government Ser-

vices will give us a report. Could the minister

give us a progress report on the long-awaited
and much-needed courthouse and registry

office in the region of York at Newmarket?

Mr. Nixon: I am glad you asked that ques-
tion.

An hon. member: It's okay. It's a PC riding.

An hon. member: There is an election

coming.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Is there a

brief report?

An hon. member: Give us the courthouse,

Margaret.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Mr. Speaker, this pro-

ject is developing satisfactorily.

Mr. Breithaupt: From whose i)oint of view?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener. To the best of my
knowledge, it is on schediule—

Mr. Sargent: Whose riding is it in?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.



NOVEMBER 22, 1976 4881

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: —and although there

was a brief delay while we revised the design

to incorporate solar heating, I ithink we have

caught up the lost time. The job will be

ready to go to tender next June-

Mr. Nixon: Next June? That is a little late.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: —and I expect we
would be breaking ground early next summer.

Interjections.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Mr. Speaker, I would

add one thing. This job will create about 200

contracting jobs in the area.

An Hon. member: You can't even build

courthouses-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. There are far

too many interjections this afternoon. Order,

order.

MANPOWER TEMPORARY SERVICES

Mr. Breaugh: Mr. Speaker, I have a ques-

tion for the Minister of Labour: Is the minister

aware of the practices of an agency called

Manpower Temporary Services in Oshawa
that now has some 35 people working in a

plant called Supreme Aluminum in Pickering?

The agency in question pays those people

$2.90 an hour although the going rate in

the plant is between $4.10 and $5.10 an

hour. There are no benefits paid and there

is no overtime paid. Is this practice legal in

Ontario?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I am
not aware of that specific instance, but I

shall attempt to investigate it and report
to the House.

WATERLOO REGIONAL
HEADQUARTERS

Mr. Good: Mr. Speaker, a question of the

provincial Treasurer. This has to do with
a controversy over a regional headquarters

being purchased in Waterloo region. Since

the regional chairman has stated, according
to newspaper reports, that the only way the

province will purchase the former Waterloo

county courthouse from the region is if the

region acquires the K-Mart site now for

regional headquarters if this is correct, why
does the province resort to this type of

financial blackmail to push an unpopular
issue for the regional chairman?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I saw
that press report and I must say I was some-
what confused about it. I don't know just
what the chairman may or may not have had
in mind. I didn't pursue it because I just
didn't think it was all that important.
Whether he was misquoted or what, I am
not sure what he had in mind. The Minister
of Government Services (Mrs. Scrivener)

actually has been corresponding with the

region of Waterloo and the member may
want to direct a question there, but I am
not aware of what he might have meant
by that particular statement.

Mr. Good: Mr. Speaker, by way of

supplementary to the Minister of Govern-
ment Services-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We didn't

allow the transfer from one minister—I am
sorry, I believe the hon. Treasurer did
refer it.

Mr. Good: All right. I will redirect the

question then to the Minister of Government
Services.

Mr. Sargent: Somebody should know
something.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Mr. Speaker, I will

ask the member to clarify his question.

Mr. Good: The regional chairman is quot-
ed as saying in the paper that the only

way the province will buy the former
courthouse site is if the region now, at

this time, buys the K-Mart site for a regional

headquarters. My question is why, if this

is correct, does the province resort to that

type of financial blackmail to help the

regional chairman promote an unpopular
issue within the region?

Hon. Mrs* Scrivener: Mr. Speaker, despite
the member's intemperate language, I would
suggest that in actual point of fact my min-

istry and this government are attempting to

accommodate the regional government and
assist them in their efforts to acquire the

property.

Mr. Good: Supplementary then, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Order. May
I just suggest—

Mr. Good: Short supplementary. A yes
or no supplementary.

Mr. Speaker: Yes or no? All right.
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Mr. Good: Mr. Speaker, a short supple-

mentary: Am I correct in assuming from

the piinister's answer that the province is not

making an ultimatum as to time as to when
it will purchase the courthouse site? That it

must be now?

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: There has been no

ultimatum at any time. There has been only
the greatest degree of co-operation.

Mr. Breithaupt: It is like beauty in the eye
of the beholder.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The copiment
I started to make when somebody threw me
off a moment ago was that really there has

been too much editorial comment in sopie of

the questions this afternoon. That does not

form part of the proper question period.

The member for Cambridge with a final

supplementary.

Mr. Davidson: Is the jninister saying that

the chairman of the region is distorting the

facts?

Mr. Singer: Deliberately.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Of course not, Mr.

Speaker.

Interjections.

CAPITAL GRANTS PROGRAMME

Ms. Sandeman: A question of the Minister

of Agriculture and Food: In view of the fact

farmers' wives, even though they are legal

partners in the family farms, cannot qualify
under the provincial capital grants pro-

gramme, could the minister inform us what

steps he is taking to end this discrimination

against married women?

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, I have
no discrimination against married women, I

can assure you. The capital grants programme
was set up—

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We are wast-

ing valuable time here.

Hon. Mr, Rhodes: I know one quite well.

One of my best friends is a married woman.

Hon. W. Newman: The capital grants pro-

gramme was set up to help the individual

farmer on the farm. Often, in many cases, the

husband and wife work diligently together
to make the farming operation a worthwhile

operation, but there is only one grant per
farm unless it is an incorporated farm.

Ms. Sandeman: I am sorry. I don't under-

stand why, if the husband and wife work

diligendy together, they cannot be con-

sidered a partnership when the programme
considers a father and a son who have a

written agreement and are both active on

the farm to be eligible under the programme.
Why cannot a husband and wife, who have
a written agreement and are both active on
the farm, have ehgibility as a partnership
and both be eligible for the grant?

Hon. W. Newman: The legislation is one

thing, and another reason is this: I happen
to have a far^ and I am entitled only to one

set of capital grants; my wife hasn't asked

for the other set yet. I am not being dis-

criminatory against women; don't get me
wrong.

Mr. Breithaupt: He doesn't discriminate.

Mr. Eakins: That is not what she says.

Interjections.

Hon. W. Newman: The mepribers who have
been around here a long time know me
better than that.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. W. Newman: I said that when there

is an incorporation there is an allowance

for double capital grants but when one farm

means a husband and wife, they are only
entitled to one set of grants.

SEVERN PARK DEVELOPMENT

Mr. Riddell: Mr. Speaker, in the absence

of the Minister of Natural Resources (Mr.

Bernier) perhaps the Provincial Secretary for

Resources Development could answer this

question. What could possibly be the ra-

tionale of the Ministry of Natural Resources,
or the provincial secretary if he was involved,

when it was agreed to turn over a .25-acre

parcel of wooded land south of Grand Bend
known as Severn Park—which was owned by
the province and was a beautiful wooded
stand—to Grand Bend and Bosanquet town-

ship for development purposes, considering
that direcdy across the road there is also

land owned by the province which is scrub

land and could be used for development

purposes?
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Mr. Eakins: Tell him you don't know.

Hon. Mr. Irvine: Mr. Speaker, I was not

part of the discussions nor part of the policy
decision which apparently has been imple-
mented by the Minister of Natural Resources.

I would suggest the member direct that ques-
tion to the minister.

Mr. S. Smith: What do you do?

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Henderson: Are you opposed to

it? What do you stand on?

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. That question
is finished.

Mr. Nixon: Mysterious self-eflFacing min-

istry.

Mr. Riddell: Can I redirect the question to

the minister?

Mr. Speaker: No. We want to get on with
the next question, if you please.

Interjections.

ENGLISH FOR NEW CANADIANS

Mr. Grande: Mr. Speaker, my question is

to the Minister of Education. Is the min-
ister aware that in Heydon Park Secondary
School in Toronto there are 52 students who
need classes in English as a second language
on a full-time basis, and they're receiving
these classes for only 30 minutes a day?
At Heydon Park there is only one teacher
who teaches these classes. Is the minister

suggesting through this that the class size

for new-Canadian children should be 52
to one?

Hon. Mr. Wells: Of course, I'm not sug-

gesting that. As my friend knows, these are

matters that are really left up to the deter-

mination of local boards, which have a high
degree of autonomy in this particular area

and must decide on the priorities that they
wish to place on particular programmes such
as this. I place a much higher priority than
that on English as a second language, and

always would. I'll be happy to look into

the matter that he's raised, but I must point
out to him that really the responsibility for

that situation rests with the trustees of the
Toronto Board of Education.

Mr. Grande: The minister said he would
look into it. Would he contact the director

of education for the city of Toronto because
the teacher there-

Mr. Speaker: Place the question, thank

you.

Mr. Grande: Mr. Speaker, I'm directing a

question.

Mr. Speaker: I heard the question. You
don't need to explain why. This is supposed
to be supplementary.

Hon. Mr. Wells: As I've indicated, I'll be

happy to look into it, but really the respon-

sibility for this rests with the local board.

If we believe in local autonomy, some of

these things have to be settled where the

responsibility falls.

EMPLOYMENT TAX CREDIT

Mr. Sargent: A question to the provincial
Treasurer: Without editorializing at all, the

Treasurer has been doing a lot of jaw-

boning around the province about the high
cost of welfare-

Mr. Speaker: What do you call that? Is

there a question?

Mr. Sargent: —and doing very little about

it. In the makeup of his mini-budget I'm

wondering is he planning to give small em-

ployers tax credits for taking people off the

welfare rolls?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: What will be done
tomorrow will be announced tomorrow.

Mr. Sargent: Supplementary.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. That ques-
tion really was not proper because you're

asking about something that's going to hap-
pen tomorrow which will be disclosed, so

you're wasting the time of the House.

Mr. Sargent: I want to know today.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We've allowed
the member a question.

Mr. Sargent: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

privilege.

Mr. Speaker: What is your point of

privilege?

Mr. Sargent: The Minister of Energy (Mr.

Timbrell) said the credit rating of the prov-
ince of Ontario was—

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. That has noth-

ing to do with this question. It's not a point
of privilege either.
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Mr. Sargent: He told me—

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The Treas-

urer's plans will be disclosed tomorrow night.

Mr. Sargent: He gave me misinformation,
Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Sargent: He misled me; yes, he did.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I know the

hon. member said that in jest but it should
not be used.

Mr. Sargent: Do you want to hear me out
then?

Mr. Speaker: No. Order, please. I want
the member to sit down. We let the member
finish his question. I pointed out, however,
that the question was out of order because
it had to do with something that's going to

be disclosed tomorrow evening and, there-

fore, is not proper.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order. We don't need all

the heckling in and out. Does the hon. mem-
ber have a legitimate question? We will

allow it today.

Mr. Sargent: Yes, I do. Any questions we
ask are legitimate down here.

Mr. Speaker: Let's try it on for size then.

Mr. Sargent: Discussing tomorrow's budget
with the Treasurer, I want to tell him that
the Minister of Energy told me the triple-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. It's the question
period now.

ONTARIO'S CREDIT RATING

Mr. Sargent: The question is this, then:
Does the Treasurer know that the credit

rating of the province of Ontario as of

Friday was a double-A rating, as opposed
to what the Minister of Energy told me,
that it was a triple-A rating? He said they
were watching it very closely and were very
concerned about the continuing deficit.

An hon. member: That's Trudeau.

Mr. Sargent: That's my point of privilege.
Who knows what's going on down there?

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member has asked
the question. Is there a short answer?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: We have a double-
A rating with one agency and a triple-A

rating with another agency. Both of them
are well. Both of them are watched.

Mr. Moffatt: You have no rating with the

people.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The rating agencies
have complete confidence in the government
of this province and the people of this

province.

Mr. Speaker: The oral question period has

expired.

Petitions.

Presenting reports.

REPORT

Hon. Mr. Parrott presented the financial

report of the University of Toronto for the

year ended April 30, 1976.

Mr. Speaker: Motions.

[3:15]

MOTION

•Hon. Mr. Welch moved that the referral to
the resources development committee of Bill

139, An Act respecting Employees' Health
and Safety, be dSscharged and the bill be
referred to the standing social development
committee.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Speaker: Introduction of bills.

ELECTION FINANCES
REFORM AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Samis moved first reading of Bill 164,
An Act to amend the Election Finances Re-
form Act, 1975.

Motion agreed to.

An hon. member: The socialists are looking
for more money.

An hon. member: No, no. Liberals.

Mr. Samis: Mr. Speaker, this bill requires
that every candidate in a provincial election

file with the Commission on Election Contri-

butions and Expenses a list of his or her

personal assets as part of his or her applica-
tion for registration with the commission,

thereby making such disclosure a prerequisite
to the acceptance of campaign contributions.
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ELECTION PUBLIC OPINION
POLLS AND SURVEYS ACT

Mr. Samis moved first reading of Bill 165,

An Act respecting Election Public Opinion
Polls and Surveys.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Samis: Mr. Speaker, this bill prohibits
the publishing and broadbasting of public

opinion polls and surveys during an election

where the ix)lls or surveys relate to the out-

come of the election or the standing of any
leader, candidate or party in that election.

Mr. Breithaupt: That is called freedom of

the press.

CONDOMINIUM PROPERTY
MANAGEMENT FIRMS ACT

Mr. Leluk moved first reading of Bill 166,
An Act to register Condominium Property
Management Firms.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Leluk: Mr. Speaker, this bill provides
for the registration, bonding and inspection of

condominium property management firms.

Mr. Samis: I have a third bill, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Oh, I'm sorry. The member
for Cornwall.

Mr. Samis: This is the day, Mr. Speaker.

LIQUOR CONTROL AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Samis moved first reading of Bill 167,
An Act to amend The Liquor Control Act,
1975.

'Motion agreed to.

Mr. Samis: Mr. Speaker, the purpose of

this bill is to enable independent owTier-

operated grocery stores to sell beer and apple
cider.

Mr. Speaker: Orders of the day.

FAMILY LAW REFORM ACT
(continued)

Resumption of the adjourned debate on the
motion for second reading of Bill 140, An
Act to reform the Law respecting Property
Rights and Support Obligations between
Married Persons and in other Family Relation-

ships.

Mr. Warner: Before I begin, Mr. Speaker,
while the Attorney General (Mr. McMurtry)
is getting things organized, I would like to

pass along some congratulations to him with

respect to this particular document. It is a

great improvement over his efforts on violence

in hockey, and I know that his concern for

this legislation will see an implementation
that we've been waiting for for some time. I

know he is anxious to see a good set of laws

introduced, no matter how many amend-
ments it takes.

Mr. Philip: Don't resign.

Mr. Warner: I have a few questions for the

Attorney General with respect to the prin-

ciples outlined in this bill. I'd also like some
of his suggestions as to what must be done

by other ministries in order to make the in-

tent of this legislation become real.

Section 13 deals with persons who are aged
16 and under and those who are, I take it,

aged 18 and over. I wonder if the Attorney
General can envisage difficulties for persons
who are 17 years of age. I think particularly
of those persons who are very likely to be
in high school at age 17, who could have
suffered some family breakdown that affects

them either directly or indirectly. In other

words, a person who is aged 17 may have
had to leave the house on his own or her

own, or the family itself may have been spMt,

and yet that person would like to remain in

school. Is there no parental obligation towards

that individual?

I'm sure the Attorney General is well

aware of the situation. I had one instance in

our community where a person aged 17 was
involved in a family breakup, and, of course,

the Children's Aid had no jurisdiction over

that person. The individual wished to remain

in school, and had it not been through the

efforts of a local community organization to

find a home for that person to stay in—and

it turned out to be my place—that individual

would have had no other route to follow

except to leave school and seek employment
on his own.

As it turns out, that person today was

able to have completed his education, is

fully employed with a skilled trade, is mar-

ried and enjoying a reasonably decent Iffe.

But that didn't come about, I submit, through
any protection of the law. It's that part that

disturbs me. There should be some protec-

tion of the law in that regard, and the

Attorney General knows more about the area

than I do, and I would welcome his com-
ments.
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Regarding the notes appended to the ac-

tual legislation, I commend the Attorney
General for doing this; I really wish more
ministers would take the same kind of ap-

proach. I am not a lawyer and it really

makes it much easier when I can read the

material in front of me. In the notes there

is a phrase used which says the person had
a "settled intention—"

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: What page?

Mr. Warner: I am sorry, page 17 of the

preamble. The phrase "settied intention" is

used with respect to a guardianship, or I

should say a stepchild. I am wondering if

that phrase has any relationship to guardian-

ship. Would that include, for example, the

case where an individual had put in his or

her will that immediate children of the

family were to come under the guardianship
of some other person upon the decease of

either of the parents? I would like an ex-

planation, if it is possible, of settled in-

tention.

On page 20 of the preamble it talks about

attachment of earnings, referring generally
to section 16 of the bill where it talks about

support payments in general. I am wondering
if the Attorney General has some suggestion
as to what to do about those persons who
originally had the obligation attached here

in Ontario and then leave the province for

either some other province in Canada or

some other jurisdiction outside of Canada.
As the Attorney General appreciates, it's a

very real problem.

On Thursday, the very day last week when
we began the debate of this legislation, I

had a young woman phone my office. The
woman has one child, 10 months of age.

The family broke up and the husband left.

The court decided the husband should have

support payment obligations
* to the mother.

That's all well and good, but the father

then took upon himself to harass the mother
and child, both verbally and physically. The
woman felt that if she were to lay a charge
to have the husband dragged into court to

maintain his obligations, she would en-

counter some more physical abuse. That's a

very real problem for her obviously.

Because of the fact that she hadn't laid

the charge, she was not eligible for mother's

allowance; so she has no visible means of

support at that point. Her friends and rela-

tives were reluctant to take her in because
of the violent nature of her husband. Finally,
she ended up staying at her mother's place.
In conversation with her, she eventually re-

solved that she would go and lay the charges

at the police station and have the husband

taken back into court and try to wrench the

support payment from him.

I am wondering if the Attorney General

would have a comment as to whether or not

some of this could be solved by working

through The Income Tax Act or through

having automatic deductions through payroll

or some accounting through the T4 slips of

the Department of Revenue, and if that

would answer some of the problems of those

people who leave the province, go to other

provinces and then decide not to keep up
their payments.

At the bottom of page 20, and again I

believe it refers to section 16—

Mr. Deputy Speaker: If you are going to

refer to the bill section by section, this might
more appropriately be brought up under

clause by clause in committee stage. This is

second reading, where you deal with the

overall principle of the bill.

Mr. Warner: Mr. Speaker, I am dealing

with several principles of the bill, this one

in particular that a person who defies a

court order should be sent to jail. It's part

of the principle of the bill. I am questioning

the use of such a procedure. Rather than

supply a support base for the person, does

it not really take away from the possible

income that the family that is left really

needs? Would it not make more sense to

garnishee wages or to seize property or have

some other alternative, because the person

who has been ofiFended is the one who re-

quires the help. By putting someone in jail,

you are taking away the help that the one

who has been ofiFended really needs.

[3:30]

In parts of the bill it talks about having
access to records for the purposes of tracing.

I am wondering if the Attorney General couM
comment on how he intends to monitor that

so that there are no abuses of one's privacy,

of the rights of the individual? If we are

going to have access to records then there

must be some safeguard, it seems to me, and

I say that in the light of the comments I

just made a few moments ago about looking

at the possibility of using the income tax sys-

tem or the T4s. Again, there is some privacy

that the minister is responsible to uphold
and respect and I would appreciate the At-

torney General's comments on it.

In another portion of the bill where it

talked about loss of consortium, there's a

line which struck me as being rather curious
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—certainly for the Attorney General's interest

if not the Speaker's—on page 38: "Outright
abolition of the action might be going too

far." I am wondering, although it is not ex-

plained in the document that was left with

me, if the Attorney General might explain
what's behind a statement like that?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I am sorry. What
page is that again?

Mr. Warner: Page 38, right in the middle
of the page. It says, "Outright abolition of

the action might be going too far." It is in

reference to consortium. I am wondering
why he feels that's going too far? Again I

am looking at it not so much from the stand-

point of the lawyer, obviously, because I am
not a lawyer, but from a common sense

standpoint, that where the person has suf-

fered damages, the Attorney General is pro-

posing that there be "a new action for dam-
ages caused by wrongful conduct which re-

sults in injury to a spouse." Does it not

make sense to have a suit brought by the

person who has suffered the damages? Would
that not be a more direct way to deal with
it?

In other words, the person who has suf-

fered the damages should be the one then

who initiates a suit to recoup whatever he
or she figures should be coming to him or

her. In the case of a minor, obviously, it has

to be done by a guardian or someone ap-

pointed by the court or whatever, but at least

for someone who is 18 years of age or over

perhaps that person is the one to launch the

suit.

In adopting the principles of this family
law reform, to put it in the sort of common
terminology that has been used, we may in

fact end up, through amendments, coming up
with an extremely good piece of legisMion
that in the courts is going to protect the

rights of many people, particularly women,
who have not had their fair share of things
in our society over the years. We may very
well do that, and that's fine. What concerns
me is that it may just stop there. I would
very much welcome some comments from
the Attorney General as to how he views this

legislation being used to promote some other

activity within our society in Ontario which
is needed to help women, particularly wo-
men, become independent individual's.

To be specific, in my experience so far

one of the people who has the most diffi-

cult time is a woman who has a family and
is on her own. She has been out of the work
force for perhaps 10 or 15 years. She has

suddenly had to re-enter the work force,

through family breakdown or through her

husband dying, and she decidtes that one way
she can re-enter the work force is by at-

tending a post-secondary institution, college
or university, to upgrade her own skills so
that she can go back and get a good job.

When she decides to do that and she
makes that decision, she then comes under
several handicaps. Firstly, because she is

working and taking courses part-time she will

not be eligible for any student aid. Secondly,
because she is now going out nights to

attend courses, and work, she has to bear
the cost of child care, both during the day-
time, when she is working, and on whatever

evenings she attends her courses.

Because she is a woman she is going to be
faced with lower wages than men. That is

just what is happening, has happened, and
continues to happen. So her expenses become

considerable, and yet her wages often won't

be very much. I realize the piinister is trying
to make sure that this woman, after a family

breakdown, is going to be guaranteed a
certain amount of money—though again I

would certainly echo what my colleagues
have said about taking the total assets, add-

ing them all up and dividing by two. I

subscribe to that notion. But beyond that, she

encounters barriers that I would not en-

counter and the piinister would not en-

counter. I am wondering what kind of

thrust the government can take, in ministries

other than his own, to support what he is

trying to do in family law reform? I think

it is extremely important. It boils down to

attitudes in a lot of cases, agreed. But

surely the government has an obligation and

responsibility in terjns of attitude as well.

If our attitudes have been in the past that

a woman who is at home raising children

while the husband has been busy develop-
ing a business—whether that is a medical

practice, or a law practice, or the corner

store—is not entitled to some benefits from
that activity, and if the minister is going to

change that in law then surely he has to

do something to change the attitudes as well.

Those attitudes are still prevalent and as

much as he and I know that one doesn't

legislate wisdom, one doesn't also legislate
attitudes.

Maybe in some sense it is not fair to place
the whole onus of a response upon the

Attorney General, Mr. Speaker. Perhaps it

really requires a response from the Minister

of Labour (B. Stephenson) and the Minister

of Colleges and Universities ^Mr. Parrott),

and the Minister of Housing (Mr. Rhodes),
and so on. But I would be very interested
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to hear his response on behalf of the govern-
ment that he is a member of.

What kinds of things can the government
do to help foster a better attitude towards

women in our society? I have run into it—

and I am sure the Attorney General has,

too—the attitude within my own riding of

people who will say, "The woman's job is

at home raising the ipamily. She didn't help
build this little business that I am working
on. Therefore, if we split up as a couple she

is not entitled to very much." In fact, I had
one person who is going through this kind

of circumstance come in to jny oflBce and
tell me that he really didn't think his wife

should have any part of the house because,

after all, he had listed the house in his name.

Those are deep-seated attitudes, and we
are not going to change them through legis-

lation, I am sure the minister is well

aware of that. So I would like to know how
the government proceeds from here in enact-

ing the legislation by changing attitudes so

that we have things on an equal footing.

I know that at some point the minister

will, I assume, come back with the response
about the totalling of assets to be considered

as a total package. I take it the Attorney
General is not an unreasonable person; that

he has listened to the arguments put forward.

I say that because I know that he has a firm

grasp of his ministry, and a full knowledge
of what is going on.

I ask hipi to consider for a moment the

person who has, in fact—and this is a real

case, not a figment of my imagination but

a real case—a woman who was part of a

marriage for 25 years, whose husband was

working all of that time and who had built

his business, a small business. The woman
had remained at home for the 25 years,

raising the children. Obviously, if you're
involved in business or if you're a lawyer or

in some other profession, your hours are exten-

sive. The person was working more than 40
hours a week and that, of course, put a

greater strain upon the wife to raise those

children and to take care of the family needs.

In many cases, the wife ends up doing all

of the bills for the house, answering mail,

answering phone calls and everything else

because the husband isn't there. That is sort

of a personal comment as well, I take it, for

most .males who are elected members of this

assembly and who leave their wives-

Mr. Bain: What about the women?

Mr. Warner: Sure, it works both ways.

Upon dissolution of that marriage there comes

the question of what the woman has con-

tributed. What I submit is that she has con-

tributed time and effort which freed the pian
to piu:sue his career and, in many cases, has

curtailed her own career.

I certainly don't mind saying, in a very

personal way, that it's a circumstance I went

through and I'm sure many members of this

House have gone through. My wife cannot

pursue her own career because of the job

I have to try to perforpi as a member of the

Legislature. If, at some point, we were to

break up then her career would have cut off

several years before, she isn't likely to be

able to follow her career or to pick it up
after 10 years' or 15 years' absence. That's

a real loss to her and how on earth do we
measure that in dollars and cents? We can't.

The only way to measure it is by what's

left and that's what we've been talking

about. We can't measure what she lost in

terms of a cut-off career or a job she was

cut off from so the only way we can measure

it is by what's left. That's why I say we take

what's left, total it up and divide it in

half.

I couldn't be as active a member of this

Legislature as I am if it were not for the

fact that my wife maintains the family unit

at home. She answers the phone calls when
I'm not there; she takes care of the children

and she makes sure they're off to school

and so on—all of the things I could be in-

volved with if I had a job which took 40

hours a week. Is it not fair to her that she

should have at least half of whatever assets

are there?

Unless I've misread the bill—the member
for Etobicoke (Mr. Philip) knows that isn't

likely-I take it that there is still, in some

circumstances, an obligation toward proving
circumstances for breakdown. If my reading
of it is correct, I would appreciate a

response from the Attorney General. Is it

not possible, within this bill, to talk rather

in terms of no-fault, or not having to prove
circumstances?

What we're dealing with is two people
who have decided for whatever reasons—

they're their reasons, not ours—not to con-

tinue as a married couple. Can we not simply
deal with the assets which are there? Why
do we have to go into the reasons for the

breakup? The attachment of fault to one

side or the other doesn't seem to be produc-
tive. Aside from the fact that we're invading

privacy of individuals, is there any produc-

tivity to such an activity? I don't see that

it produces anything worthwhile.
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If we want to be involved in the legisla-

tion of morals, fine; maybe there's some ad-

vantage to discovering why couples have

broken their marriage. But I don't think we
legislate morals, either. We set them by
example and I'm sure that the government,
in its own way, sets examples for people to

follow. We have often argued those haven't

been very good examples but nonetheless it

does set examples.

[3:45]

I, like many other members of this House,
welcome the introduction of family law
reform. It's too easy in some sense just to

sit back and say it's long overdue. We all

know that. The Attorney General (Mr.

McMurtry) knows that and he wasn't in

the House before. It has come through a

great agony to produce a document such as

that. I would be less than forthright, how-

ever, if I didn't say that I believe this legis-

lation is in need of many amendments,
some pretty basic. I think I would say that

the totalling of assets is a very basic part
of this legislation and, quite frankly, unless

there are some changes in that regard, I

don't think (I could support this bill on
third reading. I really look forward to our

debate in clause by clause and I feel con-

fident that the Attorney General likely will

come forward with many amendments before

we even begin.

In closing, I would stress that to bring in

a law is one thing but to work at the sub-

stance of the law with respect to the very
basis of our society is entirely another

matter, and it will require more than the

institution of this law to bring about some
of the change in attitudes and the change
in fair play that's needed. The Attorney
General is probably aware that I have had
occasion to visit several colleges and uni-

versities in the province and have met with

working women, and it's the same story

wherever you go. There is hardly a female

administrator in the system. There are a

few. The women are paid less money than

men and they do not have decision-making

powers. They are left, in many cases, with-

out a voice. So the women in this province
will be very happy to know that the Attorney
General is making changes in the law, but
I think they would be even happier to know
that he was taking a positive step, a leader-

ship role, in trying to get attitudes changed
and in trying to get a more equitable base for

them to operate upon as persons in our

society.

I look forward to working with the rest

of the House in helping to take a good bill

down the road to become an even better

bill and helping to create the kinds of attitude

changes that are needed in this province of
Ontario.

Mr. Givens: Mr. Speaker, I don't think
there has been a bill in my recollection, and
I don't imagine there will be a bill for many
years to come, for which any minister will
receive the accolades and the congratulations
and the paeans of praise that the present
Attorney General is receiving with respect
to the introduction of this bill dealing with
family law reform.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: There have been a
few brickbats.

Mr. Singer: Not as loud as your brother's.

Mr. Givens: With respect to his brother,
the Attorney General can merely say, "Et tu.
Brute." But for the most part, from the
sources that the Attorney General usually re-

ceives brickbats—not from the close sources-
he has been receiving nothing but congratula-
tions and praise. I, like all the others, rise to
add word's of congratulations and praise to

the Attorney General's bringing-in sweeping
reforms which are so long overdue, because
in one fell swoop he sweeps away the cant,
the hypocrisy and the injustice literally of
centuries by bringing in this law reform that

the Attorney General has introduced. I hope
these sweeping changes bring about the

necessary alleviation of problems and of in-

justices which is so long overdue and that

they actually bring about the changes which
are hoped for by the introduction of this bill.

It's certainly going to increase the work of

lawyers an awful lot. I would imagine there

will be lawyers who will develop a specialty
on ithis particular subject. With the way this

bill is fashioned, I think every couple, both
those who are legally married and those who
are living in common law, are going to need
a marriage contract, just as they need a will.

I think it will become mandatory for every-

body to have a marriage contract and there

will be a whole development of jurisprudence
with respect to marriage contracts. Lawyers
will be developing an expertise in this particu-
lar field and this will be a specialty by itself.

I can just see the law stationers downtown,
pulling out their hair because all their forms
are going to have to be changed, the affidavits

of marital status, the deeds with dower and
the mortgages. I remember as a student and'

as a lawyer how one used to have to run
around and explain to a client why his wife
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had to sign the deed and why she had to

sign the mortgage. Now, after all that, she no
longer is going to have to sign to debar her

dower, that stupid old anachronism that

existed for centmies and really meant nothing
when one got down to the final analysis be-

cause it afforded her no protection at all.

That will all go by the board.

Yet there are some misgivings and some
uneasiness that I have with respect to this

bill. I'll tell the Attorney General that I have
had more inquiries after the introduction of

this bill with respect to this bill than I have
had since I have been here with regard to

any other 10 bills put together. Inquiries
have been coming in by telephone and by
letter. They ask: "What does it mean? What
does it mean to my particular situation?"

There are hypothetical situations raised by
people who are looking down the road. I was
talking to a woman today who asked: "What
if I break up with my husband?" I said to

her: "What d'anger is there of your breaking

up with your husband?" When I investigated
the matter, the idea of her breaking up with
her husband was so remote that it was just

absolutely absurd. But there she was, pic-

turing a hypothetical case where she might
break up and what her situation would be.

There is great interest with respect to this.

I say I have certain misgivings which I can

articulate to a certain extent, but I'll be
darned if I know how to express them in such
a way where I can indicate what amendments
I would propose in the committee stage to

shore up some of the uneasiness and mis-

givings that I have with respect to certain

sections of this bill. I'll just go ahead and
tell some of the things that bother me be-

cause other members of the Legislature have

already indicated what's bothering them.

I hope that the Attorney General (Mr. Mc-

Murtry) isn't persuaded to change the family
assets definition of section 3 .with respect to

family profyerty. Theoretically, it's all right to

say, "Let's gross up all the assets and have
an equal division of all the assets between
husband and wife in the case of a break-up
of a marriage." I think that would be a very

wrong thing to do for the following reasons.

Theoretically, there is the principle to say
while they both contributed, lived together,
worked together and both contributed in this

way, if ithey break up they should split the

assets even-Stephen, no matter what it is.

On the other hand, I think it would be im-

possible to conduct business on that basis, if

we put business relationships in a strait-

jacket. It would be almost impossible to con-

duct day-to-day business relationships. In the

case where a man is involved in business and
where his wife is in active business with him,
it might be different. But where he would
have to run his own business and run from

day to day to get the concurrence of his wife

with respect to the transfer of a piece of

property or with respect to an agreement that

he has to make or with respect to any kind

of transaction, it would just be impossible to

conduct that kind of a business relationship.

I think the very thing one wants to accomp-
lish—the smooth operation of the marriage,
the beneficial operation of the marriage with

resi)ect to the earning of the living and the

accumulation of assets—I think would be

hampered by this business of grossing up all

the assets and insisting that all the assets go
into this pot. I think that that would be

wrong and I hope that the minister won't do

that, it would inhibit and restrain business

activity in the long run. The principle of

permitting the leeway and permitting the

opportunity and the elbow room for business

activity to continue is more important than

the principle of grossing up the assets all the

way down the line 100 per cent and splitting

them down the middle in case of this poten-
tial breakup of marriage, because I think

that the protection that has been afforded

under this section is adtequate as it is and the

minister should leave it at that.

Another thing I want to talk about is that

the Attorney General has shown great courage
in the common-law situation where a com-
mon-law relationship exists and a dependency
is forced on a spouse, where that dei>endant

may be exploited, or where the dependant
is forced into a position where for m^iy
years that dependant spouse cannot return

to the making of a livelihood. Consequently
if there is a marriage breakup that dependant

sx>ouse may have to resort to having to go on
welfare. There the minister insists in a situa-

tion where that dependent person, for ex-

ample, has been crippled or damaged or hiurt—

if they were struck by a car—'he has insisted

that that person has to be looked after, that

there is a duty and an obligation on the part

of the person who has made that person

dependent to look after them.

In this case, the Attorney General had two

groups of antagonists to contend with. There

is the group that has said: "I don't want to be

hassled by the law. I want to be able to

enter into any kind of relationship that I

please and do whatever I please and I don't

want you to come in with your legalities and

tell me how I should live and how I should

not live, what I should do and what I

shouldn't do."
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I think the minister was right in facing up
to that situation and saying: "No, you can-

not do this to a person. You cannot take

people and exploit them and then throw
them on the scrap heap of humanity and not
bear any kind of responsibihty for those par-
ticular people. You must invoke the law for

the purpose of taking care of them, of being
responsible for them." And you were right.

Then there is the other school of thought
that says: "No, this is an illicit relationship.
This is an illegal relationship. The hell with
them. Let them stew in their own juice. We
owe them no responsibility. We shouldn't
look after them." I say to people like that,

whose nose are we cutting off to spite whose
face? If the dependent person is going to

wind up on the welfare rolls and society has
to pay in the final analysis, whom are tak-

ing care of, who is the ultimate person who
has to pay the shot? We have to pay the

shot, particularly where children are involv-

ed. So I think that the minister was right in

doing this.

However, he seems to have stopped short

of the precipice and has drawn back. Be-
cause in the definition section of part 1 hav-

ing to do with the family assets and with
the matrimonial home he defines spouse one

way and in the section having to do with
the claiming of support he defines spouse
another way. In other words, in the com-
mon-law relationship, the Attorney General
is saying to the common-law spouse who
was wronged, "You can cHaim support but

you cannot claim your share in the matri-
monial home or in the family assets." I

don't understand the logic of that or the
fairness of that and I am asking, why is the
minister discriminating against the common-
law spouse? What is the purpose of that?

I am asking particularly why is he dis-

criminating particularly where there is a

child or children involved? We make a big
to-do about legitimizing illegitimate children

today. Finally, after centuries, we are legit-

imizing illegitimate children. We say we are

putting them on the same status as legitim-
ate children. So we say to the illegitimate
child of the common-law relationship in this

particular Act, "Okay kid, you are legitimate.
We've done this by an Act of law. But you
are not really legitimate in this sense be-
cause if your old man leaves you, your
mother can claim for support but she can-
not claim for her part in the matrimonial
home or for her share of the family assets."

So we are really being unfair, we are being
cruel and we are being hypocricital about
this.

Now, I don't understand why this is being
done and perhaps the minister can explain
it to me. Maybe there is an overriding rea-

son of principle for h^ doing this. I don't

understand why.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Take for Starters the

wife of the common-law spouse who gets the

share of the home.

[4:00]

Mr. Givens: I beg your pardon?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Where there is a

wife and a common-law spouse.

Mr. Good: Where there are both, who
should have the share in the home? He
should provide for both. He should provide
for both. All right?

Mr. Singer: Divide it into four halves.

Mr. Roy: You know there might be two or

three different—

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: A very common
situation.

Mr. Givens: AH right. I don't know how
common that situation is, but it's a very im-

portant thing to take into consideration. It's

no reason why the dependent spouse who
finds herself—generally I say her because it

will be a female—who finds herself in that

position should be jeopardized and should
be discriminated against for that reason. It's

unfair to that particular person.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Would you divide it

into three?

Mr. Givens: I don't know.

Mr. Singer: Three halves.

An Hon. member: Instead of four halves.

Mr. Givens: But there is certainly an in-

comprehensible thing there which I find dif-

ficult to understand and even though there

is a difficulty in solving it, I think it has to

be solved. All right, now let's pass on to

something else.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Please do.

Mr. Givens: There are instances where

property—where a house may be put in a

wife's name in order to protect the property
from a judgement. I don't think this is

amoral or that it is dishonest. I think a man
has a right to protect his property from the

danger of a judgement being taken out

against him. He may be a young doctor who
is afraid of a malpractice suit, or a young
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lawyer who is afraid of being sued for an
error or omission, or a man who drives a

car a lot is afraid of being socked for a big

judgement because of an accident so he wants
to protect his home.

Now what I am concerned about is this:

In the case of family assets, if there is a

breakup of marriage and it is possible that

the house may be divvied up—there may be
a sale of the house for the purpose of dis-

tribution—does that mean that the judgement
could attach against a part of the house? If

that is so, then should there be protection

against that sort of thing? In other words,
can the judgement proof aspect of having
an asset in the wife's name be removed by
virtue of the fact that there is this common
sharing of the family assets? I am wondering
just whether there could be any kind of

protection that is afforded to the individual

to be able to see to it that that kind of pro-
tection is continued and not jeopardized in

this way?

Another situation I have been receiving

questions about is with respect to older

people, like the widower who is in his 70s,
a man of about 75 who finds himself widow-
ed, who may marry a woman 20 years his

junior for companionship and having regard
for the life expectation of the older person,
the marriage may last a very short period
of time. He has worked many, many years—
a lifetime to put together his life assets and
even his matrimonial home. This may even
be the case of a widow who has worked all

her life to accumulate family assets or a

matrimonial home.

The question they ask: "Is it fair that I

should be put in the position where I have
to share my family assets or my matrimonial
home with a spouse whom I may be married
to for only a short period of time?" I sup-
pose that in that particular case, a marriage
contract can be made and that arrangements
can be made in the marriage contract where-

by these things are avoided.

The whole matter of marriage contracts

under this bill bothers me because prac-
tically every other section in the bill has
to do with things which are done and which
give the courts the right to override various

provisions of the bill. There is so much un-

certainty created. I started listing some of

the sections which give judges the right to

make exceptions with respect to marriage
contracts and I began to put down just about
every section in the bill.

What concerns me is that it is going to

be an almost impossible problem, an im-

possible task, for any lawyer to advise any
client with any degree of certainty as to

what his client's rights are under a marriage
contract because of the provisions of this

bill. I can see that where there is undue
influence or duress or fraud a marriage con-

tract should be set aside. Where a marriage
contract is properly drawn and properly wit-

nessed and it deals with specific guidelines
which are set out in the bill—or in the Act
when it is finally passed—the guidelines which

permit courts to interfere with marriage con-

tracts should be limited to almost negligible

proportions. Otherwise, what is the purpose
of telling people and educating people that

they should get marriage contracts drawn
if there is going to be so much uncertainty?

I think it is going to be almost impossible
to advise anybody as to what to do with

regard to property, assets or anything un-
der the bill because of the features built into

this bill with regard to judges having the

right to override it. These are some of the

things which have been bothering me about
it.

Unfortunately I am not able to suggest at

this particular time any specific amendments.
For instance, in the case of the common-
law relationship I talked about, I cannot

suggest what specific amendment I would
like to make with respect to that matter

which would hold any water and which
could be put in here and not do greater

injustice than the one I am trying to clear

up.

These are some of the misgivings I have

about some of the uncertainties which I

believe exist in the present bill. Other than

that I think, as I said at the outset, the

bill clears up a lot of injustices which have
henetofore existed. Generally speaking, I

will support the bill and I am sure my
colleagues will as well.

Ms. Bryden: Mr. Speaker, one writer has

said that laws and institutions, like clocks,

must be occasionally cleaned and wound up
and set to true time. This seems to be what
we are doing in part by this bill.

However, I am not sure if the bill is

achieving entirely what the intentions are

and that is why we are looking very closely

at it. For one thing it seems to have a

rather negative approach to marriage and
the relationship between spouses. It con-

centrates on the economic view of the mar-

riage relationship rather than considering
the social and the lifestyle aspects of mar-

riage.
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It comes into effect mainly when the matri-

monial ship is on the reefs and this I find

rather depressing. In the minister's booklet,
which he has issued to encourage public
discussion of the bill, on page 30 this state-

ment is made, "Spouses should be encouraged
to consider the possibility of their marriage
breaking down."

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that this legis-

lation should be directed more towards

making the marriage relationship more stable

and developing an institution in our society,
rather than contemplating only the economic
division of the spoils.

Another aspect of the legislation that

bothers us considerably is the stress on the

judicial discretion, which means an adversary

approach to marriage and to marriage break-

up. I know the minister is saying that he is

going to bring in unified family courts, which
is a new concept and which will try and get

away from the adversary relationship, but
it looks like they're a long way down the

pike. He hasn't yet signed the agreement
with the federal government to sort out the

jurisdictional problems to bring them into

effect. I don't see any money in the new
supplementary estimates to provide for uni-

fied family courts. Even the pilot project,

which he is suggesting will go into Hamilton
for the next three years—there is no money
in the supplementary estimates for that.

Are we going to have to wait until the

three-year, pilot-project experiment is over

before we try the unified family court in

other areas, once we do get agreement with

the federal government to get them started?

Because if we don't, we're going to be
saddled with a great deal of litigation under
this bill and it will all be on the adversary
basis. That can be very detrimental to the

bringing together of spouses who are having
difficulties or to any possibility of recon-

ciliation.

It also will be a bonanza for the lawyers,

they always seem to manage to get a welfare

state set up for them. I'd like to ask the

minister ff Legal Aid will be available to

spouses who find that they have to go the

court route in order to get their fair shares?

If so, will it become a lien on the property
which is to be divided? Because, it seems to

me, in the case of people of fairly modest

means, practically all of the family assets

could be taken in legal costs when there is

any area that has to be litigated to decide

what is a fair share.

I know the minister had to choose be-
tween the various extremes in dividing prop-

erty. There could be the complete community
of property, which has been tried in a num-
ber of jurisdictions and has been found to

create almost as many problems as it has

solved, and which, generally, was set aside

by a series of marriage contracts in most
cases. The other extreme is complete judicial

discretion, and I think we got the Murdoch
case out of that, which certainly did not look

after the interests of the dependent spouse.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: The judges were

really hampered by the common law there—
I'm sorry, I should not interrupt you.

Ms. Bryden: Tliank you. I understand there

were a lot of complications in the interpre-
tation that led to the Murdoch case. But I

have my doubts about judicial discretion after

reading in last week's paper about judges
who apparently hold mediaeval concepts
about the reliability of women's evidence at

certain ages and certain periods of their life.

I think in steering a course between the ex-

treme of complete community of property
and the extreme of complete judicial discre-

tion, we hope the bill will succeed in avoid-

ing the disadvantage of both those extremes.

We have actually a blend of deferred com-

munity of property and of judicial discretion

in this bill. We have our doubts as to how
much of a problem the judicial discretion

will be particularly to people who are not

used to litigation and who may find that it is

very costly.

[4:15]

Outside of those concerns about the thrust

of the bill being somewhat negative and the

retention of the adversary approach in many
instances, we feel we can regard this bill

perhaps as a first step toward sweeping away
some of the cobwebs which have hung
around family law for many years. I think

we can credit the impetus for this bill not

so much to the government having seen the

light after 33 years and deciding that it was
time to reform this area of law but to several

things such as the rise of the women's libera-

tion movement which drew attention to the

many disabilities which women suffer in our

society which prevent them playing their full

role and the many barriers to their attaining
a position of equality either within or without
the marriage situation.

The reports of the Law Reform Commis-
sions, both at the federal level and the pro-
vincial level, are part of the background
which led to this kind of legislation and I

think the work of the Ontario Status of

Women Council should be given credit for
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seeing that this kind of legislation is now
forthcoming. The council held a very im-

portant conference on this subject shortly

after the Ontario Law Reform Commission
issued its report and I think that conference

probably had a great deal to do with raising

the minister's consciousness of the problems
facing spouses before the law.

As a final credit, I would give minority

government high marks. I think the various

reports of the Law Reform Commissions and
of the conferences on the subject would have

gone to that great Valhalla of reports which
this government has generally made great
use of—namely, the pigeonhole. We would
not have seen action if there had not been
a minority government which was making a

real issue of the position of women and the

disabilities they suffer.

We regard this as a first step to removing
some of those disabilities and sweeping away
some of the archaisms in the law but it ;s

certainly not the complete answer to estab-

lishing the equality of women in the mar-

riage state. They will still sufi^er from de-

pendency because there are not enough steps

being taken to enable them to have complete
access to education, to job retraining and to

various occupations. Their contributions to

managing the home, child rearing and so on
are not adequately recognized in this legis-

lation.

My colleagues have mentioned a number
of other deficiencies in the law and I won't

go over those. I'm sure some of them will

be the subject of amendments in committee.

We're hoping that we can improve on this

law. I'll just refer to them in passing.

One is the question of conduct being con-

sidered by the judges in assessing the shares.

One is the question of enforcement of main-
tenance orders and whether the legislation

in here for improving the enforcement of

maintenance orders is adequate. One is the

question of whether the definition of family
assets is broad enough or whether there

shouldn't be some consideration of the busi-

ness assets. As my colleagues have said, the

fact that a wife stays home, manages the

home and manages all the child-rearing and
all the other affairs of the family enables

her spouse to carry on business activities. He
is in a much better position because of hav-

ing that support from the person managing
the home and the family. My colleagues have

mentioned that the section in the 1975 legis-

lation on family property, chapter 41, sec-

tion l(3)(c), should be added to section 7(2)

in here in order to have recognition given by
the courts or anybody interpreting this law

to the spouse's contribution as a spouse, not

in the form of either money or work in the

business.

Those are some of the areas we will be

looking at in the amendments. I might men-
tion some of the things in the bill we think

are good. I'm sure that's what the minister

is waiting to hear. These include the sweep-

ing away of the archaisms, the institutions

of the marriage contract as a possibility,

though not a compulsory contract in our law

of Ontario, which gives more flexibility to

people who do have special circumstances.

We hope there will be some requirement in

the law for some sort of an affidavit to be

signed along with a marriage contract to the

effect that both parties were quite aware oi

what is being done in this situation. Often in

the sort of euphoric state that one is in on

getting married, they may not be looking
at the economics of it as much. I think one

or other spouse may not be as used to con-

tracts as the other. They should be made

very aware and should probably sign a state-

ment to the effect that they were made
aware of what the contract entails.

Section 30 about prohibiting harassment

of spouses appears to be a useful clause. We
hope that the Attorney General (Mr. Mc-

Murtry) would see that the police enforce

this. The fact that the ownership of the

matrimonial home can be in either name or

in any form does give a certain flexibility

there to the people who for business reasons

or others wish to have it in one name or the

other.

The clause requiring support for illegiti-

mate children on the same basis as legitimate

is a clause we all welcome. It is long over-

due. The obligation of support for children

who are of legal age, that is, over 18, to

support their parents—they're not really

children at that stage—is a section I very
much question. The Parents' Maintenance Act

has been rarely enforced in recent years, and

I think rightly so. After all, children or

young people have no control over their

parents and they should not have such con-

trol. Therefore, to put on them the obliga-

tion of support is unfair. Also at the years
in which they might be required to support
an aged parent, they are usually establish-

ing their own families, getting their own
homes set up, often establishing careers and

businesses that require education and invest-

ment and most of them just do not have

funds to support parents. I think society as

a whole should take on the responsibility of

supporting any people of adult age who, be-

cause of misfortune, or illness, or unemploy-
ment, or any reasons of this sort, are not
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able to have sufBcient income to support
themselves. If society pays for it, then all

the children will pay for it through their in-

come tax, and I think there shouM be a

good progressive income tax so that all the

children of the world support all the parents
of the world through the social device known
as the state.

We are all responsible for one another
rather than individual children being respon-
sible for the particular parents who happen
to fall into misfortunes. Certainly the rela-

tionship between the children and the parents
is much better if there is not this obligation
on them. Not many parents want to take

their children to court to enforce mainten-

ance, so instead they do without, and if they
do take them to court their relationship is

destroyed. There are all sorts of reasons why
I think it is a backward step to repeal The
Parents' Maintenance Act and then to put
into this bill a sort of pious statement that

children are responsible for the support of

their parents.

As to the common law section, I find some

difficulty in understanding how it would be
enforced. In a case of a marriage we have a

definite date on which the marriage occurred
and we have a definite date on which a

separation agreement is signed—although I

don't believe separation agreements are es-

sential under under this bill-^but how would
we determine when a common-law relation-

ship had started? And if there had been a

period, during say two years, of a month or

two when the common-law couple were not

living together, would we start over with an-

other two-year period, or at the end of two

years less a day could they separate for two
weeks and then come together again and
start over a new two-year period before there

would be any obligation of support?
It seems to me it's a very difficult area to

administer and I question whether it is an
area that this particular law should be getting
into. I certainly would agree that all parents
should support their children, whether the
children are legitimate or illegitimate, and
that they all have that obligation. In the case
of a person who has become dependent on
another through a common-law relationship,
that seems to me a special case that is very
difficult to define and to bring within this

particular law.

Actually I look to the day when there will

be much less of this sort of dependency, be-
cause we will make it possible for both

spouses to have careers during the period
when they are not raising children and to

share in the child-rearing period, and also

there will be larger family dlowances so that

the child-rearing stage will be bringing in

some income to the spouse who is engaging
in that, and there will be more day care

facilities so that the child-rearing period will

not be as long.

In other words, we need a whole series of

policies which will reduce the dependency of

the spouse who has taken on the responsi-

bility of either managing the home or raising
the children. I would hope the responsibility
of managing the home, tf there are no chil-

dren, would be simply shared by the two

spouses on an equal basis and there would
be no dependency developed from that. The

raising of children does create problems un-

less there is sufficient income from family
allowances and opportunities for retraining
for the person who stayed home with the

children so that they are able, when the

period is over, to go out and support them-

selves. So I rather question whether we
should be bringing in the common-law obli-

gations in this particular legislation.

[4:30]

Those are my main concerns with the bill.

I think we should still hope that we will see

more positive steps from the government
along the lines that 'I have been mentioning,
to remove dependency from women and to

ensure that the mechanics of the bill actually

achieve the objectives, which I think are well

stated in section 49, that spouses should be

equal before the law and that marriage
should be a partnership of equals.

We would also hope that the government
would do as my colleague from Scarborough-
Ellesmere (Mr. Warner) mentioned and do its

part to reduce the dependency of women by
its work with its own Crown employees. It

was rather discouraging to learn during con-

sideration of the estimates of the Ministry of

Labour, as the Crown employees' officer re-

ported, that there had been practically no

progress towards increasing the number of

women in senior administrative positions in

the government over the past year and that

there was very little change in the ratio of

pay earned by female versus male employees
in the public service. That ratio is very low.

Women make, I think, about 55 per cent of

what men make. That's partly because they
are in the lower-paying occupations, of

course, rather than outright discrimination,

although there probably are still some areas

where we may still need equal pay for equal
work. Certainly there is not equal pay for

work of equal value in the public service yet;
we are a long way from that.

In conclusion, I would urge the minister

to consider that this is only part of the legis-
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lation and the positive policies that are

needed.

Mr. Sweeney: Mr, Speaker, through you
to the minister, I would also like to say a

very strong word of support for the general
thrust of this bill. It has long been called

for in that the areas of matrimonial property
and matrimonial support needed revision and

updating and clarification, and this bill goes
a long way to do that. With that I do not

qiiarrel; that I certainly support.

Following in the footsteps of the previous

speaker, there is an area, however, that I

would like to address myself to verv briefly;

that is, when this was first announced, I

had rather strong misgivings about the at-

titude that we were sending out, the message
that we were sending out to our society.

Having talked to a quite a large number of

people since then about this, that attitude,
that reservation, that concern is simply
strengthened and deeoened; that is, the whole

message we are sending out with respect to

the stability of married life and families in

our society.

It is of great concern to me that the dis-

integrating forces seem to be taking over

more and more all the time. Just a few days
ago in our own local newspaper, it was an-

nounced that in 1975 there were in excess

of 50,000 divorces in Canada; that repre-
sented an 11 per cent increase from the year
before and something like about a five- or

six-fold increase in the last seven or eight

years. We know this is happening. We know
also that the strongest force for stability in

our society are our families, and especially
those families which are encased in a strong
marital relationship. What concerns me about
this one is that the whole thrust of it is, as

was just said, a very negative one. Now I

appreciate that we are talking here about

legislation—what you can put in black and

white, where you can cross the t's and dot

the i's. I guess what I'm trying to argue for

is that somewhere, somehow—and I haven't

been in this Legislature long enough to know
how to suggest it, maybe it's a preamble, I'm
not sure what it is—but someway somehow
we must get out the message that we are

strongly in support, in this society of On-
tario, in this society of Canada, for the sanc-

tity of marriage and the strength of family.

If we just look at this legislation: First of

all it deals almost totally with the concept
of marriages, marital relationships, breaking

up. It does mention some aspects of the con-

tinuing marriage relationship, but the main
thrust is the breakup. As has been pointed

out, even in the booklet that has been sent

out for perusal ahead of time, there is a

statement that right, from the very beginning,

young people planning marriage should con-

sider the possibility of breakup.

Yet the whole concept of marriage is based

on something totally different. The whole

concept of marriage in our Christian society,

our Judaeo-Christian society in this province,
in this country, is based on the concept of a

life-long commitment that won't break up.
And in saying that, in saying it strongly, we
are not so blind, we are not so naive, as not

to know that, in fact, some of them will

break up. We see it around us. But if we
are suggesting to young people entering mar-

riage, if we're suggesting to our families

right now, that this is a distinct possibility

they should actually plan for, then the mes-

sage we're sending out, whether we intend

to or not, is that they should expect it to

happen.

Yet the message we need to be telling

people is that they shouldn't expect it to

happen. They should do everything they

possibly can, they themselves as young people

planning marriage, the young families that

are already in marriage and society at large

and this Legislature, should be doing every-

thing we possibly can to say hold them

together, hang in there, somehow make it

work. Because it's only to the extent that our

families are going to hang together; it's only

to the extent that marriage in our society

is going to hang together through thick and

thin, through better or worse, through sick-

ness or poverty, all of those things that we
said at the beginning, that our society is

going to hang together.

If I seem a little bit strong on this it's

because I feel that very, very deeply. When
marriage goes, when family goes, that's the

end of it. If we read through the pages of

history we see it time and time again. Great

civilizations rise and fall, and when you
examine why they fell it was the destruction

of family life in those societies, over and
over again. To the extent that society allows

its families to deteriorate; to the extent so-

ciety does anything in terms of legislation

like this that would suggest that it can

happen or that you expect it to happen, then

we're asking for trouble.

The whole concept in this legislation that

deals so extensively with contracts—you
know, a contract is totally unnecessary unless

you expect the marriage to break up. If the

family is going to continue, if the marriage
is going to continue, nobody needs a contract.
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I have grave reservations, Mr. Speaker, about

suggesting in here, as stirongly as we do,

that the concept of a contract is a desirable

thing. By that we are, in fact, encouraging it.

I'm not saying that we prevent it. If

people want to do it of their own free will,

if there are some reasons why they think they
should have it, fine; I'm not saying we pre-
vent that. But I don't think we should be

encouraging it; that's the point I'm trying
to make.

Mr. Minister I think what we have to ap-

preciate is that what we say and what we do
in this Legislature has impact out there.

People look at what we do and what we say
and they get perceptions. Whether that's our
intention or not, that's the perception that's

out there.

What I'm arguing is that when we do and

say things in here, be sure that what we
really mean and what we really feel and
what we really believe is also the message
that goes out. So therefore I have reserva-

tions about the precontact. The whole aspect
of common-law arrangements that we have
in here—even the terminology we use today
when we call them common-law marriages"
—they are not marriages at all in a sense of

the word as we understand it in our Judaeo-
Christian concept; we shouldn't even be

using that terminology. The fact is that we
sort of send out the message that this is okay.
Well the fact that we know they are there

does not make it something that's okay. I'm

really concerned about the children.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Show me in the bill

where common-law marriage is mentioned.

Mr. Sweeney: No, I am not saying it is. I

am not saying that. I am saying that in the

reference to that kind of relationship; these
are the messages that are going out.

It mentions in the bill very distinctly the

concept of marital misconduct. I can under-
stand the reasons why marital misconduct has
been mentioned in previous legislation, and
that perhaps it has been punitive, but once

again the message we are sending out is

that maybe it isn't so bad, jnaybe that is not

something we should be unduly concerned
about. Yet it is verily those kinds of marital
misconduct that are causing marriages to

break down; and to suggest in any way what-
soever that it is not a serious thing is, I

suggest, a danger. That is the main point I

want to make. I am really concerned about,
whether intentionally or unintentionally, the

things we are sending out, the piessages we

are sending out, the perceptions we allow to

go out through this legislation. I guess I am
asking if there is any way this legislation can
have a preamble, or if there is anything that

the Attorney General, through his ministry,
can do in terms of public relations to make
very sure that is not the intent, because I

feel from public remarks I have heard him

fnake that isn't his intent. However, my
reading of the public, the kinds of things

they have said to me, the things I have felt

myself, suggest that that is what is going
out there.

A second observation I want to make— and
I remember it was sort of an interjection
made when the Attorney General first stood

up in this Legislature and announced he
was going to do this sort of thing, and it

echoed in my own mind—the enforcepient
of support payment is one of the most diffi-

cult things that is going on right now. I am
not sure whether the provisions which the
minister has made in this legislation are

going to solve many of those problems. I

have in my own riding quite a number of

marriage breakup situations where the wife
in particular, because she doesn't have the

same kind of earning power, is in a real

dilemma, even after the court has ordered

payment, even after it has gone to the justice
of the court, it has gone to fapiily court, the
whole bit. This thing gets delayed and de-

layed and the husband comes back and

brings in all kinds of delaying tactics, and
nothing gets done. It just seems to go on,

literally for ever. What I am arguing for here
is that once the breaknup has occurred, once

payment is demanded, we build in here as

strong an enforcement procedure as possibly
can be done.

One little aside here, and I don't know
what the minister can do about it, but it is

becoming a rather serious problepi with three
or four constituents in my area, and that is,

those women who are married to service per-
sonnel. I am sure the minister is aware of

the fact that there is no way one can gar-
nishee their wages. I am not quite sure what
the correct terminology is. I guess as an em-
ployee or a servant of the Crown they can't

be attached.

I have four situations of women who have

separated from the husbands in this situation.

There have been all kinds of court orders,

we have gone right to the personnel directors

in Ottawa, right to the armed forces, and

they say there is nothing they can do, they
can't enforce it. Therefore, here is a body of

people sitting outside there and they are
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literally laughing at the law, the law is being
made a farce of. Okay, that is one other

thing I would ask for.

One area that I want to support very

strongly is the reference here to illegitimate

children. While I can't, as I have already
indicated, support too strongly the common-
law relationship, I do feel very strongly for

a child born from that relationship, and

anything we can do to remove the stigma
from that child, who had nothing to do with

the decision to enter into such a relationship,

we should do as strongly as we possibly can.

The children of a common-law relationship
are facing enough difficulties as it is, and to

further brand' them for life with the title of

illegitimacy or whatever it is that they are

branded with, should be removed as com-

pletely and as thoroughly as we possibly can;

anything that the minister can do in that

direction I would certainly applaud and sup-

port as much as possible.

To sum up, I am saying that I certainly

support the basic thrust of the legislation.

My main concern, however, is that we do

not convey to the families, to the married

people of this province, to the society of this

province, the message that we don't hold in

very high esteem the sacredness of marriage
as it exists. Thank you.

[4:45]

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Bell-

woods.

Mr. McCIellan: I am sorry, I had thought
that somebody opposite was sfyeaking.

In a phrase that was used by the leader

of our party some years before he became
leader, and speaking on an entirely difFerent

subject, I intend—

An hon. member: That sounded sancti-

monious.

Mr. McCIellan: Well we just had the sanc-

timonious contribution, now maybe we can

get back to the bill.

As I was saying, our leader referred to

the subject he was discussing as one which
deserved to be talked about with studied

ambiguity and I think at this point that cer-

tainly sums up my own position with respect
to the bill. We are intending, as the member
for Riverdale (Mr. Renwick) said, to give
qualified support on second reading. I don't
know at this iK)int whether or not we can

give support on third reading. I think that

will depend substantially on the debate as

well as on the amendments in clause by
clause consideration.

(Many of our concerns, I think, have been
well spelled out, at least semantically, and. we
can go into them in the clause by clause

consideration.

I want to focus on a particular aspect
which is causing me a great deal of concern
and that is the support provision. There
seems to be a substantial amount of what
can only be described as welfare law in this

bill and I'm not sure why that is there. Clear-

ly this legislation will involve substantial re-

visions to social assistance legislation, to The
Family Benefits Act in particular. I don't

know whether or not either this ministry or

the Ministry of Community and Social Ser-

vices have begun to discuss the implications
of this bill for existing family benefits legist

lation but, clearly, the Act will have to be

substantially revised.

That leads me to my concern. I hate to

use the odious phrase, Roy McHeadline, but

I do have—

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: You are becoming
needlessly partisan.

Mr. McCIellan: —a McHeadline in my
hand from the Toronto Star, November 13.

The headline is quite snappy: "McMurtry
View: Man Runs Away and We All Pay."

Mr. Warner: Good line.

Mr. McCIellan: Aside from the PR value

of the headline, there are some principles in

the story which, if we translate them to the

bill, I think are grounds for quite serious

concern. The Attorney General says in this

article that Ontario spends more than $160
million a year in family benefits and!

attributes the size of that case load to

women and children who've been forced to

go to the public purse because of personal

relationships, married and unmarried, which
leave them in the lurch.

He goes on to document the amount of

money which family benefits programmes
cost the Ontario taxpayers for unwed
mothers, deserted wives and so on. He im-

plies very clearly in the story that he intends

his legislation to redress somehow the large
amount of public funds now spent in the

support of single parents, unwed mothers and
deserted wives through the Family Benefits

legislation. If that is the intent of this legis-

lation we are going to have some serious

quarrels with him.

I dbn't think that it is, in any sense, an

adequate analysis to pretend that we can

solve the problems of single-parent families

in this province by requiring the state to

enforce the support obligations. I doubt very
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much whether the Attorney General believes

that himself. You will forgive me, Mr.

Speaker, if my paranoia quotient rises con-

siderably when I see an article like that. I

put it in the context of this government and
the present Minister of Community and
Social Services (Mr. Taylor) who has

launched his own particularly odious form
of welfare-bashing with respect to general
welfare assistance recipients. Now we have
a package of family law reform in the middle
of which appears to be some rather odious

possibilities—and I say possibilities—with re-

spect to single-parent families.

I have an hypothesis, which I hope I can

do some work on before we get to clause-by-
clause reading; that is, that most of the peo-

ple who are on family benefits in the single-

parent family category were in the low-

income category before they went on to

benefits. I believe the ministry itself has

done a study on mother's allowance reci-

pients some years ago which indicated as

much. I don't think the introduction of the

power of the state to intervene and apply for

support orders would have other than a very

punitive effect on both individuals in the

relationship, on both the woman and the

man. I doubt very much if it would be other

than punitive.

There is no clear benefit to the family
whose mother's allowance is only reduced

by the amount of support and not a nickel

goes to supplement the family income. On
the other hand, the person paying the sup-

port order is in the position of having to

support two households. I doubt whether

very many people in this society, other than

perhaps lawyers and politicians, can support
two households.

Mr. Good: What was that all about?

Mr. McClellan: I am quite concerned
about section 15(2). Clearly spouses should
have the right to apply for an order of sup-

port and clearly spouses are entitled to ade-

quate enforcement of support orders, which
is something which doesn't obtain today. But
it seems to us senselessly punitive and a very

major invasion of privacy that the state

should be given the power to intervene in

such a way between spouses to apply for

orders of support, independent of the feel-

ings or desires of the individuals. We intend

to pursue that again in the clause-by-clause
debate.

Secondly, we're concerned as well that the

same right has been given the state to in-

tervene between parents and children. Cer-

tainly needy parents have the right to claim

support. But I cannot accept that the state

has the business to make that decision itself

to intervene in the relationship between par-
ents and children in that way and to intrude

itself in such a way into the private lives of

individuals and families. It opens itself up
to tremendous psychological damage, it

seems to me, and to a great opportunity for

abuse.

Perhaps I can overstate the case and ask

the Attorney General (Mr. McMurtry)
whether he intends, expects and requires

every aged applicant for a family benefits

allowance, or a general welfare assistance

allowance, or for a GAINS allowance, or for

an admission to a nursing home under Ex-

tendicare, or for admission to a home for the

aged under The Homes for the Aged Act, to

sue their children for support on the failure

of them to do so.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: No I don't.

Mr. McClellan: I said I'm overstating to

illustrate what this legislation at least per-
mits.

Mr. Raid: The usual NDP approach.

Mr. Davidson: Are you awake? He woke

up over there.

Mr. Moffatt: The Liberal-Labour Party is

alive anyway.

Mr. McClellan: In the event of the failure

of the parents to sue the child, will the state

automatically intervene? What kinds of cri-

teria will determine when the state will de-

cide to sue a child or a person for non-

support of parents?

It seems to me the government is almost

moving in the direction of bringing the

courts in as the mechanism for determina-

tion of eligibility for social service program-
mes. That is an interpretation clearly pos-

sible under 15(2)—it is open to the Ministry

of Compiunity and Social Services to run

every applicant for a provincial benefit allow-

ance or a social service programme through
the courts to determine whether the offspring

should be required to pay or how much he or

she should pay toward the cost of the service

or benefit.

I don't think that makes very much sense.

No. 1. No. 2, we have profound concerns

about the power of the state to intervene in

that way in people's lives. No. 3, we are very
reluctant to entrust those kinds of powers to

a government which has installed as its Min-
ister of Copimunity and Social Services the

incumbent whose riding I do not know.
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The government asks too much if it asks

us to give that hon. gentleman that kind of

power.

I won't go on. As I said, we intend to

raise the concerns which have identified

thematically in second reading during the

clause by clause stage. We will look forward

to that debate. In general, we are cautiously

optimistic and guardedly congratulatory to

the minister for the serious attempt, we think,

to reform our family property law. We
recognize the complexity of the task and
that there is no clear consensus with respect
to particulars of the bill within the com-

munity.

I think opinion within the community is

still in the formation stage and hopefully the

discussions which will take place in the clause

by clause consideration will help all of us

and the public at large to come to a clearer

understanding of what the implications are

of this law and all its ramifications.

I come back again to the question of sup-

port and tell the Attorney General (Mr. Mc-

Murtry) that it causes us enormous diflB-

culties. Unless we can have some of those

difficulties assuaged, either through argument
in the clause by clause discussions or through

amendments, we will have sojne profound
difficulty in supporting it on third reading.

Mr. Speaker: Has the hon. member fin-

ished his remarks?

Mr. McCIellan: Yes, I have.

Mr. Speaker: Will any other hon. members
wish to speak to this bill?

Mr. Roy: Yes.

Mr. Speaker: Perhaps you would care to

move the adjournjnent of the debate?

Mr. Roy: Yes, I will, Mr. Speaker. I

wanted to make my comments originally on

Thursday I think it was. I would like to take

this opportunity and adjourn the debate.

Mr. Speaker: Next Thursday?

Mr. Roy moved the adjournment of the

debate.

Motion agreed to.

[5:00]

PRIVATE MEMBERS' HOUR:

HOSPITAL LABOUR DISPUTES
ARBITRATION AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. S. Smith, on behalf of Mr. Bullbrook,

pnoves second reading of Bill 142, An Act to

amend The Hospital Labour Disputes Arbi-

tration Act.

Mr. S. Smith: I am pleased to present this

private member's bill for discussion before

this House. The province of Ontario has been
the scene of a very unfortunate labour dis-

pute which we all know about and which
has involved some of the most dedicated pro-
fessionals serving the public of Ontario. I'm

speaking, of course, of the public health

nurses.

These, as you know, Mr. Speaker, are pro-
fessionals dedicated to helping people in

their home, at their work, at their place of

recreation. These are people who are able to

give service to the public generally but in a

way that is seldom brought to public atten-

tion. They are not the kinds of people that

television serial adventure stories are written

about. They are not the spectacular people
wearing particular uniforms which make
them stand out as angels of mercy, and so

on. You don't see them in war movies.

But they are people who are tending to

the wounds of the aged, who are making
sure that the various medications which are

the rule in medicine today are taken by the

citizens who require them. They are people
who are making sure that parents have

brought to their attention whatever deficit in

hearing or vision or in other forms of be-

haviour are present in children in the

schools. They are people who need a lot of

training—they have to intervene from time

to time in marital disputes.

I have had piany occasions to make use

of this particular professional group because,
as a psychiatrist, it has frequently been a

useful thing to be able to discharge patients
to their home, but where these people would
still have someone to look in on them to

make sure things were going well and to be
sure that they were able to take care of their

families, and so on.

Public health nurses have frequently

brought to the attention of peoDle—in my
own department for instance, when I was

acting as a doctor as opposed to a politician-

people requiring help were frequently brought
to my attention because of the scrutiny given
the community by public health nurses.

You probably know as well that these are

trained nurses who have to achieve all the

various standards achieved by hospital nurses

but then they go on to do further study. It

seems only reasonable that at the very least

these people should be paid on a par with

those who are acting as hospital nurses. This
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has always been the case in the province of

Ontario.

But recently, despite the fact that a year
ago—over two years ago—money was made
available, recently the health units for which
these particular professionals worked, have

adopted a very unfortunate and somewhat

intransigent stand and have in fact been un-

willing to maintain parity for these particular
nurses even as the salaries have increased for

hospital-based nurses. In some instances, and
Pine Ridge-Haliburton is an example, these

nurses were actually locked out even though
they had done nothing wrong and even

though they had made no particular threat.

This, despite the fact that provincial repre-
sentatives frequently would sit on the health

unit board.

Now, I can appreciate that the health units

are short of money, but I still feel, and I

hope this House will agree, that the health
units should have been given additional

sources of revenue by the Minister of Health

(Mr. F. S. Miller) instead of waiting months
and months and letting the thing escalate to

the point it has now reached. I still think

these nurses should have been given at least

a hand in their dispute so that they could
seek a remedy which would be fair and

equitable vis-a-vis their professional col-

leagues in hospitals.

I wanted to bring to your attention the
fact this group of nurses really has no clout.

Let's speak frankly now. We know very well
there are people in society who—because of

their clout, because of their power, because

they are, for instance, teachers and can hold

up an entire school system—frequently want
to use the strike weapon as a way to achieve
an increase in salary. It's the rest of society
that begs them—please—to use arbitration so

they don't exercise the clout they have.

This unfortunate group of professionals
called public health nurses, however, because

they are in groups of eight, 10 or 20, really
have no power against a health unit in terms
of bargaining power. Because they could be
left out in the cold in a strike endlessly, ad

infinitum, and would have no particular

power to oppose this, these people are asking
for arbitration. They are willing to settle for

what an arbitrator deems as fair and equit-
able. The New Democratic Party, of course,
cannot support this.

Members of the New Democratic Party,
time and time, find some reason to wriggle
out of supporting arbitration for these par-
ticular nurses because they believe in the col-

lective bargaining process their labour union
masters tell them has to go on undisturbed in

the usual manner. They are used to it; rather

than give these nurses some clout, some
power which a resort to arbitration just

might manage for them, the NDP would
sooner sell tibem down the river. They will

not actually see to it that they get the arbi-

tration they deserve, because the labour

unions, which give the orders to the New
Democratic Party, don't like arbitration; con-

sequently, the nurses can get no help what-
soever in that line from the New Democratic

Party.

I would expect better of the government.
The government surely must recognize that

there are a number of public servants and

quasi-public servants in the province to

whom, arbitration is offered and, in fact, for

many of them arbitration is the only way
that they are permitted to resolve their dif-

ferences when the collective bargaining pro-
cess runs up against a blockage. It seems to

me, therefore, that it is only reasonable that

the public health nurses should have this Act
to amend The Hospital Labour Disputes
Arbitration Act so that they too can elect to

have arbitration, since the strike weapon is

absolutely meaningless and useless to the

public health nurses. They should not have
to follow the method used by the auto
workers and the steel workers, who have
more power. They should be given this par-
ticular option, which is the only one they
particularly want.

They have suffered a lot. I am pleased
that the Minister of Health (Mr. F. S. Miller)
was able to stand in the House and suggest
that there would be money made available

for the health units. But that's not sufficient.

That was done before. That was done two
years ago and the health units didn't take

advantage of that money. Now we have a
situation where the government must inter-

vene to give the nurses whatever power is

needed to make collective bargaining a fairer

and more equitable process for that particu-
lar professional group so that they can con-

tinue to assist the community.

I want to say one brief word about the

sense of priorities of the government. I think

we are all aware of the fact that the day has

gone for using expensive institutional care

for all the problems that afflict the health of

mankind in the province of Ontario. These
institutions are too expensive. A sensible way
to go about things is to care for people in

their own homes wherever possible. Public

health nurses are able to do that and they
should be encouraged. They shouldn't be

maligned and discouraged.

I think the Minister of Labour (B. Stephen-
son), who I notice is in the House tod^y, is

very concerned about this as a person and
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would like to be of assistance. I have never

doubted her motivation at all in this regard.
I would, however, suggest that not a tre-

mendous amount has been done. Certainly
there was room for a lot more. The represen-
tatives of the Ontario Nurses Association

did consult me to say that in a space of over

a month and a half they had been unable
even to obtain an appointment in her oflBce

and had had actually no communication at

all.

Mr. Roy: Shame.

Hon, B. Stephenson: I talked to them to-

d^y.

Mr. S. Smith: I think that is poor. I real-

ize that things are now changing and I en-

coin-age her to help and to use her good
oflBces—

Hon. B. Stepbenson: Absolute balderdash.

Mr. Roy: She is playing hard to get.

Mr. S. Smith: I personally am of the opin-
ion that the only way that this is ever going
to be settled is by arbitration. I think that's

the sensible thing to do and I feel that the

nurses should have that power. Let me put
it this way to you, Mr. Speaker: If the

nurses had the power to elect arbitration,
then I think you would see the health units

finally settle. But as long as they have no

weapon whatsoever, as long as they have no
clout whatsoever, then they are simply going
to be taken advantage of as the weak people
in a situation that is still ruled by the law
of the jungle. The labour people don't mind
that because they figure in unions they have

strength. But these particular nurses, the vast

majority of them as you know are women,
have a right to be given some clout in this

society, some clout so that collective bar-

gaining becomes meaningful for them.

Various members of mv party are going to

speak on this bill and will add their own par-
ticular point of view and I think you'll see,

Mr. Speaker, that the bill is a verv reason-

able extension. I trust that at least there will

be a tenth of the House supporting this par-
ticul'ar professional group and that the gov-
*^rnment will take steps to give them what
they actually deserve in the way of a fair

and equitable wage settlement.

Mr. Jones: Mr. Speaker, I find mvself con-

curring with some of the thoughts just ex-

pressed by the leader of the Liberal Party.
I'd like to set my thoughts to the House. I

feel that public health nurses throughout this

province provide a vital and much needed
service to both urban and rural communities.

As such, both the nurses who provide this

service and the communities that receive

those services deserve protection from strikes

or lockouts which seriously undermine our

health care delivery system.

I think it's no shock that health costs are

rising at a frightening pace; a pace that the

taxpayers of this province simply cannot

afford. But few people realize the dimensions

of the problem. While placing restraints on

the growth of hospital spending is a partial

solution, it's just the tip of the iceberg.

We've got to look at contemporary lifestyles

which seriously harm the health of Cana-

dians. We've got to look at factors like the

abuse of alcohol, the excessive use of drugs,

the spread of venereal disease and the lack

of physical exercise. In short, the public atti-

tude has to change.

Each of us must direct our attention more

fully to the environmental preventive health

pleasures if we are to arrest the spiralling

costs of health care. We have to look much
further than purely providing diagnosis and

treatment of individual health problems. We
must look to the identification and preven-
tion of broader health problems that aff^ect

every sector of the community.

It is in the promotion of environmental

and lifestyle health care that public health

nurses have a very vital role to play. The

public health nurse is there in the com-

m.unity where she is needed. She is able to

act immediately to identify a problem before

it happens or as soon as it happens. She has

access to the home and can assist in a diffi-

culty before it develops into a crisis situation.

She has the opportunity to treat the whole

family as opposed to the hospital nurses who
deal primarily with one member of the

family experiencing a problem.

The public health nurse acts on a poten-
tial difficulty rather than reacting to a pro-

blem which has already developed. She

provides an eff^ective liaison between the

doctor and the community and has a tremen-

dous impact on the people she serves. Within

the schools—and the leader of the Liberal

Party mentioned this—the public health nurse

screens the children for health problems. I

have this in a very personal way as my
youncrster had a problem identified by a

public health nurse in its early stages. She
is involved in the immunization of youngsters

against communicable diseases and provides
education in the preventive health practices.

Thev are in efi^ect a verv low-cost extension

of our health care. Within the community
thev assist young families in a pre-natal edu-

cation and marriage counselling and they
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identify people with potential psychiatric dis-

orders and guide them to assistance.

They provide services in the hojnes for the

disabled and the elderly and they relay a

sense of caring an concern for those people
who are less able to cope with the world

which revolves around the young and the

very able. There's no question in my mind
that the situation of strike and lockout which

has been allowed to develop places in seri-

ous jeopardy the future of public health

service and public health nurses in this

province. In too many municipalities, locally

imposed restraints have meant that public
health nurses have been unable to achieve

parity with their colleagues in the hospital

field, in spite of the fact that the public
health nurses often have superior educational

qualifications, as was referred to a moment
ago.

[5:15]

The Ministry of Health is prepared to

provide additional funding on the sa^e ratio

as it cost shares health unit budgets to

rectify the wage disparity that currently

exists. Local boards must be strongly en-

couraged to re-establish the relationship be-

tween the two groups and I think we saw
another example of that in the Premier's (Mr.

Davis) comments earlier in the House. While
I fully recognize and promote local autonomy
in negotiations between local boards and the

public health nurses, I feal the current situ-

ation has reached a stage where protection
'must be provided for these nurses.

This legislation does provide that protec-
tion through arbitration and moves toward
the elimination of strikes and lockouts, which
undermine the health care delivery system in

every aflFected community. I believe, how-
ever, that it should be viewed as a temporary
or a stop-gap measure.

We must take ijmmediate action to find an

equitable solution to the serious problems
public health nurses are facing today but we
must also look ahead toward a long-term
solution which will prevent the present diffi-

culties from recurring at some time in the
future. I am not fully convinced that arbitra-

tion provides that long-terpi solution.

Certainly the people of this province are

becoming increasingly concerned about the

eff^ects of confrontation bargaining. Su ch
conflicts in this situation have fuelled frus-

trations and anger in both public health

nurses and the people they seek to serve.

Since these nurses are prepared at this time
to abrogate their right to strike, their ulti-

mate right to withdraw their services from
the community, it is now incumbent upon
us to provide them with protection against a

lockout, or pianagement's weapon in a con-

flict. Therefore, 1 am pleased at this time to

speak in support of Bill 142 in principle.

Mr. Bounsall: This amendment as devised

by the Ontario Nurses Association to solve

this very long-standing dispute, is, when one
first read!s it, intriguing and it is certainty

quite skilfully worded. It allows one side,

one party—the union in this case—to opt for

the provisions of The Hospital Labour Dis-

putes Arbitration Act relating to binding ar-

bitration to settle this particular contract

problem.

If the matter could work that way I per-

sonally might be inclined to support it. If

there is any possibility that the government
would write legislation which allows one

party, the workers in this case, to opt for a

particular course, my innate reaction would
be to support it.

We have here a group of workers, who are

very valuable in terms of the health delivery

system in Ontario and who are playing an

ever-increasing role, and should be, in our

health delivery service. It is one of the most
valuable roles anyone in our health service

has. They are being hammered by the I'ack

of negotiations taking place now and over

the years.

They have seen their situation vis-a-vis

their other colleagues in the nursing field—

those in the hospitals—fall further and fur-

ther behind so there is now $2,000 to $4,000
difference between them in wages paid. It's

a deplorable situation particularly as the

public health nurses are delivering a service

which we feel to be exceedingly important,
all the way from pre-school testing to the

provision of services in homes where there

are elderly people, to the various immuniza-
tion and testing programmes which the prov-
ince runs. This is a very key role, and this

is a group of workers we should never have
allowed to fall into this situation. From that

point of view there's no question about our

party wanting to see these workers achieve

parity with their hospital nurse colleagues.
The question is, how do we go about it?

Basically, I think everyone would agree
that a piece of legislation allowing one party
to choose to go to arbitrotion-although in

this case, again, a very strong feeling on our

part because the private member's bill and
the nurses' proposal is worded that they be

given the choice—that situation is basically
an unfair one, although we are certainly, as

I say. quite inclined, as it's written this way,
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to say, "Gee, here's a bill that says the work-
ers alone can choose," we're emotionally in-

clined to say if that could possibly happen
we can support it. At the same time we real-

ize that it's basically unfair and probably
cannot be written in that way. The right to

demand arbitration would have to be ex-

tended to both parties in terms of proper
legislation and fairness in the legislation that

we would have to write, otherwise the law
is a lopsided one.

There's where our problem occurs. There's

no doubt in our mind that arbitration in this

particular instance would certainly help the

nurses at this particular time. The six juris-

dictions that have voluntarily gone to arbi-

tration have, in fact, received awards from
that arbitration that bring them up to parity
with hospital nurses, and that certainly is a
situation that should be achieved. Of course,
the AIB hias to hear them and the AIB has
rolled them back, so under that situation

they still haven't quite achieved parity but
the arbitration boards, where they've volun-

tarily gone, have recognized that tiiat parity
should be achieved.

If the legislation has to be written in fair-

ness, such that both sides can go, we really
fear for the future. What this means is that

whenever we have a situation where compul-
sory arbitration can be chosen, where com-

pulsory arbitration is one of the routes, what
has been found is that good-faith bargaining
simply does not occur whenever down the

road sits the compulsory arbitration process.
I fear that what will happen here is that the

public health boards would never negotiate
in good faith, or in many cases they would
not.

There must be some boards out there

which are better than average, maybe those

six that voluntarily went to arbitration, rather

suspecting, I would think, that parity would
be given. I don't know the intimate details

of the attitudes of those board members,
but with most of the boards, who've been so

difficult this year, in a situation which allows
them to choose arbitration, whv should they
bargain to reach a conclusion? They'll wait
for the arbitration to be imposed upon them
and argue their cases, and that is a situation

that experience has proven, through those

groups of people for many years under The
Hospital Labour Disputes Arbitration Act,
that worked' to their distinct advantage, they
fell further and further behind other equiva-
lent workers in the community. I would hate
to see a situation result in legislation putting
them primarily under arbitration.

There's no question that we would like to

see this dispute settled and we would like to

see these nurses achieve parity, but a t>pe
of legislation which envisages, finally, bind-

ing arbitration, compulsory in that sense be-
cause public health boards would use it as

such, is a situation where we are very fear-

ful.

The main problem here is one of funding.
The Minister of Health (Mr. F. S. Miller), in

his announcement on November 4, where he

granted enough funds in the ministry's por-
tion of the budget so that whatever per-

centage that might be to the local boards he
could grant, in full assurance that not many
of those boards would pick it up. Why?
Because in some cases they only fund it to

25 per cent and 75 per cent has to be picked

up; and even in those boards in which 75

per cent funding is provided by the province
that other 25 per cent must be got from the

municipalities or from the county in a year
in which the government has severely limited

the funds to those municipalities. In many of

those cases they've said to virtually every
board—not just the public health boards but

other groups also—"What we can afford to

give you is something like eight per cent."

That's in the budget, that's already long

standing in the municipal budgets, they see

this constriction on them. In some cases it's

very difficult for them, even if they see the

justffication and the right for these nurses'

salaries to be equalized, to be able to pay
any increase out of this year's budget.

If the government truly wanted to see

these nurses brought to parity with their

colleagues, they should have said, "We will

give sufficient funds to those boards so that

all of their salaries, from whatever source,

can be brought up"; so the boards don't have

to go back to the municipalities to try to get

the difFerence between the seven to nine per

cent, or whatever it is that's provided in

some of those budgets, and the other increase

that is required. Alternatively, the govern-
ment should have said to the municipalities,

"If necessary, we will provide the funds to

the municipalities above a certain percentage
of increase this year so they can pay their

portion of the increase needed in their sa-

laries so that the nurses can be brought to

parity."

It's got to be one of those two routes, I

feel, in order for it to be achieved this year
without a lot of shuffling going on at the

municipal level. It could be granted, as the

Minister of Health (Mr. F. S. Miller) said,

but it in no way solves the problem. Basically

it's somewhat a dishonest proposal by the

government in that regard, when they know
that it doesn't remove the problem. They
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know that these funds have to come from the

municipal levels, but because those budgets
have long been set and because of the gov-
ernment's tightness in grants to municipalities

this year, it is very diflBcult for them to have

that sort of money in their budgets.

I end by saying that this dispute has gone
on long enough—far too long. The year is

almost out, the year for which they are bar-

gaining. I say to the Minister of Labour to

get together with her colleague the Minister

of Health, and solve these disputes. Do
nothing else from here on in but get these

disputes resolved and with salary levels for

the nurses equivalent to their counterparts
in the hospital system.

Mr. Sweeney: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to

begin by quoting one paragraph from our

local newspaper of just one month ago:

"Health Minister Frank Miller has fre-

quently said that non-essential workers should

keep their right to strike as the ultimate

bargaining weapon. He counts public health

nurses among those whose services are not

deemed essential."

That's the danger right there. When the

Minister of Health of this province can say

publicly that public health nurses are not
an essential service, then we've got a major
problem. I think that what is coming out of

this particular statement is that when any
society says that ciu*ative services are a higher

priority than preventive services, then we've

got a problem. That's the distinction here,
because when we have very clearly said to

the people of this province that we're willing
to pay our hospital nurses, who are there to

cure people who are already ill, more than

we're willing to pay our public health nurses,
who are trying to prevent people from get-

ting ill in the first place, then we've really

got something backwards.

I believe very strongly, and the members
of this caucus believe very strongly, that

public health nurses' services are essential

services because they place the concept of

prevention above the concept of cure—and
that certainly is where we have to place it.

I believe also the point has been made
on a number of occasions that although this

government pays lip-service to alternative,
more productive and, yes, more economical
health services, in fact it won't really do it.

It has been brought to the government's
attention before that it is much more eco-

nomical to provide care for people in nursing
homes and in their own homes than it is in

hospitals, and yet the government refuses to

provide the necessary funding and the neces-

sary encouragement and motivation to see

that this is done.

We have the same thing here. When we
look at the range of activities that public
health nurses perform in this province—such

things as pre-natal and post-natal care, school

health, visiting released psychiatric patients,
venereal disease control, family planning
clinics, and looking after the elderly. Right
now, they're the ones who are handling the

swine flu clinics. Are we going to say these

people are not essential? Yet this same gov-
ernment will say that the men, the very good
men, who look after the plants and the grass
in front of this building perform an essential

service. They have the right to go to arbitra-

tion.

[5:30]

The men and women who work in the

Liquor Control Board stores, who hand out
bottles which create a lot of the problems
we're dealing with here—is that an essential

service? They can go to arbitration. We've
got our priorities backwards and upside down
and inside out if we continue in this particu-
lar way. We're talking here, first of all, of an

absolutely essential service. We're talking of

very much more productive and more econ-
omical alternative services and we simply
must support this one.

I would like to point out that we recog-
nize—it has been suggested also but it must
be repeated again—that our public health

nurses not only have the same training and

background as the hospital nurses, they have
more. Yet in my particular community the

public health nurses with more training, more

background and better qualifications than

hospital nurses are earning in excess of

$2,000 per year less than the nurses in the

hospitals.

I would like to sort of step aside and point
out here, in case there is any question about

it, that the nurses in the hospitals are sup-

porting the public health nurses. If anyone
in this province would try to set those two

groups against one another they're jnaking a

serious mistake because I have received

numerous letters and phone calls from nurses

in hospitals supporting their public health

nurse sisters or brothers, as the case may be,
in this particular concern. Let's be sure we
get that straight.

What we're dealing with here is a basic

injustice and we cannot allow this injustice to

continue.
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I would like to conclude by reminding

everyone that this particular bill was brought
into this Legislature by a member of this

Legislature but basically it is a bill which
was requested by the public health nurses

thepiselves. I think it is the most serious type
of arrogance for us to say that those hun-

dreds and thousands of nurses who have
asked for this kind of legislation are not

mature enough and adult enough and respon-
sible enough to know what's good for them.

For anyone in this Legislature to stand up
and say, "We know better what's good for

you than you know yourself," is the highest
form of arrogance and I don't think it should

be tolerated.

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, as a preface, I

would like to expand upon some of the com-
ments made by the member for Windsor-
Sandwich (Mr. Bounsall). I presume he would
have expanded a bit on them except for the

mandatory time limit.

One of the things which concerns me
about compulsory arbitration is that with the

exception of the law enforcement agencies,

particularly the police and perhaps the fire-

men, depending upon the scope of the bar-

gaining unit in certain places, the whole

difficulty which has focused sometimes the

attention and often the wrath of the public

upon the labour movement has been the

absolute collapse of any attempt at meaning-
ful negotiations in the pubhc sector. It's not

only the absolute collapse of any meaningful
negotiations but the total failure of the tradi-

tional system of mediation or conciliation

even to cope with the issue short of the with-
drawal of services.

Upon analysis, it is easy to understand why
the traditional system simply does not work
in the public sector. In the private sector

both sides can lose. The worker who with-

draws his services certainly loses his wages
and becomes part of an economic struggle.

On the other side, the employer or the

management has competitors who can absorb

part of the business. The competitors can

put enormous pressure on the suppliers, cus-

tomers and so on and so forth. There is an
economic penalty not so much directly but

probably indirectly upon the management in

the private sector.

When we come to the public sector, there

is no such onus upon management. The truth

of the matter is that from the jnoment the

negotiations come to a crunch and decisions

have to be made, management is playing
with a loaded deck for the very simple

reason that everyone in the public service-

perhaps in varying degrees—is essential.

Every time anyone in the public service

withdraws his labour there is an immediate
and a direct impact upon the public.

We can have steel industry strikes, which
the newspapers like to talk about, or auto-

mobile industry strikes, but there's not the

same direct impact upon the public. There
have been some lengthy automobile industry
strikes in this country but although the

public may be inconvenienced when it comes
to getting a car, they can go somewhere
else, I have yet to see them flooding in with
letters saying something must be done.

The difficulty is that as long as compulsory
arbitration is put forward as the ultimate

solution in the public sector, without any
attempt to bring about a new scope of medi-
ation and conciliation which can be thrust

backwards upon the direct negotiations to

make thepi meaningful or in good faith, it is

merely a primitive solution which is going
to do nothing more than, over a prolonged
period of time, merely inflame, aggravate
and quite frankly, promote confrontations,
mutual distrust and a dreadful impact upon
the public.

The difficulty, of course, is that we are

faced today with precisely the same situation

—except it's in the public sphere—as we were
in the late 1930s or the immediate post-war
period in developing a mediation and con-
ciliation programme in the private sector. We
haven't addressed ourselves—there is not a

government in this country that has addressed
itself to it—to finding a new method of gov-
ernment intervention, if we will, or mediation
'^r concflation. There hasn't been one which
has reallv addressed itself to this topic and
come up with a solution.

Coming directly to this dispute. I can
understand the attitude of the public health
nurses. I admire them. I think they do a

marvellous iob. I can understand their frus-

trations in bringing forward what would ap-
pear to be a very unfair piece of legislation.
I suppose we could balance that by saying in

the future there might be a time when they
would be in a dominant position but still

would have this right to apply for compul-
sory arbitration by the employees hanging
over their heads.

I suggest the efforts of the government in

this dispute argue against the introduction of

this type of one-shot, scatter-gun approach to

a very delicate and prolonged issue. The re-

sults haven't been spectacular. Five of the

units have gone to arbitration; another four
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are commencing mediation. They are back at

the table going forward.

I would say one thing to my friends, the

nurses. One of the boroughs in Metropolitan
Toronto has broken away. The borough of

York is going back to mediation, starting

really the process toward voluntary arbitra-

tion. In the other boroughs of Metropolitan
Toronto, at least, this is a marvellous time
for the ladies to engage in some very good
and very effective labour relations by knock-

ing at doors and telling the people exactly
what is happening. The council is either too

cheap, too miserable, or is deliberately ex-

ploiting them because it is afraid to exploit
its other white collar workers who have more
clout. I somehow think that would bring a

remarkable number of conversions to the

municipal field. They would start moving to-

ward, at the very least, mediation and direct

negotiations again.

I would hope as a result of this bill that,

first, the public of this province gets the very
distinct knowledge that there is not a mem-
ber of this Legislature who is not sympathetic
to the plight of the nurses and is not aroused
at the intransigence, the arrogance and the

straightforward stonewalling by their em-

ployers, whether they are health unit or in

some cases boroughs. Second, I hope that by
focusing inwardly upon this dispute that gov-
ernment can be stimulated to start working
toward a meaningful method of concilation

and mediation that will take away the tre-

mendous disadvantages that compulsory arbi-

tration demands, that the compulsory arbitra-

tion programme has placed upon those in the

public sector and put them in a very unfair

economic position compared to those in pri-
vate employment.

Mr. Deans: I am pleased that the member
for Lake Nipigon (Mr. Stokes) is in the chair

because what I wanted to say, he would
relate to. I doubt very much if there has
been any dispute that has caused us as much
concern as this one has. It would be very
easy in this instance, since we are four-square
in the corner of the public health nurses, to

say, "Yes, we would adopt compulsory arbi-

tration in order to resolve this dispute." But
the problems that flow from making that

decision in this case would be so great and
so many that we would be faced in this

Legislature almost on a weekly basis with

appeals from one group or another which are

faced with problems at the bargaining table
to adopt similar measures to resolve their

disputes.

Compulsory arbitration: What it means is

that each of the parties decides that they will

accept the decision of the arbitrator. If we

were to on this occasion, because we are very

sympathetic to the plight of the public
nurses, agree that they should have the uni-

lateral choice of determining whether or not

they wish to have their dispute arbitrated, we
would then have to agree that in any other

dispute involving public health nurses or any-
one else that the employer, notwithstanding

whether that employer had bargained in good
faith or not, notwithstanding whether that

employer was recognized as an unfair em-

ployer in the province of Ontario, notwith-

standing the economic conditions of the day,
that any employer in the province of Ontario

would quite rightly expect that this Legis-
lature would deal with them in exactly the

same way and give to them the same rights.

Unfortunately I really can't put myself, nor

do I think the Legislatiu-e should put itself,

in that position.

Arbitration holds no terror for me. Arbitra-

tion is a perfectly legitimate way of resolving
a dispute between two parties. But it must
be the decision of the two parties that they
will adopt arbitration as the method of re-

solving their dispute and this is where this

all falls down.

It's my honest opinion that collective bar-

gaining can resolve most disputes most of the

time, but it's also my opinion that the Min-

istry of Labour should exercise a great deal

more authority in trying to determine and to

make known to the public and to the parties
involved whether or not in their opinion each

or both of the parties are not bargaining in

good faith as the law requires. I think that

the Ministry of Labour, in fact I think the

government as a whole, has sat back far too

long in this dispute. I say to you without any
fear that had we been the government we
would have done what we asked this govern-
ment to do over the last number of months.

That is, to say to the public health boards

in the province of Ontario that public health

nurses have to be dealt with fairly and that,

as the government of Ontario representing
the best interests of the people of Ontario

we require the board, as a public body,
to sit down at the negotiating table and at-

tempt honestly to find an answer to the dis-

pute that currently confronts it.

[5:45]

Having given the assurance of the Minis-

ter of Health (Mr. F. S. Miller) that there

would be money available to bring about
what may turn out to be a satisfactory solu-

tion, there is a clear responsibility on the

part of the government to assert itself as the

government of Ontario and to say to the

public health boards: "Either do your job or,

through order-in-council or otherwise, we
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will not place you in the position of having

authority over these people and the health of

this province at any future time."

I say I'd do it—I'd do it without a mo-
ment's hesitation. I would say to the public
health boards: 'You sit down, because the

money is now there; and you find a solu-

tion to the problem and you do it now, not

just when you happen to feel like it."

The difficulty with the public health

boards, in all fairness, is the pubHc health

boards are part-timers. They drop by when
it suits their cause. They are not committed

full-time, ajs a matter of their job, to pro-

viding public health service in the province
of Ontario. They may be well-meaning, com-

munity-^involved, concerned individuals but

the fact of the matter is they don't turn all

of their attention most of the time to the

matter of public health in the province of

Ontario. I think that's where the whole pro-
cess breaks down.

Here you have a vital part of the prov-
ince's health programme being administered

by peopl'e who are appointed on a part-time,
whenever they can get there basis, in terms

of the policy and direction they have to

follow. I say to the Minister of Labour (B.

Stephenson) that all of the good intention,

all of the goodwill in the world won't change
that.

There's another problem—the government
of Ontario has never placed any emphasis
on public health. The government of On-
tario has played down the role of pubhc
health. The government of Ontario has never

been in the forefront of the development of

a great deal more public health as a means
of keeping down the health costs and pro-

viding a higher level of service in the prov-
ince of Ontario. We in this party, my col-

league from Parkdale (Mr, Dukszta), re-

peatedly during the estimates of the Ministry
of Health, has pointed out the need for pub-
lic health, the extension of public health, the

way in which community health services

could be emphasized and the greater use

to which they could be put.

The government has continuously if not

always denounced that as some sort of airy-

fairy view of the way the world operates.
Let me tell members that one of the diffi-

culties, of course, is that a great number of

people in the community dbn't appreciate
the role the public health nurse plays. They
don't really relate to it very well. When they
think of nurses, they think of hospitals be-

cause that's what this government has em-

phasized. They don't think of the role played

in the community and the way in which the

public health nurse serves the community.

We, in this party, perhaps unfortunately

in this dispute, feel there are far too many
people in the province of Ontario who come
under compulsory arbitration. This govern-

ment has opted, as would the Liberals, for

the easy way out in most instances rather

than dealing with the personal and human

problems which can be resolved at the bar-

gaining table.

Mr. Sweeney: Do you know better than

the nurses?

Mr. Deans: I find it interesting that the

Liberal Party travels the province of On-

tario talking about its private member's bill

without explaining to the public health

nurses that in itself it is a meaningless ges-

ture. It cannot resolve their dispute because

we have asked, as they have asked, whether

the government is prepared to ad^opt that as

a measure and the government has made it

clear that it is not.

Mr. Sweeney: The government speakers

have supported it.

Mr. Deans: The Liberal Party wasn't hon-

est with the people, the nurses of the prov-
ince of Ontario, when it purported to repre-

sent them here in the Legislature and put
forward arbitration as the method to solve

the dispute because its members knew full

well it couldn't pass. It was a private bill

and would never ever come to a vote in the

Legislature.

Mr. Eakins: Ask the nurses.

Mr. Deans: They didn't tell anyone that

but that's typical. That's the expediency of

the Liberal Party, anything to gain a vote.

Mr. Sweeney: What are you doing?

Mr. Eakins: What are you doing aibout it?

Mr. Deans: Unfortunately, that isn't the

case with us.

Mr. Eakins: Why d^on't you support the

nurses?

Mr. Sweeney: Such arrogance. You know
what's good for everyone—"we'll tell you
how to run Ontario; we will think for you."

Mr. Deans: I want to tell you—and the

Minister of Health will tell you, and the

Premier (Mr. Davis) will tell you, as will the

Minister of Labour—that I have frequently

pressed to have the minister meet with the

health boards, frequently asked whether or
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not it might not be more appropriate for the

government to exercise its clout and try to

bring about a resolution to this dispute; and

unfortunately the government has refused to

act.

It has taken months and months. Public

health boards have sat; they have done ab-

solutely nothing in any meaningful way to

try and resolve the disputes that are before

them. Four out of the outstanding 29, I be-

lieve, are now at the bargaining table—four

of 29 two weeks after the government made
its intentions known with regard to funding.

I asked the Premier, is he prepared to

talk to the people involved and suggest to

them, as the Premier of the province, that

he wants to see it resolved; and he tells me
today, sopie week and a half after I asked

him, that yes he thinks this week he will

send out a letter.

It will be two weeks on Wednesday since I

asked him personally whether he would do

this, and it will be two weeks before he gets
the letter out to suggest to them that maybe
they should get to the bargaining table and

try and get these matters resolved.

That is two weeks wasted; and two weeks
that could quite easily have been used to

try and find a solution to the problem.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member has

about 30 seconds.

Mr. Deans: Thank you very jnuch, Mr.

Speaker.

I frankly think that we have to take a

serious look at restructuring the public health

boards. If the public health boards are

not prepared to deal fairly with their em-

ployees, how then can they make judgements
about how those employees can deal with
the pubHc? If they don't understand the

worth of their own employees, how then can

they make policy judgements about what
ought to be done in the comjnunity by those

employees? If the public health boards are

unable to understand that their own em-
ployees are of such importance in the com-
munity that they should sit down with them
and spare no effort or time in order to find

a solution to the econopiic problems that
confront them—

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member's
time has expired.

Mr. Deans: —then I say to you that we
should remove the public health boards.

Mr. Eakins: I want to rise and speak
briefly in support of this bill put forward by

the hon. member for Sarnia (Mr. BuUbrook).

Approximately eight pionths ago the Ontario

Nurses Association charged that: "Good faith

bargaining for nurses in pubHc health units

for 1976 is practically non-existent in this

province. Local Boards of Health refuse to

bargain beyond the eight per cent to 10 per
cent guidelines as set out by the Ministry of

Health of Ontario, in spite of the long-stand-

ing historical relationships that exist between

hospitals and public health nurse salaries."

In six weeks or so 1976 will be over, and
the nurses have made little or no progress in

achieving the parity which they seek. During
the course of this dispute, nurses have been
locked out of o£Bces by district health units,

numerous questions have been asked in this

House, and virtually aU Ontario public
health nurses legally able to strike voted to

do so for one week commencing June 14; all

to no avail. At the time of the strike, the

Acting Minister of Health, who is of course

the Minister of Labour, told the demonstra-

ting nurses that she was acutely aware of

their concerns and hoped to meet with the

boards of health to find a solution: "But,"
she said, "I cannot projnise you anything." I

hope today that the minister will be able to

promise us something.

Personally I can see very little rationality

or even simple humanity in the neglect of a

dispute which has left a rural population of

about 100,000 people in Haliburton, North-

umberland and Victoria counties without

public health services for months; which left

in doubt the future of immunization pro-

grammes and essential testing programmes;
which cancelled prenatal and postnatal
classes; which left elderly people—dependent
on regular visits of the nurses—without these

services; and which caused the people, many
with mental health ailments, to be without

badly needed assistance.

Back in August a Ministry of Health offi-

cial, who refused to be napied, said only that

it is an awful poor situation which should be

rectified. That is probably, Mr. Speaker, the

understatement of the year. From the health

point of view it is an unforgivable situation

and but for the grace of God might have had

very tragic results.

From the labour dispute point of view,
it is an intolerable situation which has been
allowed to continue far too long. Compulsory
arbitration as a means of settling labour dis-

putes to some might leave a great deal to be
desired. Perhaps in cases such as this, where
arbitration has been specifically requested by
one, or in cases by both, of the participants
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we should give serious consideration to this

pieans of settling a dispute which has been

prolonged at the expense of the employees,
the employers and the members of the

public, who really, in the long run, are the

innocent victims of a labour dispute. Thank
you.

Hon. B. Stephenson: This has been a very

interesting and very disturbing situation in

the province of Ontario. There is no doubt
in my mind that most of the people who
have had to require the services of hospit^
nurses are aware of their role in the provi-
sion of health care. It is unfortunate that

most of the citizens of this province do not
in fact recognize that the role of the pub-
lic health nurse has been one of real impor-
tance to the provision of health care services

throughout the province of Ontario and to

the maintenance of the health of the people
of this province,

Mr. Speaker, is there some small problem
which I should be aware of at this point?

Mr. Deans: No, no. I'm talking to him
about another matter.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Oh, fine. I listened

very carefully to the hon. member for Went-
worth {Mr. Deans). I hope that he will ac-

cord me at least similar courtesy.

Mr. Sweeney: That is an unreasonable ex-

pectation.

Mr. Deans: I heard every word you said.

Hon. B. Stephenson: You always hear bet-

ter when you're talking than you do when
you're listening.

Mr. Renwick: I am his surrogate.

Hon. B* Stephenson: Okay, fine. Mr.

Speaker, there is no doubt in my mind that

with the evolution in health care which must
come about if we are in fact to achieve any
real advantage of the amount of money
which we are spending in that area, in that
evolution there will be an improved and en-
hanced and enlarged role for public health
nurses. I am convinced that the public health
nurses themselves see that at this time, and
are working diligently in that direction—in
the direction of modifying their traditional

roles which have been perhaps less visibly
essential than they have been apparent to

those of us who have had direct contact with
them.

This situation which has arisen vis-a-vis

the public health nurses and boards of health
is one which is very unfortunate. We are, on
the one hand, dealing with a group of peo-

ple who provide important services; a small
number of people. I would remind the hon.
members of the House that of approximately
2,000 public health nurses in this province
about 1,400 are represented by the Ontario
Nurses Association. So 600 of the public
health nurses are not actively involved in this

dispute at this time.

Some of them are, indeed, employed by
very large areas like the city of Toronto
and have a bargaining unit which is related

to the CUPE local in that area. Some have
no bargaining unit at all and have preferred
to remain independent of organized activity.
So what we are in fact deahng with at the

moment is about two-thirds of the public
health nurses who are functioning within
the province of Ontario. And, as has been
noted before, five of the locals have, indeed,

gone to arbitration and have settled their

problems with their employers.

One has to understand that the employers
in this instance are the municipalities or the

regions of this province, and that the boards
of health who are in fact the employers of

the public health nurses are, in large part,
either elected oflBcials within those munic-

ipalities or people appointed by the elected

ofiBcials within those municipalities.

Mr. Ruston: Appointed by the govern-
ment.

Hon. B. Stephenson: If we understand or

believe in anything related to decentraliza-

tion or to local autonomy or to decision-

making based upon the evaluation and as-

sessment of local needs by people who func-
tion within the local area, then I think we
must support the concept that the regional
board of health made up of local people is

a rational route to go. We do have to insist,

indeed, that those people who make up
boards of health exercise their responsibilities

fully.

Mr. Deans: They are not doing it.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I would have to

agree that in certain specific instances within

this province and related to this dispute, it

would be very diflBcult to state that, indeed,
those gentlemen—and they are primarily

gentlemen, I would remind you—

Mr. Conway: Don't be sexist.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —have exercised their

responsibilities as fully as they should.

Mr. Deans: Men they may be; gentlemen
they are not.
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Hon. B. Stephenson: Particularly when
they related as employers to a group of peo-

ple who are primarily women. I find this a

disturbing situation, as well, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Renwick: That is not characteristic of

you.

Hon. B. Stephenson: But I would remind

you too that we have been working, I think,

reasonably hard. The hon. member for

Wentworth may not think that we have been
as diligent as we should, but we have tried

very hard to persuade the boards to come
back to the table and we certainly have
tried hard to persuade the ONA locals to go
back to the bargaining table as well. We
have been reasonably successful in a limited

number of areas.

You are telling me that my time is up, Mr.

Speaker?

Debate concluded.

On motion by Hon. B.

House adjourned at 6 p.m.
Stephenson, the
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The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

SUPPLEMENTARY ESTIMATES

Hon. Mr. Auld: Mr. Speaker, I have a

message from the Honourable the Lieutenant

Governor signed by her own hand.

Mr. Speaker: By her own hand, P. M.
McGibbon, the Honourable the Lieutenant

Governor, transmits supplementary estimates

of certain additional sums required for the

services of the province for the year ending
March 31, 1977, and recommends them to

the Legislative Assembly, Toronto, Novem-
ber 23, 1976.

Statements by the ministry.

UTDC TEST AND
DEVELOPMENT CENTRE

Hon. Mr. Irvine: I would like to take this

opportunity to inform the members of this

House that at approximately 1:30 this afte]-

noon in the city of Kingston, the Minister

of Transportation and Communications (Mr.
Snow ) announced that Ontario's Urban Trans-

portation Development Corporation Limited
will locate its urban transit test and develop-
ment centre on a 480-acre site in Emestown
township in the county of Lennox and Ad-

dington. The specific site in Emestown was
chosen after very careful evaluation of a

number of potential locations in the area.

The major UTDC programme to be con-

ducted here will be development of an ad-

vanced technology rail system for urban
transit. As members may know, this is a

system which consists of small, quiet, steel-

wheeled trains operating on exclusive rights
of way. These trains can be opcrrated at street

level, on elevated structures or underground.
This programme began in April, 1975, when

the Ontario government provided $6.1 million

to UTDC to complete phases one and two
of a five-phase programme. During these first

two phases UTDC worked with transit oper-
ators, municipalities and planners to define

the kind of systrm needed. Based on the
results of this work the Ontario government

Tuesday, November 23, 1976

authorized the corporation to develop and
build a prototype system.

Phase three is a 36-month programme
which wiU cost approximately $55 million,

including the cost of the test centre.

Mr. Nixon: It sounds like the old Krauss-

MaflFei thing.

Mr. Cassidy: That's like down at the

Exhibition.

Hon. Mr. Irvine: Relative to this pro-

gramme, the centre will be equipped with a

2,560-metre track with a station, with elevated

and at-grade track sections and vdth auto-

mation-

Mr. Cassidy: You tore the last one down.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Never built it.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Irvine: —equipment to develop
and test its prototype technology.

This new test centre will also play a large

role in the development of both the new
light rail transit vehicle for Toronto and
future generations of light rail vehicles. The
centre will include a 4,800-metre light rail

track for just this purpose.

In addition to the two tracks, the site will

also house oflBce and technical facilities for

as many as 100 staff members and sub-

contractors.

The selection of a site in the Kingston area

is particularly appropriate in light of this gov-
errmient's commitment to a policy of encour-

aging the development of eastern Ontario. In

our view, the Kingston area represents a

major focal point of economic development
in the eastern sector of the province.

Mr. Cassidy: You didn't pick Prescott.

What about Presoott?

Hon. Mr. Irvine: It has a well-developed
industrial and commercial base; it is central

to both Toronto and Ottawa. It is the home
of Queen's University and it is accessible

from the country's major highways and

railways.
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Mr. Conway: Do you think it will save the

Minister of Community and Family Services

(Mr. Taylor)?

Mr. McEwen: Point of order.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Is there a

point of order?

Mr. McEwen: Yes, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to ask why this particular location was
decided on.

Mr. Cassidy: He has never got up before,
Mr. Speaker.

IMr. Speaker: Order, please. I'm sure that's

not a point of order. The hon. member may
ask questions, during the question period, of

the minister for information.

Mr. McEwen: I would like clarification if

possible, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Can it not wait until the

question period? I think it would be more
aippropriate at that time.

ISOLATED COMMUNITIES
ASSISTANCE FUND

Hon. Mr. Bemier: Mr. Speaker, yesterday,

my colleague, the hon. Treasurer (Mr. Mc-
Keough) of the province of Ontario, an-
nounced the establishment of the Isolated

Communities Assistance Fund.

Under this fund, three-quarters of a mil-

lion dollars will be available over the next
16 months to assist unorganized communities
in northern Ontario to identify and' tackle

their most serious local problems.

I would like to stress today that my minis-

try is moving as quickly as possible to set up
the necessary machinery to make sure that

applications submitted to us will be processed
with dispatch. We also want to establish as

soon as possible the ground rules regarding

eligibility.

To ensure that we have covered all the

bases, I have already made contact with the
two unorganized communities associations of

northern Ontario, UCANO West and UCANO
East, and I will be meeting with them in the

very near future to obtain the benefit of their

advice on these matters generally and more
specifically the establishing of priorities.

In the meantime, I would urge any un-

organized community seeking help with local

servicing problems to contact its nearest

Ministry of Natural Resources office or to

write directly to me in Toronto in order that

we may get on with the job of aiding our

isolated communities to solve their problems.

WINTER TRAILS PROGRAMME

Hon. Mr. Bemier: The second statement is

in connection with the winter trails pro-

gramme. I'm pleased to announce that once

again this year the government of Ontario

will operate the winter trails programme to

assist local trail clubs to provide outdoor
recreation opportunities during the winter

months.

Mr. S. Smith: Go right down oflF the end
of the ski jump.

Hon. Mr. Bemier: The programme we are

oflFering this year is made up of three parts.

First, my own ministry will again be responsi-
ble for the winter trails grooming and mainte-

nance programme. The funds allocated will

be $250,000 and will be used in two ways:

non-statutory grants to snowmobile and cross-

country skiing clubs to do their own groom-
ing and maintenance of trails, and for mainte-

nance, repair and replacement of ministry

equipment which we had loaned to the clubs

for this purpose.

Second, the Ministry of Natural Resources

will continue its winter trails programme on

public lands in high-demand areas of the

province.

Third, my colleague, the Minister of Cul-

ture and Recreation (Mr. Welch) has asked

me to mention that trails clubs may apply to

the Wintario fund for financial assistance for

trail-related capital projects.

Mr. Breithaupt: 111 bet he has.

Hon. Mr. Bemier: Applications for fiuiding

from my ministry's $250,000 trail programme
for grooming and maintenance should be

made directly to the nearest office of the

Ministry of Natural Resources.

Mr. Ruston: W^at a farce!

Mr. Breithaupt: The line forms on tlie left.

Hon. Mr. Bemier: Are the hon. members

against the trails programme?

Mr. Kario: No, we are just getting the feel

of it.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

minister has the floor.

Hon. Mr. Bemier: Those clubs wishing to

apply for Wintario funding should apply di-

recdy to the local field office of the Ministry
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of Culture and Recreation. It is our hope
that this programme of government assistance

will give thousands of Ontario people a rich

opportunity to enjoy recreation on winter

trails during this coming season.

Mr. Breithaupt: There's a long, long trail

a-winding.

ECONOMIC STRATEGY

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, today I

want to set before the Legislature the govern-
ment's economic strategy for the upcoming
year.

Mr. Breithaupt: That won't take long.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Oiu: objectives

remain unchanged: to sustain economic

recovery without rekindling inflation and to

keep Ontario fully competitive in terms of

investment and new jobs.

The thrust of our policies in the last two

budgets has been to reduce the growth in

government spending and to trim our bureauc-

racy in order to make room for private
sector expansion and improved take-home

pay. I am convinced this has been the right
course because it shifts econopiic resources

into the market economy, thereby building a

more solid base for future growth and

prosperity. We intend to continue this basic

strategy of public sector control and private
sector expansion during 1977.

Mr. CassJdy: That is known as private
affluence and public squalor.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: In this statement I

shall review Ontario's economic performance
and prospects. Though the Ontario economy
is back on trend, continued healthy expan-
sion requires perseverance in the attack on
inflation and a positive climate for increased

business investment and job creation. I shall

also outline the main dimensions of the

spending plan which the government has
drawn up for 1977-78 and announce several

tax changes. We intend to continue spending
restraint in 1977 and to provide long-term
tax incentives to ensure that this province
records another flynamic and productive
year.

Mr. Cassidy: Just like the last one.

Mr. Breithaupt: How big is the deficit?

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: In my April budget,
I predicted brisk economic growth for the

Ontario economy during 1976.

Mr. Bain: You were wrong then too.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: This was predicated
on the strong surge of activity in the second

half of 1975, propelled by this government's

expansionary actions plus anticipated recovery
in the US economy. To date, the American

economy has not rebounded as strongly as

I had hoped—

Mr. Bain: They don't have the benefit of—

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I know this hurts.

Mr. Breithaupt: It hurts the province.

Mr. S. Smith: Just take an Aspirin and
read it anyway.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Ontario, nevertheless,

is having a reasonably good year. Our real

gross provincial product is expanding at

better than five per cent, while prices have

risen considerably less than I had predicted.

Productivity has ipiproved and, adjusting for

seasonal factors, nearly 100,000 new jobs

have been created since mid-1975.

We can be justifiably proud of these

economic results. Over the last three years—
that is, during the course of the last business

cycle—Canada has significantly outperformed
such other jurisdictions as the United States,

Japan and the OECD bloc of industrial

nations. And Ontario's record in industrial

production has exceeded that of Canada.

Turning to the prospects for next year, I

am quite optimistic. PubHshed 1977 forecasts

for the Canadian economy range from four

per cent to better than six per cent real

growth, along with a continuing reduction in

the rate of inflation. No improvement is fore-

seen for unemployment in Canada however,
and business investment is expected to remain

sluggish. I anticipate broadly similar trends

for the Ontario economy.

[2:15]

While there is weakness in our jnanu-

facturing and construction sectors, exports

and consumer spending are advancing

strongly. 'I look forward to a greater increase

in new jobs in Ontario than in 1976 which
should improve our employment rate.
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Overall, I expect our real output in 1977

to grow at about the five per cent rate

achieved in 1976, and prices should continue

to moderate. This will provide a sound basis

to begin the process of phasing out the anti-

inflation programme.

The challenge for economic management
in 1977 is to ensure that cost and price

stability is restored in the Canadian econ-

omy so that controls can be terminated on

schedule. The reason we have controls today
is that during a period of international infla-

tion Canada tried to have the best of both

worlds. We wanted high levels of public
services and low taxes; we wanted high

wages, high salaries and high profits and low
costs and low prices. All participants in the

economic process—government, labour and
business—piust now accept with hard-nosed

realism that we can't have the best of both

worlds.

Mr. Swart: With your government we
can't have either.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: To ensure the

growth, jobs and prosperities we all want,
Canada must remain competitive with its

trading partners.

Mr. Wildman: You are going to have high

unemployment.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: We are now more
than a year into the anti-inflation programme
and I believe that the progress made is

encouraging. As of October, the year-over-

year increase in the consumer price index

had declined to 6.2 per cent, a full four

percentage points lower than the double-

digit level of the previous two years. Certain-

ly, much of this improvement is attributable

to the decline in the food prices, which are

only partly subject to controls.

Mr. S. Smith: Hurray for the feds.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: But there has also

been encouraging moderation in other cost-

of-living components.

Some people would lead us to believe that

the AIP works only to control wages and
salaries-

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —while prices and
profits go unrestrained. This view simply
does not square with the facts. Collective

bargaining settlements have indeed come
down significantly to 9.7 per cent in the

third quarter of 1976, from about 15 per
cent in the spring of 1975. But real wages
are rising faster today than they were prior

to controls and the share of gross national

product accounted for by wages and salaries

has increased over the past 12 months. Cor-

porate profits have not shown comparable
gains; in fact, their share of GNP has

declined.

An hon. member: Give them another tax

concession.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Later in this state-

ment I shall discuss the matter of profits

more fully. SuflBce it now to note that

shrinking profits bring falling investments

and that our economy, with its still growing
labour force, must invest and must grow.

I would like to table, for the information

of the members, a report prepared by my
staff which assesses the operation of the AIP
since its inception last October. I am con-

vinced the controls programme has been
successful in restraining price inflation

without sacrifice of jobs or real income. I

am confident the programme can be phased
out on schedule.

Mr. Warner: You should be phased out on
schedule.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Hon. members have
been informed by the Premier (Mr. Davis)
of Ontario's intention to seek other con-

structive suggestions and proposals for actions

this government can take on its own, as

well as for directions that national economic

policy should take following termination of

the controls programme.

Mr. Conway: Did Turner write this?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: We intend, in a

public way, to involve representatives of all

sectors of society in the development of

provincial positions on these matters.

I would now like to turn to the matter

of improving productivity, which is the

key to strong economic performance in the

longer run.

Mr. Cunningham: Give Lome a job.

Mr. Moffatt: He's got a full-time job.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Broductivity results

not just from the efforts of labour but also

from capital investments, technological ad-

vance and human initiative. In my budget
statement last April I drew attention to the

wide productivity gap between Canada and
the United States. Since then the American
government has revised downwards its pro-
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ductivity statistics, and Canada's relative

performance does not look quite as bad.

Nevertheless, there is no room for com-
placency. The basic fact remains that pro-

ductivity in Canadian manufacturing is

almost one-fifth below that in the US, while
our average wages in manufacturing are

above US levels. At the same time, Canadian
firms face higher interest costs and Cana-
dian exporters face an exchange rate above

parity.

Mr. Lewis: Where is the evidence for that

statement?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Order.

Mr. Lewis: If that comes from the C. D.
Howe Institute, it is not valid.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The problems
created by this situation are well known.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Since 1973 there
has been little expansion and not enough
new job opportunities have been created in

Canada's manufacturing sector. Our trade
balance in finished goods has continued to

deteriorate. Even after the revival in the
auto sector, the trade deficit has come down
only modestly.

Productivity improvement is a question of
vital significance for Ontario, because this

province accounts for over half of all manu-
facturing employment in Canada.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: If we hope to main-
tain and expand our manufacturing base and
the high-paying jobs that it generates, then
we have no choice except to increase our

productivity.

Ms. Bryden: You are operating below ca-

pacity.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Later in this state-
ment I will outline tax measures to encourage
investment in new machinery and equipment,
thereby upgrading our eflBciency.

I am convinced, however, that there must
also be a basic reorientation of thinking and
attitudes if we are to remain competitive in

the post-control period, including: A recog-
nition that healthy profits are crucial to new
investment-

Mr. Nixon: How healthy?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —a realization that

only through increased investment and in-

creased productivity can we secure permanent
gains in employment; a recognition that our

plants must be of world scale, even though
this means more concentrated industries; and
a reappraisal of foreign investment policies at

both the federal and provincial levels to en-

sure that we are not discouraging beneficial

capital inflows.

Mr. Renwick: What a reactionary approach.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: All members will ap-

preciate the key role played by our private

enterprises in generating the new investment,

jobs and rising incomes essential to continued

prosperity in Ontario.

Mr. Lewis: You sound like a public rela-

tions officer for the Chase Manhattan Bank.

Mr. Yakabuski: Will you listen for a

change?

Mr. Speaker: Order!

Hon. Mr. McKeough: But this activity will

only take place when corporations large and
small are earning adequate profits and have
confidence about the future.

An hon. member: What does that mean?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: They must also be-
lieve in the ability of government to guide
the economy with a minimum of interference

and to create an environment which en-

courages savings and investment and rewards

private initiative.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Weakness in profits

reduces corporate cash flow and holds down
investment. For the interest of members, I

have provided a table showing the after-tax

profits performance of 30 important Ontario

corporations which have reported results for

the first nine months of 1976. The figures

show a decline for most natural resource

companies, including mining, oil and pulp
and paper. Overall, after-tax profits are down
2.7 per cent for these large companies, while

sales are up 11.1 per cent. Profits before

taxes for those 30 large companies show a

similar adverse trend.

The rapid inflation of recent years has had
both positive and negative effects on cor-

porate profits. While inventory profits have
been substantial in many cases, overall

growth in profits has slowed considerably
since 1974.
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Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Pre-tax profits in

Canada, which rose at an average of 22.1

per cent per annum from 1972 to 1974 after

adjustment for inventory inflation, increased

by 8.1 per cent in 1975 and are estimated

to rise about 10 per cent in 1976. This

downtrend is also reflected in the drop in

pre-tax profits expressed as a percentage of

gross national income from 13 per cent in

1974 to an estimated 10 per cent in 1976.

Mr. MoflFatt: Has the member for London

North (Mr. Shore) read this?

Mr. Foulds: Where's the member for Lon-

don North?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The longer-run im-

plications of these developments are unclear.

In fact, there is much debate about the

nature of the impact of inflation on corpora-
tion and its implications for social equity,

investment and productivity. There is an ob-

vious conflict between the conventional ac-

counting tenets which show rapidly rising

profits in inflationary periods and the stock

market's negative and nervous reaction. Pro-

fits and debt financing are the vital lubricants

of business investment and growth and there

will be enormous public and private demand
for capital in the years ahead.

I believe it is essential that we understand

better the implications of inflation on cor-

porate finances. My concern is that dealing
with the performance of profits in the eco-

nomy, we substantially underestimate the im-

pact of inflation on replacement costs to the

individual firm.

Mr. Warner: Here we come.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I think there is gen-
eral agreement that financial statements,

based on traditional historical cost account-

ing, understate the escalating costs to business

of replacing machinery, equipment, bufldings
and inventory.

As members are aware, investments create

jobs. The sensitivity of the investment climate

is a real and frequently troublesome factor in

the job creation process. I think we have to

be concerned, therefore, if financial state-

ments are overstating the profit performance
of our industries and overstating the sound-

ness of their position.

At the extreme, we have the example of

British Leyland, a major United Kingdom

automotive firm, which was forced into virtual

receivership despite financial statements

which continued to report profits. The
chances are high that this kind of situation is

more widespread than we suspect.

The effects of misrepresentation of financial

status can affect us in a nimiber of ways.

Mr. Cassidy: Expenses are high.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Individual investors

are faced with incomplete-

Mr. Cassidy: Where was your research in

all of this?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —and inadequate in-

formation on which to base decisions. Even

well-managed pension funds, which account
for a large and growing share of business

ownership, face this problem. Certainly,

equity markets have discounted share values

for the imoact of inflation and the dismal re-

sults are plain to see. To the extent that tradi-

tional business accounting does not reflect

these realities, company management is un-

able to assess accurately its own performance
or to determine appropriately capital invest-

ment decisions.

I believe, furthermore, that the public
interest is not properly served by a narrow
access to information about the actual per-
formance of the private sector. This affects

not only the public perception of the business

community but also government's appraisal
of the economic environment and the regula-
tion of securities markets.

There has already been considerable dis-

cussion and preliminary study of so-called

inflation accounting both in the private and
in the public sectors. I believe the merits of

such financial disclosure have been well

documented and other jurisdictions are

already pulling ahead of us in this matter.

For example, a programme of action has

already been initiated by the Securities and

Exchange Commission in the United States,

and various countries in Europe as well as

Australia are either studying the matter or

have taken action on it.

The capacity of the business community to

undertake job-creating investment is vitally

important to the economic well-being of On-
tario and a matter of concern to all of us. Our
citizens have a direct stake in the health of

business through their pension funds and

personal savings. Therefore, the government
is establishing a committee to examine the

various options open to us and to advise on
a course of action for implementing a pro-

gramme of financial disclosure of the effects

of inflation in Ontario.
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I understand that others both at the federal

level and in various professional organizations

have expressed an interest in the problem. I

believe, however, that Ontario must take the

lead. We have retained the Toronto chartered

accountancy firm of Touche Ross and Com-

pany to undertake this study, and have asked

Michael Alexander, a partner of this firm

and a fellow of the Institute of Chartered

Accountants of Ontario to take responsibility

for chairing the committee. Mr. Alexander

has previously been extensively involved in a

major study of this issue and has been the

autiior of a number of important papers on

the subject.

In addition I have asked four other experi-

enced individuals, representing a spectrum
of interests and backgrounds, to assist Mr.

Alexander in this undertaking. These four

are: Mr. Adam Zimmerman, executive vice-

president of Noranda Mines Limited; Mr.

James Fleck, the Deputy Minister of the

Ministry of Industry and Tourism-

Mr. Lewis: Oh, the Harvard business world.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Sam Martin, pro-

fessor of business administration. University

of Western Ontario, and Mr. Gordon Milling,

director of research, United Steelworkers.

Mr. Lewis: If you could find a woman you
would have every minority group.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Peter Honey, assis-

tant deputy minister in my own ministry, will

serve as secretary of the committee. Addi-

tionally, Charles Salter, director of the On-
tario Securities Commission, and Morley
Carscallen, partner in Coopers and Lybrand
and chairman of the financial disclosure ad-

visory board of the Ontario Securities Com-
mission, will act as advisers.

During the next six months, the committee
will solicit the views of a broad range of

people with an interest in the subject. I also

expect they wiU involve other individuals and

organizations with an expertise in the area to

provide an input in the process. I anticipate
a full set of recommendations of the scope,

process, and implementation procedures for

a programme of business disclosure of the

effects of inflation.

Along with this statement is a more de-

tailed description of inflation accounting, to-

gether with terms of reference of the com-
mittee.

Mr. Cassidy: You might begin with some
business disclosure.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

[2:30]

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, a key
element in Ontario's economic strategy is

control of government spending. The govern-
ment of Ontario has clearly stated its philoso-

phy on this issue—excessive growth in public

spending bids away economic resources from

more productive uses, contributes directly to

inflationary pressures and detracts from the

Long-run growth capacity of the economy. We
have worked hard in this province to avoid

these pitfalls and in the process have em-

erged with more efficient public services and

less upward pressure on our tax structure.

This maintains our financial integrity, strength-

ens our inherent economic advantages and

gives us more leeway to respond to short-

term stabilization requirements.

Our approach of overall limits on spending

growth plus sharper priority setting within

thes3 limits will continue in 1977-78. The

government has established a ceiling of 9,6

per cent as the spending increase that this

province and its taxpayers can afford for the

next fiscal year. This compares favourably
with the now estimated 11.5 per cent in-

crease in the current year and, more import-

ant, is substantially below the expected ex-

pansion rate for the economy as a whole in

1977. I shall outhne the main details of our

1977 spending plan in a moment, but first

I would like to review for members the per-

formance of our 1976 budget plan.

Mr. Speaker, in October we published the

second-quarter issue of Ontario Finances. It

showed that after six months of the current

fiscal year our 1976 budget plan was right on

target. On both the revenue and expenditure
side our actual performance was within four-

tenths of one per cent of the original total, and
our cash requirements were virtually un-

changed from the $1,230 million tabled in the

Legislature on April 6, 1976. As we enter the

eighth month of this fiscal year our finances

are still on target. As of today, I estimate our

revenues at $11,378 million, up $32 mfllion,

and our expenditures at $12,616 million, up
$40 million. This revises our cash require-

ments to $1,238 million—only $8 milHon above

my original plan.

Some Hon. members: Only?

Mr. MoClellan: What's $8 million?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: All ministers and

deputies of the government have responded
to the Premier's (Mr. Davis) strong leader-

ship in controlling—
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[Applause.]

Mr. Breithaupt: The member £or London
North (Mr. Shore) doesn't applaud.

An hon. member: There is one for Roy.

Mr. BuUbrook: Now we know Marvin
wrote that.

Mr. MoflFatt: Who wrote that?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I needed a rest.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Great phrase.

Mr. Lewis: Just get to the revised version.

Mr. Speaker: All right now, order, please.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, all

ministers and deputies have responded to the

Premier's strong leadership in controlling our

spending and have contributed to this success.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Ask my wife.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: They have made
sure our new budget control system works,
even though this meant shifting resources

out of their own ministry estimates to meet
unavoidable and unforeseen increases in other

areas such as hospitals, community arenas and

firefighting. This has allowed Management
Board to keep in-year spending deterioration

to a bare minimum. It demonstrates that with
firm resolve, government can trim costs and
shift priorities to meet new needs.

To date, the government had identified

some $233 million in spending requirements
over and above the 1976 estimates. The Chair-

man of Management Board (Mr. Auld) will

table today supplementary estimates covering
$159 million of this amount. 'The balance of

$74 million represents statutory items and

contingencies for other potential overruns. The
important thing, however, is that our net

additional spending for 1976 has been kept to

$40 million; the rest of the unavoidable in-

creases in spending have been offset by delib-

erate savings which we will realize within

the original estimates.

The government's top goal in determining
its 1977 expenditure package was to contain
the increase in our total spending well below
the expansion in the economy as a whole. Our
second goal was to ensure that our commit-
ments to Local governments were fully hon-
oured. Our third goal was to minimize our

operating costs and overhead expenditures so

that more resources would be available for

job-creating investment projects.

The 1977 spending plan which I am out-

lining today meets each of these objectives.
Total outlays in 1977-78 are planned at

$13,830 milhon, an increase of $1,214 mil-

lion or 9.6 per cent over the current year.

Originally the government had aimed at the

extremely difficult target of an eight per cent

increase for 1977 but found that this was
unachievable without harm to essential pro-
vincial services. Let me emphasize, however,
that this $13.8 billion amount is the spending
ceiling for next year. If new requirements
arise during the year, we will adjust oiu*

spending plan to find the necessary funds
within that total.

Transfers to local governments will in-

crease by $330 million, in line with our
Edmonton commitment. This is a consider-

ably more generous increase at 10.7 per cent

than we have allowed for our own account

spending, which will rise by only 9.3 per
cent.

Ms. Bryden: Still taking some back on the

Edmonton commitment.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Members will recall

that the government announced this important
element of our spending plan on September
10, and that early announcement has proved
extremely helpful to municipalities, school

boards and local agencies. It has allowed
them to plan ahead and prepare their budgets
for 1977, knowing with certainty the provin-
cial transfers they would receive. I have re-

ceived numerous messages of appreciation to

this effect. To quote a recent letter-

Mr. Moffatt: Which is the other one?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —from the president
of the Association of Municipalities of Ontario:

"The board of directors of the association and
its member municipalities express their ap-
preciation to you in fulfilling the commit-
ments that you made last year to provide
local governments with advance notice on

proposed provincial transfer payments for

1977-78 and for having achieved this objec-
tive some six and one half months prior to

the fiscal year-end of the province and three

and one half months prior to the municipal
fiscal year-end."

Ms. Bryden: You are not living up to the

commitment.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I am hopeful that we
can provide this early notice of provincial
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transfers again next year as it obviously is a

great help in local budgeting.

Turning to our own account spending,
after meeting the Edmonton commitment,
we have provided $884 million in new dol-

lars for all of our programmes. Health care

is allotted $360 million, an increase of 11.6

per cent, including an additional $64 million

for home care, extended care and mental
health and other special health programmes.
Support for universities and colleges plus
student aid is increased by $89 million, up
9.3 per cent. Provincial social assistance is

allotted $69 million or an 11.8 per cent in-

crease. Spending on agricultural programmes
is increased by $14 million or 12.8 per cent.

We have also allotted increases of $85 mil-

lion and $150 million respectively for civil

service salaries and interest on ithe public
debt. The remaining $117 million is dis-

tributed among all other programmes, in-

cluding provincial roads and transit, provin-
cial loans and general government support.

I believe the government has drawn up a

balanced and responsible spending plan for

next year. When it is brought forward in the

form of detailed estimates, I am confident it

will commend itself to all members of the

Legislature.

In concluding this explanation of our 1977

spending plan, let me report on two related

matters. As of October 31, we have achieved
our target reduction of 1,000 civil service

complement positions dturing this fiscal year.

Mr. Wildman: How many casuals do you
have?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: We are now down to

66,537 complement positions, a cut of more
than 4,200 since 1974. This pruning has been
a very healthy exercise; it has left Ontario
with a leaner and more efficient public ser-

vice. The government has decided not to

push for further complement reductions in

1977. Rather, we shall strive within the con-

straint of zero growth to achieve further effi-

ciencies in the use of oiu* manpower and
better service delivery to the taxpaying public.

One of the most useful actions we have
taken in waging our war on waste was to

establish a special programme review com-
mittee. It brought us refreshing outside per-
spectives to the evaluation of our spending
and challenged long-held views. Having com-

pleted its review of the special programme
review report, the government agrees in prin-

ciple with many of its recommendations, as

indicated by the summary response which I

shall table today. Details on how specific

recommendations are to be implemented or

their purpose otherwise accomplished will be
the responsibility of individual ministries. The
job done by the special programme review
committee was a very useful exercise for the

government as a whole. We see great merit

in undertaking such a searching examination

of our spending on a regular basis.

Before proceeding with the tax actions

the government now proposes, I should like

to report on the fiscal aspects of federal-

provincial affairs. As members know, the

provinces have been negotiating with the

federal government to devise new fiscal

arrangements for the next five years. These

negotiations have been conducted against a

background of federal retrenchment on all

major fronts.

On the positive side, however, the federal

government has come around in its thinking
and seems prepared to proceed with funda-

mental reforms of our fiscal arrangements,

particularly in respect of the mature shared-

cost programmes. Members are aware that

Ontario and some other provinces have

argued consistently that cost sharing should

be replaced by tax sharing, providing prov-
inces with the independent fiscal capacity
to carry out their constitutional responsi-
bilities. On the basis of the current federal

proposals, it appears that Ottawa is now
ready to accept this basic change.

I believe an important breakthrough

among the provinces themselves has been
achieved. After a number of meetings of

provincial finance ministers, we have been
able to agree on a common position to

take to the bargaining table with Ottawa.

Undoubtedly, this consensus reflects the con-

cern of all provinces over federal fiscal re-

trenchments but it also represents a real

achievement, given the regional differences

that exist across this country.

The largest single issue for the provinces
is the revenue guarantee. Its termination

without equivalent replacement means an

erosion of the occupancy in the income
tax field that the provinces have held for

over a decade. The provinces are unanimous
that a fair and appropriate replacement re-

quires the transfer of four personal income
tax points. I believe the federal government
recognizes the legitimacy of the provincial

argument and will not act in such a way
as to jeopardize the trust on which our

federal system is based.

What Ontario seeks in these federal-

provincial negotiations is disentanglement of
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responsibilities and a commensurate redistri-

bution of fiscal resources between levels of

government so that public services can be

provided more efficiently. Obviously, this

should be possible without an increase in

the total tax burdens. I am optimistic that

the current negotiations with Ottawa will

lead to this result. As these negotiations
will continue over the next few months, it

would be premature for Ontario to pre-

judge the outcome by raising its income
tax rate as of January 1, 1977. I am an-

nouncing today, therefore, that Ontario's tax

rate will remain at 30.5 per cent until these

fiscal negotiations are finalized. The Min-
ister of Revenue (Mr. Meen) will introduce

the bill today.

Mr. Lewis: Surprise, surprise.

Mr. S. Smith: They sure backed down
on that one.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Order.

Mr. Roy: That's called retreat.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: You guys are the experts.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: While on the subject
of the personal income tax, I would like to

take this opportunity to draw members' atten-

tion to an important-

Mr. Roy: You backed right oflF.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No. They're showing
some reasonableness up there.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —to draw members'
attention to an important research study
just completed by my staff. Ontario Tax
Studies 12, which I am tabling today,
analyses the major growth characteristics of
the personal income tax in Ontario and
examines how the income tax system is used
to encourage savings and investment. This

province intends to continue its research on
the tax system and to ensure that the 1972
reforms and subsequent changes work to

the benefit of our economy and our tax-

payers.

The temporary exemption of production
machinery from retail sales tax is scheduled
to expire at the end of this year. There is

ample evidence that this has been an effec-

tive incentive. Our businesses have used it

to expand production and improve their

competitiveness.

Mr. Cassidy: There is no evidence of
that.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Lewis: There is no evidence.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please!

Hon. Mr. McKeough: All Ontarians bene-

fit from these actions because the economy
generates a high return from the tax dol-

lars so invested.

Mr. Lewis: No evidence.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: In recent years, On-
tario's share of total new investment in

Canada has been declining. A number of

factors account for this trend including the

massive investment in energy resources and

major public projects in other parts of

Canada such as the Olympics.

On the other hand, Ontario's share of

new investment in machinery and equipment
has continued upward, increasing steadily
from 38.5 per cent in 1972 to 39.4 per cent
in 1975. It is clear from these figures that

this province continues to have a strong

underlying attraction to the manufacturing
and related industries.

Mr. Lewis: That is natural. That has

nothing to do with the tax credit. That is

just natural growth.

Mr. Speaker: Order. Order, please.

Mr. Lewis: Of course it is.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, this

reflects our favourable geographic location-

Mr. Lewis: Precisely.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —our highly skilled

labour force—

[2:45]

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. min-
ister has the floor.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —our strong resource

base, and of course stable and conservative

government.

Mr. Lewis: That has nothing to do with
the sales tax credit.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: If you don't believe us

just recall what happened in British Co-
lumbia.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order. The Treastuer has the

floor.
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Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, over

the past two years there has been another

significant trend in investment patterns in On-
tario—a productive shift in favour of private

sector investments, particularly in machinery
and equipment. The business share of total

new investment has risen by more than one

percentage point, and the share of machinery
and equipment investment a full two per-

centage point. This transfer of resources

directly reflects the government's restraint

programme and its tax policies. In particular,

the temporary exemption of production ma-

chinery and equipment, introduced in April,

1975, and the incentives provided to the min-

ing industry since 1974, have proved to be

powerful stimulants.

Mr. Cassidy: Not proven, not proven

Hon. Mr. McKeough: In 1976, for example,
the growth in new investment in our manu-

facturing and mining industries is expected
to be significantly higher than in the rest of

the country.

This province must remain competitive
with other jurisdictions in terms of attracting
new industry and investment. Even with the

present exemption on production equipment,
the sales tax burden on new investment is

higher in Ontario than in Michigan, Ohio,

Pennsylvania or New York, and about level

with Minnesota and Quebec. A reimposition
of the retail sales tax on January 1, 1977,
would mean a much higher tax burden in

Ontario than in any of these other juris-

dictions.

Mr. Breaugh: You can't even say it.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: This is clearly un-
desirable since it would reduce our com-
petitive edge, hamper investment and retard

job creation.

Mr. Lewis: What creation?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I am including a
table comparing our sales tax burden with
that of other jurisdictions, to demonstrate
why it is so imperative that we keep the
sales tax oflF machinery and equipment.

Mr. Breaugh: Why don't you compare the

profits?

Mr. Breithaupt: How many jobs?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Effective January 1,

1977, therefore, I propose that the current

temporary exemption be replaced by a new
long-term exemption. This will exempt from
tax all production machinery and equipment

used by the private sector in the production
of tangible personal property. I estimate that

this tax measure will be $160 million in a
full year, and perhaps $10 million in the re-

mainder of this fiscal year.

Mr. Moffatt: This is incredible.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Your union supports it.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Examples of the tax

savings which—

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Order.

Mr. Lewis: We certainly know where we
get the money for the taxes; right here!

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Examples of the tax

savings which will flow to business making
new investments in Ontario are set out in

the following table.

The definition of production machinery
and equipment will be simplified by closely

paralleling the federal exemption provision
descrilied in part XIII of schedule III of the

federal Excise Tax Act. This important tax

simplification initiative will be beneficial both

to the government and business enterprises.

The new definition is also broad enough to

encompass pollution control equipment and

equipment used to remove waste and noxious

fumes. Full details will be provided by the

Minister of Revenue (Mr. Meen).

In addition to this long-term cost-reducing

incentive, I will be considering the merits of

extending the manufacturing and processing

fast write-off for Ontario tax purposes. This

incentive was introduced by the federal gov-

ernment and paralleled by Ontario in 1972

to reduce the tax burden on the manufac-

turing sector. This action was necessary to

keep Canadian industry on a competitive

footing in light of the United States export-

encouraging DISC legislation.

In 1974, the federal government extended

the fast write-off incentive indefinitely, whfle

we continued it untfl the end of 1977. The
cost cf this incentive will be a significant

factor in our determination of whether or not

it will continue. Under the revenue guarantee,
Ontario is reimbursed by the federal govern-
ment for the loss of tax revenues due to

paralleling the incentive, but only until the

end of this year. If the oorporation tax revenue

guarantee expires on December 31, 1976, as

announced by the federal government, then
Ontario would have to absorb the cost of the

fast write-off for 1977 and subsequent tax

years. This may be as much as $80 mfllion in

the 1977-78 fiscal year.
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The Minister of Revenue will also be in-

troducing a bill amending the treatment of

foreign income under our Corporations Tax
Act. It will provide a full foreign tax credit

to parallel the tax treatment in other provinces.

The above incentives are extended to large
and small businesses alike. However, small

businesses still face many problems in raising

capital for expansion. I am therefore tabhng
a progress report prepared by my staff on
venture investment corporations. You will re-

call that I introduced Bill 44, An Act respect-

ing the Registration of Venture Investment

Corporations, for first reading only with my
1976 budget legislation. Since that time my
staff have had extensive discussions with in-

terested individual company representatives,

federal and provincial government oflBcials

and private sector associations. A revised ver-

sion of the bill is attached to the report
which is being tabled. We have requested
a commitment from Ottawa that there will

be no federal attempt to discourage or neu-
tralize this incentive programme through con-

trary tax treatment.

In conclusion, let me sum up my statement

today. After reviewing current economic per-
formance and anticipated future trends, the

government of Ontario has decided its basic

economic strategy for the upcoming year. We
will carry forward into 1977 our concerted

effort to restrain public expenditure and to

foster private sector expansion. These positive

policies will work to combat inflation, to

strengthen the competitiveness of our in-

dustries and to create expanded employment
opportunities for our people.

Mr. Wildman: Is this the best you can do?

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I believe this is the

correct policy approach at this time. It builds

upon our generally good economic recovery in

1976 and our reasonably biloyant prospects
for next year; but it also stimulates the lag-

ging sector of investment, which is the key
to improved productivity, job creation and
real prosperity in the long run.

Let me state clearly, however, that we will

not adhere slavishly to this approach if cir-

cumstances change. We are monitoring the

economic situation closely and are prepared
to take decisive stimulating action, just as we
did in 1975, if new policy initiatives are

needed. The performance of the economy will

be reported in our 1977 budget, along with
the province's fiscal and financing programme
for 1977-78.

Mr. Cassidy: Never have.

Mr. Conway: How about an election?

Mr. Breithaupt: One election at a time.

Mr. S. Smith: New bicycle buyers grant.

'Mr. Sargent: Election promises.

Mr. Warner: If this is the best you can

do, resign.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I am
optimistic about Ontario's future. This prov-
ince has proven consistently that with the

right combination of public policies, our in-

herently strong economy performs dynamical-

ly and generates for our citizens a standard

of living and a quaiity of life second to none.

Mr. Eakins: Who wrote this?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: This government,
under the wise leadership of the Premier

(Mr. Davis), is determined-

Mr. S. Smith: Methinks he doth protest too

much.

Mr. Peterson: Who wrote this, Jim Fleck?

Hon. 'Mr. McKeough: We are determined

to continue to provide that right combination

of policies for all the people of Ontario.

Mr. Eakins: Tell us more about the

Premier.

Mr. S. Smith: You are embarrassed.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Peterson: Wasting our time with that.

Mr. Cunningham: How much did that cost?

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Any further

statements?

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Oral questions.

SALES TAX EXEMPTION
ON PRODUCTION MACHINERY

Mr. Lewis: A question of the Treasurer:

Is he aware that officials of the Treasury

ministry, meeting with those in the lock-up
this morning, indicated there was absolutely
no study done in the province of Ontario to

determine the impact on jobs of his sales tax

write-off for the purchase of machinery and

equipment last year? And since he has no
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knowledge whatsoever of the impact on
actual new jobs created by this write-off, why
is the Treasurer willing now to give another

$160-million gift to the corporate sector?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, if the

Leader of the Opposition would get over some
of his pink inhibitions-

Some hon. members: Oh, oh.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Lewis: On a point of i)ersonal privi-

lege, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Breithaupt: It's like calling him a

socialist.

Mr. Speaker: Order, What is the point of

privilege?

Mr. Lewis: Just for clarification. I thought
the Treasurer was going to say "if the Leader
of the Opposition would get over his pique,"
but as I understand it he said "pink" what?

Some hon. members: "Inhibitions."

Mr. Lewis: "Inhibitions." Okay, I wanted
to get it on the record.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, if the
Leader of the Opposition would get over his

pique that we use the word "profit" and are

proud of it on this side of the House—and if

he doesn't know what the word is all about,
then he doesn't understand it!

Mr. Breithaupt: How many jobs?

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: But you won't get
over that.

Mr. Yakabuski: The only time he knew
about profit was when it was at Browndale.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: He sold a house one
time.

Mr. Speaker: Please, let's have the answer.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Where's your Pilkey
button, Stephen?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, if the
Leader of the Opposition would look at page
29 of the statement and find out that in

Michigan, Minnesota, New York, Ohio, Penn-
sylvania-

Mr. Moffatt: You are wrong again.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: That's where the

competition is, and the sooner he learns it

the better he'll know that's where the com-

petition is. Let me say this, there's no com-

petition coming from Manitoba, none from

Manitoba, none from Saskatchewan. Our
competition comes from the States and he
knows it.

Mr. Deans: He substitutes volume for logic.

He has never been able to show it; never
been able to substantiate it.

Mr. Renwick: Boy, it's time to change
ministers, I can tell you that.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Could we have
a non-provocative question?

Mr. Lewis: I hesitate to ask a supple-

mentary, lest he expire from hyperbolic apo-

plexy, but if he can return to a more civilized

demeanour as the Treasurer of Ontario, may
I ask him why he is proceeding with this

$160 million gift to the corporations in the

manufacturing sector, without any evidence

or documentation, when in fact, according to

Statistics Canada, the capital expenditure on

machinery and equipment for Ontario, 1976

over 1975, declined from 23.9 per cent in the

previous year to 10.5 per cent in that year;

and when the jobs in the manufacturing
sector declined, in 1975 over 1974, by 6.5 per

cent, compared to an increase of 2.7 per cent

in all sectors?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: What would you do
with it?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, as

calmly as I can, I say that it's those kind of

figures that give worry to us, it's those kind

of figures which lead us to say that this prov-
ince must remain competitive; and the actions

we've taken today will ensure that we are

competitive.

Mr. Warner: Stop giving money away.

Mr. Renwick: You continue to pursue a

system which doesn't work.

Mr. Lewis: Why does the Treasurer con-

tinue to use an incentive which amounts to a

$160 million gift to the corporations when—

Hon. Mr. Davis: Nonsense.

Mr. Lewis: —now just listen to this and

explain it to me—the 1975 intentions for

capital expenditure on machinery and equip-

ment, as set by Statistics Canada, were at

$2.3 billion; after the Treasurer announced
his special tax credit the actual preliminary
investment amounted to something just over
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$2 billion, that is a quarter of a billion dollars

less purchase of machinery and equipment
and $160 million additional from the public

purse? How does he justify that?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, well be

debating this, no doubt, when the bill comes
forward.

Mr. Cassidy: Answer the question.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: But I have to ask the

Leader of the Opposition, how does he go on

justifying the bankruptcy of socialist pohcy,
after seeing what's happening in Europe, in

Saskatchewan, in British Columbia? When is

he going to get oflE the red kick?

Interjections.

Mr. Breithaupt: The best defence is an
offence.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Can we not
have a more orderly question period? This is

not the time for a full debate; that will come
later.

Mr. Singer: Why call order for that? It is

not against the rules to call ministers to

order too, you know.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Is there a

supplementary question to that? The hon.

member for Welland-Thorold.

Mr. Swart: May I ask the Treasurer a

supplementary? How can he justify the

exemption of this sales tax to the private
sector and not give it to the public sector,

particularly local government, when munic-

ipal taxes this year increased, by his own
figures, on the average of—

Mr. Speaker: Ordter, pleas^. That's suflB-

ciently far away that it can be a new ques-
tion later.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We're getting
into a far-ranging debate here. Let's stick to

the original question as much as possible.

Mr. Swart: May I finish the question on

supplementary?

Mr. Speaker: No.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I think it's

going too far afield for a supplementary. You

may work it in at a later time. The hon.

Leader of the Opposition.

[3:00]

Mr. Lewis: By way of an additional or

new question, Mr. Speaker, leaving the Treas-

urer's ideological dialectics aside again for

a second: If he can, can he explain, since he

has no evidence of any jobs being created,

and since he is giving away this $160 mil-

lion gift to the corporations, is he not con-

cerned that according to his September 10

statement, if memory serves me, the revenues

for 1977-78 will be $12,219 billion, and as

the Treasurer has said today that expendi-
tures will be $13,830 billion his dteficit will

therefore be tabulated at $1.6 billion, an in-

crease over this year's deficit of 30.1 per cent?

Is that part of his fiscal constraint pro-

gramme?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, the

statement today did not touch on our forecast

of revenue; that will be done in the spring.

Mr. Lewis: By way of supplementary, in

his statement to the provincial-municipal
liaison committee, September 10, 1976, he

set out his projected revenue yield at $12,219
billion quite definitively. Is he now reneging
on that projected revenue bill? In other

words, he is adding almost $400 million to

our deficit in Ontario by this statement

today-

Mr. Yakabuski: Question.

Mr. Lewis: -$160 million of it to the

corporations.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: No, not $160 million,

because that—

Mr. Cassidy: In a full year.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —that is in a full

year, $10 million for the balance of this year.

The $160 million would not all occur in

1977-78. But if the hon. member is asking if

my revenue forecasts have changed since

September 10, yes.

Mr. Lewis: Where are they now?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: They will be dis-

closed at the time of the budget, I assume in

March or April.

Mr. Lewis: It was only two months ago

you know.

Ms. Bryden: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker,
to the Treasurer: If the revenue forecast has

changed, will the Treasurer change the
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amounts under the Edmonton commitment to

the municipalities?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, the

change in our revenue forecast at thijs

moment would not make a significant dif-

ference in the Edmonton commitment figures.

Mr. Lewis: He didn't know the deficit

was there.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: But I'm not going
to get into a discussion today of what
revenue forecasts may or may not become
next March or April.

THUNDER BAY SKI JUMPS

Mr. Lewis: I have only one further ques-
tion, if I may, to the Minister of Industry
and Tourism who sits back in a som-
nambulant state-

Mr. Yakabuski: Question.

Mr. Lewis: —stunned by the Treasurer's

announcement, no doubt.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: In full support; in

full support.

Mr. Lewis: May I ask him, in the words
of the document we heard today, in the spirit
of government spending restraint, can he
explain what he did with those ski hills in
Thunder Bay to cost the taxpayers of On-
tario several hundred thousand dollars more
than originally anticipated? And can he also

please release the details of the lease arrange-
ments with the private holding with whom
he has entered specific rental arrangements?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Over the last two or
three years we have invested a total of
about $460,000 or $470,000 in building two
international ski jumps at Thunder Bay.
While I am willing to admit to the mem-
bers that they are not profitable-and that's
obvious-I think they're a direct contribution
to the sports and athletic sector of the
province of Ontario as much as it is in the
field of-

Mr. Lewis: It's not Minaki Lodge.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: The member asked a
question. Does he want an answer?

Mr. Lewis: Yes.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Okay. Very simply,
Mr. Speaker, we have invested funds be-
cause we believe it was in the best interests

provincially and nationally in assisting our
national and international ski jumping teams.

Indeed we have been able to bring to

Thunder Bay the American ski jumping team
as well as other competitive organizations

sponsored by the private sector.

The fact is, Mr. Speaker, at the moment
the group in Thunder Bay—and his own
member knows as much about the situation

as anyone—would like a further investment
which we are not committing the govern-
ment to.

Mr. Breithaupt: Jessiman's fault.

Mr. Lewis: Even for sports and recreation?

Mr. Speaker: Order please. The member
for Fort William with a supplementary.

Mr. Angus: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Can
the minister justify to this Legislature the

actions of his ministry through the NODC
to lease from Mount Norway the land for

the outrun of Big Thunder ski jump on

only a year-to-year basis instead of a long-
term basis?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Yes, we can justify

it because there is a 20-year lease that we're
involved in with the Little Norway ski

organization.

Mr. Angus: Were you asking for renewal
each year?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Mr. Speaker, at the
moment what we are discussing with them
is that they are looking for a bigger per-

centage on the funds paid to them because
of the low revenue factors that the Thunder
Bay ski jump has derived.

Interjections.

Mr. S. Smith: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker:

Will, in fact, the minister table the leases

that have been asked for with regard to these

agreements with a private report? And can

he explain to us how it is that the jump itself

is on Crown land and yet the government
has still had to enter into a lease with a

private company that seems to enjoy a lease

on that particular Crown land? Surely some
other arrangement could have been made.
Will the minister table those agreements?

Hon. iMr. Bennett: I shall look into the

fact of tabling the lease and the agreements,
but may I say that, while the ski jump is

located on Crown property, the run-off from
the ski jump is on privately held property.

Interjections.
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Mr. S. Smith: Not the jump itself.

With the interjections, Mr. Speaker, I did

not hear the answer. Did the minister say he
would table them?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: I said I would take it

under advisement.

Mr. S. Smith: Under advisement.

Mr. Stokes: I have a supplementary for

the same minister. Will the minister under-

take the possibility of embarking upon the

development of Nordic and cross-country ski-

ing in order to enhance the possibility of

recovering some oi the investment the gov-
ernment has placed there now?

Mr. Breithaupt: You could have a jump in

the lake too.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: I have had the oppor-

tunity of discussing that with the member in

regard to cross-country skiing. I think it's

very obvious that it has a potential in which
we might be able as a ministry to encourage
the private sector to become much more

actively involved. That should supplement
and complement the investment we already
have in the resort industry that relates to the

skiing industry in that part of the province.

Mr. S. Smith: Could the minister please

tell us what possible reason there would be

for not tabling these leases which involve

ths expenditure of public money, the tax-

payers' money?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: I have already said I

would advise this House. I did not say that

there was any reason but I would like to

review it first.

Mr. S. Smith: Why?

Mr. Speaker: That was the final supple-

mentary. The member for 'London Centre

with the lead-off questions.

ECONOMIC STRATEGY

Mr. Peterson: I have a question for the

Treasurer. I am just reviewing his docu-

ments of today. On page 3 he projects real

growth at five per cent. With prices con-

tinuing to moderate from the current 6.2 per
cent level, that adds up to 11.2 per cent. Yet

on the other hand, on page 18, he is project-

ing growth at 12 per cent. Could he explain

to the people of this province the disparity

in those figures, which comes out in gross

numbers to about $500 million?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Five and six don't

make 11 in this particular instance. Those

two figures don't add.

An hon. member: Like Minaki Lodge.

Mr. Peterson: Just so we can clear this up,

the Treasurer is projecting—

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We can't hear

the question.

Mr. Peterson: At one point in his report,

the Treasurer is projecting almost 12 per
cent but in another place, when one breaks

down that growth, he is projecting real

growth at five per cent and price inflation

moderating from the current level of 6.2 per

cent. I think maybe he needs my help. Five

plus 6.2 equals 11.2, is that not so?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The point is that

they do not add. One can't take A and B and

add them up to C in this particular instance.

Those two indicators don't total.

Mr. Reid: How did the Treasurer arrive

at 12 per cent?

Mr. Peterson: What figures is he using to

get his 12 per cent real growth then?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: That's a separate

figure which is being generally used. It hap-

pens to be our figure as well, but that's a

separate figure. But one can't break it down
into parts A and B.

Mr. Roy: Why don't you just say-

Mr. Peterson: Where does the Treasurer

get that figure then? He is using two different

figures in two different circumstances to ex-

plain the same phenomenon.

Mr. S. Smith: What else is there but real

growth plus inflation?

Mr. Peterson: I don't think we'll pursue

that now because I don't know if the

Treasurer understands it. I just want to refer

the Treasurer to page 2 in his report today,

where he says the Ontario economy is the

top performer. He's talking in those circum-

stances about industrial production, Ontario

being the heardand of the industrialized

country. In terms of real growth we are

lagging behind the rest of the country. I

would like to know his explanation of why
we're off in retail sales, in job creation, in

housing starts and all of the other very

important indicators. Why is there only one

we're ahead in?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: We debated this, as

I recall, a year ago last summer. As much
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as anything there is no escaping the fact

that there have been significant develop-
ments in other parts of Canada. We can't

always be ahead of the rest of Canada, al-

though we would like to. There is no way
that the other regions of Canada are going to

come up to something approaching our level

of prosperity without growing at a quicker
rate than we are.

It so happens that specifically one has to

look at the very large energy investments in

western Canada and at Baie Japies in Que-
bec, and to some extent the Olympics. Also

what influenced the figures for 1975 in

particular were the very large crops on the

prairies.

Mr. Peterson: The Treasurer realizes, of

course, that Ontario pulls the weighted
average down; in fact, the real disparity is

much greater than the figures reveal between
8.9 gross and 8.7 gross.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Is there a

question?

Mr. Peterson: Would the Treasurer not

agree with that? He wouldn't?

Mr. Nixon: We are not averaged in with
the rest of Canada.

Mr. Peterson: Mr. Speaker, if I may ask

a few more questions of the Treasurer on
this important document.

An hon. member: You are doing so well.

Mr. Peterson: The Treasurer talked about

productivity and paid lip service to it in a

very general way. Could he tell what his

goals are for growth in productivity and how
he sees that coining about?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I

specifically defined that this afternoon. I think

what still gives us cause for great concern
is that although we have been making
productivity gains our competition has been

making equal gains. The fact is that our

productivity today is still something like 20
per cent below that of the United States in

the manufacturing side. I don't know whether
it's realistic to think we can ever close that

gap completely, given our geography as a

country, given a smaller market and given
the-

Mr. Nixon: And given the government of

Ontario.

Mr. S. Smith: And given the Conservative

government.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —efficiencies of scale

which are in the United States but which
aren't necessarily here.

Mr. S. Smith: The geography was a good
thing a moment ago.

Mr. Peterson: Can I ask a supplementary,
Mr. Speaker? Does the Treasurer have any
plans or any projections that he is going to

require capital investment of so much to

get so much increase in productivity? Does
he have any plans or any goals in this area?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Nothing that I would

say specifically. I think there is no question
that productivity is the sum of several parts.

It happens to be—to put it in lay terpis—
how hard we work; how much money we
invest; how technologically advanced the

machine is. It will be a combination of a

number of those things which is going to

bring about productivity gains or continuing

productivity gains.

Without being specific this afternoon, I

can only tell the member that the Premier

(Mr. Davis), the Minister of Labour (B.

Stephenson), the Minister of Industry and
Tourism (Mr. Bennett), the provincial sec-

retary and others have been giving this whole

subject a great deal of thought. We have

nothing definite to put in front of the House
at this moment.

Mr. Lewis: A supplementary: Where is

the specific information for the contention
the productivity in Canadian manufacturing
is almost one-fifth below that in the US? As
I recall, when the C. D. Howe Institute

revised its statistics in February, 1976—the
statistics which had been used by Macdonald
in October when the AIB was announced—
it showed that Canadian productivity in the

manufacturing sector had come up to a par
with or slightly in excess of the US rate.

Mr. Renwick: Yes.

Mr. Lewis: 'I remember seeing those statis-

tics.

Mr. Renwick: The Citibank figures say the
same thing.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, the
Howe Institute revised its figures after the
Americans had revised theirs. What the ori-

ginal figures had indicated was that the
Americans were making greater gains in prod-
uctivity than Canadians. What was un-

changed after the figures were revised was
still a relative difference of about 20 per cent
on the manufacturing side.
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Mr. Peterson: A further question of the

Treasurer, Mr. Speaker. He says in his docu-
ment that he has produced 100,000 jobs since

mid-1975 which, of course, was the low

point in the business cycle. Could he tell me
how many jobs he has created in calendar

year 1976?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Let me correct that.

We don't create the jobs. We create the

climate, hopefully, in which jobs will be
created. The employment figures for—during
this year?

Mr. Peterson: Yes.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: They would indicate
that for Ontario, on a seasonally adjusted
basis, the labour force and employment and

unemployment have stood still really since

about the beginning of the year.

Mr. Peterson: Just so that I am clear. Is

the Treasurer saying there were no new jobs
created? How many new jobs in gross num-
bers were created?

[3:15]

Hon. Mr. McKeough: What we have seen
is—there have been jobs created but not

nearly as many, perhaps, as there should have
been. What we have seen, though, are some

people leaving the labour force, pefhaps pre^
maturely, but—

Interjection.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —from the beginning
—let me give these figures: Our serious prob-
lems began in the last months of 1974, or

early 1975. During that time employment has
risen from 3,539.000 on a seasonally-adjusted
basis to 3,700,000, which is exactly what-
161,000 jobs?

Mr. Deans: Can the minister provide the
statistics with regard to which firms took ad-

vantage of the machinery tax' rebate since its

inception and the numbers of new jobs cre-

ated in those particular firms?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: No. There is no re-

bate. They have not paid the tax. This is an

expected line of questioning by the party
opposite.

Mr. Lewis: Of course.

Mr. Deans: Of course, because it is rele-

vant.

IMr. Lewis: You add to their profits.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. iMr. McKeough: There is no way that

our firms can compete with Quebec and with

our neighbours to the south and pay a seven

per cent tax. The question you should ask

yourselves is how many jobs you want to "un-

create" by high rates of taxation.

Mr. Lewis: That wasn't the reason for your
intervention.

An hon. member: The facts of unemploy-
ment.

Mr. Deans: You haven't produced one

single job by that programme, not one. In

fact, you have eliminated jobs.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No.

Mr. Deans: Yes.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No.

Mr. Deans: Yes, you have eliminated jobs.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: The member for Beaches-

Woodbine with a final supplementary.

Ms. Bryden: Sunplementary, Mr. Speaker,
to the provincial Treasurer regarding the un-

employment rate. Is he not aware that—

Mr. Speaker: No, it is concerning the

100,000 jobs which were created. That is

what the original question was.

Ms. Bryden: Yes, well since the unemploy-
ment rate on a seasonally adjusted basis has

gone up between October, 1975, and October,

1976, from 6.1 per cent to 6.3 per cent and
the numbers from 239,000 to 247,000, does
that not indicate that not enough jobs are be-

ing created?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I wouldn't deny that

for a moment.

Mr. Roy: I have a supplementary.

Mr. Speaker: This will be a final supple-

mentary.

Mr. Roy: I would like to ask the Treasurer,
in view of the expected high unemployment
this winter and in view of the fact that the

high unemployment has affected especially
the construction industry, in view of the fact

that there is a shortage of affordable housing

especially in the area of rental accommoda-
tion, why didn't you pump some money into

that sector to get jobs going and to build

affordable housing?

Mr. Lewis: Because it is too sensible.
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Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I think

that the thrust of what I have been trying

to say today is that our present diflBculties

in the economy, both in terms of inflation

and terms of job creation not being at the

rate which we would all like to see it, are

not going to be solved by higher govern-
ment spending and therefore higher govern-
ment deficits. Surely if we have learned

something in the last two or three years, it's

that we can't spend our way out of either

inflation or recession.

Mr. Reid: What about these?

Mr. Roy: What about the rebates on cars

last year?

Mr. Speaker: The member for London
Centre has the floor with a question.

CONTRACT EMPLOYEES

Mr. Peterson: You have cut the civil serv-

ice down roughly by 1,000 to 66,537. Could

you tell me please how many employees aie

on contract to the government?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: That's a question
that should be addressed to the Chairman of

the Management Board (Mr. Auld); but there

have been answers to questions tabled in the

House which would indicate that the num-
ber of people on contract, the number of

positions, the amount of dollars being ex-

pended, have remained relatively the same.

Mr. Peterson: Supplementary: What is that

same figure, just for our edification.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I don't have that in

front of me.

ECONOMIC STRATEGY

Mr. Peterson: Just one final question.
Rather than this optimism which the Treas-

urer is displaying, would he not agree with
me that when we see these figures, we are

lagging behind most of the other provinces
in terms of performance in most of the in-

dicated areas, that's an established fact. The
only area where it appears we are ahead is

in terms of industrial production. When we
are creating jobs more slowly, according to

the conference board, would the Treasurer

not agree this is a time for some very serious

action, and indeed some pessimism that leads

to some healthy action, rather than just some

optimism, that's really in a vacuum as I

see it?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I wouldn't agree that

this is the time to be pessimistic. I did in-

dicate at the end of my statement that we
would continue to monitor the economy.
There are obviously worrying things—and sel-

dom have there not been, I think—but I see

no need to change the stance we have taken,
other than to continue the stimulation which
we have been able to provide for the last

year and a half to one part of the economy
and which we think is very much needed.

Mr. Speaker: Before we proceed, perhaps
the lights might be turned down since the

cameras are no longer in operation.

The hon. Minister of Housing (Mr. Rhodes)
has the answer to a question asked pre-

viously.

NORTH PICKERING PROJECT

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Speaker, yesterday
the member for Durham West (Mr. Godfrey)
inquired as to what action my ministry would
be taking tomorrow at the home of one Roy
Bambrough in North Pickering in the face of

a contention by Mr. Bambrough that a visit

from my staff in that area would have ad-

verse effects on the health of his wife.

Through a series of court actions, Mr.

Bambrough has been able to remain in pos-
session of the property he occupies, which
was expropriated in February 1974 and for

which the ministry requested possession in

December 1974. In October of this year, a

three-man divisional court decision rejected
his latest appeal against the ministry's writ

of possession and on November 15 his re-

quest for leave to appeal to the Ontario Court
of Appeal against that decision was also re-

jected.

The October decision contained the proviso
that the ministry would not take possession
of the property for a period of up to three

months provided that the ministry shall be
entitled to enter on the premises at all

reasonable times for the purpose of inspec-
tion and appraisal of same.

On November 17 an agreement was
reached between Mr. Bambrough's solicitor

and the solicitor for the ministry, in which
it was determined that Wednesday, Novem-
ber 24, would be an appropriate time for the

ministry's inspection and appraisal. On Fri-

day, a member of my office staff was served

with a notice, the contents of which were
discussed by the hon. member yesterday, and
we have interpreted this notice as a revoca-

tion of the agreement reached between the

solicitors two days earlier. Consequently, the
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ministry has withdrawn for the time being
its instructions for the appraisal team to

enter the property occupied by Mr. and Mrs.

Bambrough. On Monday, Mr. Bambrough's
solicitor was notified to this efiFect and in-

formed that the ministry would apply to the

court for more detailed instructions as pro-
vided for in the divisional court order of

October 14.

Mr. Nixon: A supplementary: I wonder if

the Minister of Housing could indicate, since

the expropriation of that property in the

Pickering area has caused so much disruption,

both in the community and in this case per-

sonal disruption, what sort of a timetable the

government has got for the development of

that property, which they have been messing
around with now for about three years or

longer than that. Surely the minister ought
to be getting out of that business and not

continuing the pressure on the property

owners in the area.

Interjection.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: The member is not sure

where North Pickering is. What is he talkmg
about?

Mr. S. Smith: The minister knows where
it is by now.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: The hon. member is

correct; there have been some difficulties

with the acquisition of the land. I think

all members are aware of that. There are

still some of these matters to be cleared up
and until such time as they have been

finalized, it is very difficult to get on with
the project. Some of the planning is carry-

ing on, as it has been for some time now,
and the North Pickering Development Cor-

poration is working towards the goal of that

development.

Mr. Speaker: A final supplementary.

Mr. Godfrey: A supplementary: Will the
minister confirm that the plans were to dis-

patch six to eight officials in order to carry
out the appraisal inspection and rental assess-

ment and is this the usual number which is

sent on that sort of an expedition?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Speaker, I don't
know whether it was six, eight or a dozen
and I don't know whether it is the usual
number. The only time I've heard about these

figures is in the document that was delivered
to my office, in which Mr. Bambrough in-

dicates that he was informed that some six

to eight officials or agents were proposed

to go to his property. I don't know what
the number would be, sir. I have no idea.

Mr. Godfrey: I suggest you ask your
officials.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I suppose I could ask

and find out. But, with respect, I cannot

always accept what appears in a document
that really is just a typed document, whether
it is accurate or not.

Mr. Godfrey: Find out.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I am quite capable
of finding out; I will do so.

LAYOFF OF CASUAL AND
UNCLASSIFIED EMPLOYEES

Mr. Wildman: Mr. Speaker, I have a ques-
tion for the Chairman of Management Board.
In view of the statements made by the
Minister of Natural Resources (Mr. Bernier)
and his deputy minister on October 27 of

this year during the debate on MNR esti-

mates, that they were very concerned about

Management Board's proposal to require a

yearly three-month layoff^ of casual and un-
classffied staff and were appealing that

decision because MNR has considerable in-

vestment in these people and could not
function without them, has* Management
Board reconsidered this proposal?

Hon. Mr. Auld: Mr. Speaker, all I can

say at the moment is that Natural Re-
sources has a problem about complement
and part-time staff and we're attempting to

resolve it and probably will in the next three

months.

Mr. Wildman: Could the minister indicate

how many other ministries, other than the

Ministry of Natural Resources, and how
many individuals on the staff of these min-
istries are affected by these decisions? Does
the minister really consider it honest to

agree to allow casual and unclassified staff

to accumulate sick-leave benefits in the

spring and then to propose a policy in the fall

to prevent these people from working long
enough to be eligible to collect these bene-
fits?

Hon. Mr. Auld: In answer to the first

question, Mr. Speaker, I can't give that

figure to the hon. member today. In
answer to the second question, I will pro-
duce the information, which will take a
little time to get, because, as perhaps the
hon. member knows, there are different types
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of unclassified staflF. There are those who
will work sort of permanently but on a part-

time basis, if I can put it that way. There
are those who are working permanently on
a short-term basis, say a year or two years,

and there are those who work seasonally.

Some of the seasonal people, particularly in

the north, work say in the wintertime for

Transportation and Communications in

snow-ploughing and they work for Natural

Resources in the summertime in tree plant-

ing. It's a rather complicated arrangement,
but I'll attempt to get that information for

the hon. member.

SEVERN PARK DEVELOPMENT

Mr. Riddel] : Mr. Speaker, this is the ques-
tion I asked the Provincial Secretary for Re-
sources Development (Mr. Irvine) yesterday,
but receiving the usual answer I must ask

the Minister of Natural Resources: What
rationale could he possibly have used in

reaching a decision to turn over a 25-acre

parcel of wooded land known as Severn Park,
south of Grand Bend, to Grand Bend and

Bosanquet township for a possible use as an
area community centre and other recreational

facilities when he knew that this park pres-

ently has a tremendous stand of oak and pine,
it's used as a day camping centre and pic-

nicking area for tourists, and right across the

road from this area is land owned by the

province which is scrub land and could well

be used for the construction of a community
centre?

Mr. Riddell: Would a factor in the minis-

ter's decision have anything to do with the

fact that Don Southcott, a former executive

assistant to the former Treasurer, Charles

MacNaughton, within the last month pur-
chased the adjacent lot to Severn Park, know-

ing that he's a developer and knowing that

he wants to develop that land for which
severances have been turned down to this

point in time?

Hon. Mr. Bemier: No, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Ruston: Lome must have had a finger
in this.

Hon. Mr. Bemier: You are denying your
people a recreational opportunity.

Mr. Riddell: Further supplementary.

Mr. Lewis: Give him another supplemen-
tary.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Solicitor General
has the answer to a question asked previously.

Mr. Roy: When you are embarrassed you
back oflF.

Interjections.

[3:30]

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, The
Legislature will recall that yesterday-

Mr. S. Smith: Point of order, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please, the hon. Solici-

tor General, if we may.

Mr. Conway: Any pohtics in it, Mr. Bemier? An hon. member: It's a b-ap.

Hon. Mr. Bemier: Mr. Speaker, the Severn

picnic area to which the hon. member refers

was surplus land picked up by the Depart-
ment of Highways back in 1942. We have

developed it as a day use area over the

years, but it has become surplus to our needs
and the Grand Bend people were in to see us
with a very interesting proposal for the 28
acres, one that would continue—

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order please.

Hon. Mr. Bemier: —the area as a picnic
area for day use for the people who now use
it and also for expanded recreational needs
of the entire area. I am confident that the
decision we've made is the right one, in the

best interests of all the people in that specific
area where the greatest use can be made of it

by the greatest number of people.

Interjections.

Mr. Bullbrook: Don't get excited, sit down
for a few minutes.

Mr. S. Smith: Point of order, Mr. Speaker.
Under what rule of the House have you
decided to limit supplementaries to one sup-

plementary on a serious question of this kind?

Mr. Deans: That is his prerogative.

Mr. Speaker: In the first place the hon.

member didn't rise until after I started to call

the Solicitor General.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: That is number one; number
two-

Mr. Eakins: It was embarrassing.

Mr. Speaker: No, not a bit.

Interjections.
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Mr. Speaker: I think really it wasn't a

proper type of supplementary at any rate.

Mr. Cassidy: You didn't hear it, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Bullbrook: That has never stopped you.

Mr. Lewis: Show some latitude.

Mr. Speaker: On top of that it is the pre-

rogative of the Speaker. I see the time is just

about up and I am sure the hon. minister

wishes to give the answer to the member
who asked a question yesterday.

Mr. R. S. Smith: You sound Hke the

Premier (Mr. Davis).

DEATH OF JAMES CULLEN

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Sorry to cause you so

much trouble, Mr. Speaker.

The Legislature will recall that yesterday
the member for Hamilton West (Mr. S.

Smith) raised a number of questions con-

cerning the death of James Cullen at Inco

and the subsequent inquest into that death. I

shall attempt to answer each of his points in

turn.

The hon. member stated that the site

where the death occurred was blown up
before a coroner's jury was able to view it.

There were, in fact, two inquests concerning
Mr. Cullen's death. During the first inquest,

held on July 15, the jury did visit the scene.

However, when there were complaints about

the verdict and recommendations made by
the first coroner's jury, a second inquest was
scheduled.

On October 22 the the lawyer for Inco met
with the deputy chief coroner. One of the

matters discussed was the possibility of the

second jury visiting the site. Dr. Bennett

doubted the value of such a visit—I might say
that Dr. Bennett is the deputy chief coroner—
because seven months had passed since the

accident. During the intervening time the

scoop tram which was involved in the death
had been moved and blasts in other areas of

the mine had altered the site. It should be

stated, however, that the company was fully

co-operative and did extend an invitation to

visit the scene if Dr. Bennett deemed it

necessary.

On November 11, Inco's mines manager in-

formed the lawyer for Inco that he planned
to blast an area adjacent to the death site,

but which would affect the death site. The
lawyer told the mines manager to go ahead
with his plans. The blast was carried out on
November 13.

During the second inquest, the jury ex-

pressed an interest in visiting the site. Dr.

Bennett arranged to take the jury to the

mine where they viewed a similar scene just

200 feet from the actual site. While there the

jury studied the sooop tram which was in-

volved in the death.

In the second part of his question, the hon.

member asked about the power of a coroner

under section 11 of The Coroners Act to

order Inco not to disturb the site. Section

11, which enables a coroner investigating a

death which occurred by violence in a wreck

to take charge of the wreckage, is interpreted

to mean a vehicle such as a car, bus, train

or airplane. This section is not intended to

cover buildings, mines or other sites.

It would have been impractical tor the

coroner to preserve the site for eight months.

Because blasts in other areas of the mine had

an impact on the site, Inco's entire operation
in that locality would have had to have been

stopped.

In any event, the site was protected £or

several days to allow the coroner and the

police to carry out their investigations. Photo-

graphs were made and samples were taken

which were later examined at the inquest.

This procedure has worked well in the past

and I see no reason to amend The Coroners

Act to broaden the powers of a coroner.

In conclusion, I will state again that the

staff of Inco co-operated fully with the coron-

er's investigations. I will also add that I am
satisfied with the actions of Dr. Bennett, the

deputy chief coroner.

Mr. Laughren: A supplementary, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: The member for Nickel Belt.

Mr. Laughren: Has the minister taken any
action on the recommendation of the inquest

jury that there be an investigation by a joint

committee of management, labour and gov-

ernment, to investigate conditions in mining
at the Frood mine?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, we re-

ceive a good number of inquest reports from
the various coroner's juries and in turn we
pass them on to the ministries concerned. I

might say that the report of the second

inquest has not yet been received by us.

THUNDER BAY JAIL

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Speaker, a new question
to the Provincial Secretary for Justice, in the

absence of the Attorney General (Mr. Mc-
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Murtry). In the desire of his government to

modernize the court system, will he undertake

a full scale review of the administration of

justice in Thunder Bay, particularly paying

special attention to the scheduling of trials in

Thunder Bay? I would like the provincial

secretary to note in that review, if he would,
the critical remarks of Judge J. C. Duthie

with regard to the Crown attorney in Thunder

Bay, having scheduled a full schedule of trials

for November 5 and then having left that to

a part-time Crown?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, this

sounds, rather than a general view, as if it

had specific implications to a certain location

and a certain set of facts, and I will pass that

to the Attorney General.

Mr. Foulds: A quick supplementary, if I

might: In the review that the provincial secre-

tary passes to the Attorney General, will he
ask him to look at the latest report from the

new inspection panel that replaces the grand

jury, which indicates that the average stay

in the Thunder Bay jail is three months and
sometimes as long as six to 10 months,
whereas the jail itself was built for prisoners

staying from a mere two to three days? And
might he, as Provincial Secretary for Justice,

co-ordinate that investigation between the

Minister of Correctional Services (Mr. J. R.

Smith) and the Attorney General?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I will pass that as

well, sir, to the Attorney General.

STOUFFVILLE DUMP

Mr. Gaunt: A question of the Minister

of the Environment in respect to the Whit-
church-Stouffville landfill site. Why is the

minister unable or unwilling to provide the

hydrocarbon content of the drinking water,
even though the town council of StoufiFville

has asked for this several times? And why
was the certificate of approval issued before

this was done?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: The certificate of approval
—dealing with the last part of the member's

question—was issued in August and at that

time we had the necessary data as far as

drinking water is concerned. There have
been more tests. I realize that the town
council and some of the citizens in the area,
at this time of year particularly, are in-

terested in getting more recent tests as far

as drinking water is concerned. I've had a

request from some of the citizens for that;
it's a matter of getting the analysis done

and getting the information to the town
council.

Mr. Gaunt: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker:
May I ask the minister why the monitoring
programme is going to be carried on by
York Sanitation instead of the ministry in

view of the fact that the company has had
a rather poor record in this particular area,
and because of the fact also that the En-
vironmental Hearing Board recomm^ded
against it?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: No, Mr. Speaker. The
Environmental Hearing Board recommended
that the company in fact do that monitoring
on a regular basis and supply the ministry
with that information. We have reasonable

ways of checking the monitoring to make
sure that it's accurate and is done properly,
and it applies to that site. We were satisfied

with the information we received from the

company, although not necessarily with the

results. So rather than the ministry go to

that expense, this is a requirement of the

board's recommendation in respect to the

company, and it's rather a normal thing
to do.

Mr. Speaker: The time has expired.

Petitions.

Presenting reports.

REPORTS

Hon. Mrs. Birch presented the second
annual report of the Ontario Advisory Coun-
cil on Senior Citizens.

Hon. Mrs. Birch: Members of the Legis-
lature will recall that the report was dis-

tributed during the summer recess of the

Legislature. According to population statis-

tics, Mr. Speaker, the senior age group in

Canada by the year 2000 will be approxi-

mately 20 per cent of the total population.
I am sure that you will agree that a greater
effort must be made by all age groups to

use more fully the human resources of this

very large percentage of our population, so

that our senior citizens may continue to

contribute to the general welfare of our

province and of our country.

It is with this recognition in mind that

the Ontario Advisory Council on Senior

Citizens was established in April of 1974, to

advise the government of Ontario on matters

pertaining to the well-being of the aged and
the ageing process. The report outlines the

activities of the council during its second

year of operation. I know that all members
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of the Legislature will join me in welcom-

ing the council's very able chairman, Miss

Hope Hohnested, who, along with other

members of the council, is with us today
in the Speaker's gallery.

Mr. R. S. Smith: Is that why you cut

the grants?

Mr. Speaker: Motions.

MOTIONS

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that the supple-

mentary estimates for the Ministry of the En-
vironment be referred to the standing re-

sources development committee.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Speaker: Introduction of bills.

CORPORATIONS TAX
AMENDMENT ACT (No. 3)

Hon. Mr. Meen moved first reading of

Bill 168, An Act to amend The Corpora-
tions Tax Act.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. Meen: As indicated earlier this

afternoon by the Treasurer (Mr. McKeough),
this bill amends the foreign tax credit pro-
visions of Ontario's Corporations Tax Act.

The changes will bring Ontario's Act more
closely into line with federal legislation.

These changes will provide more equity for

Ontario-based companies doing business in-

ternationally and by more closely parallelling
federal treatment will assist Ontario in its

pursuit of tax simplification.

INCOME TAX
AMENDMENT ACT '(No. 2)

Hon. Mr. Meen moved first reading of

Bill 169, An Act to amend The Income
Tax Act.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. Meen: This bill contains two
amendments. The first will set the provincial
income tax rate, as indicated by the Treasurer,
for the 1977 taxation year at 30.5 i>er cent of
the basic federal tax payable. I would empha-
size that this is the same income tax rate
which the province has maintained since
1972.

The second amendment I propose pertains
to Ontario's sales tax credit and was precipi-

tated by proposed amendments to The In-

come Tax Act, Canada. It will further simplify
the calculations of the sales tax credit for

all Ontario tax filers.

RETAIL SALES TAX
AMENDMENT ACT (No. 2)

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading
of Bill 170, An Act to amend The Retail

Sales Tax Act.

Some hon. members: Shame.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Lewis: I want to tell the Treasurer, he
has given us $160 million a year to play with

on the hustings, and we will. I have been

looking for that chunk of money to imder-

write other programmes. I owe him a debt of

thanks.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Before the orders of the

day I wish to table the answers to questions

147, 148, 149, 150 and 151 standing on the

notice paper. (See appendix, page 4964.)

Mr. Speaker: Orders of the day.

FAMILY LAW REFORM ACT
(concluded)

Resumption of the adljourned debate on the

motion for second reading of Bill 140, An
Act to reform the Law Respecting Property

Rights and Support Obligations between
Married Persons and in other Family Rela-

tions'hips.

[3:45]

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, I think you will

recall that I adjourned the debate on this

matter. I'd like to make a very few brief

comments on the legislation at this time.

•As you know, Mr. Speaker, this type of

legislation has been a long time coming.
Many of my colleagues and certainly the

press have given lengthy accolades to the

Attorney General (Mr. McMurtry) for bring-

ing forward this legislation, and I suppose to

some degree he deserves some. But basically
the Attorney General, being the astute ix)Hti-

cian that he is, and having some personal
initiative—I'll give him full marks for that—

is the fortunate beneficiary of the work of an

awful lot of people and of many of his pre-
decessors. And I think he'd be the first—

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: You are absolutely

right.
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Mr. Roy: —yes—to adtmit this. But fortu-

nately for you, it s not going to hurt, in the

scheme of things, on your behalf, and in

some ways I envy you. I say it's great. It's

worthwhile legislation, and at least you had

enough foresight and initiative to bring it on
now.

But it must be said that across the province
and in the country as well not only those of

us involved with the law but I think the

public generally speaking, have felt that the

laws have not moved fast enough to keep

up with 1976 society. I'm probably emphasiz-

ing the obvious by saying that, but this has

always been a problem of the lay people who
could not understand the laws and why the

laws did not adapt quick enough to current

situations. And that's certainly the case in the

question of family law reform.

We've had in the last while major decisions

which have, to some measure, facilitated the

task of the Attorney General to bring forward,

this type of legislation. Because there have
been obvious cases which have stunned the

public, or stunned at least the feminine popu-
lation of this country. You talk about the

Murdoch case; you talk about other cases

that have come forward. Slowly but surely
the pressure has been such that governments
and Attorney Generals—hopefully you'll have
some colleagues across the country-will react

and bring forward this type of legislation.

But the point is this: we mustn't get all

that carried away in the sense to thimc that

this is something that is going to change the

whole approach to the family law situation.

I think this was highlighted today in an
article in the Globe and Mail which says that

there's still an awful lot of discretion. In fact

it's suggested in this article that there is too

much, in fact, discretion left in presiding

judge in these cases. I intend to deal with
that later, because I think, to some degree,
it's necessary that you have it that way.

But there are many of the aspects of course

that are covered in this legislation which
existed before, where the law was evolving
to some degree. For instance, the question of

the matrimonial home, the question of sup-
port payments, the question of obligations of

parents towards children and of children to-

wards parents, and so on, were highlighted
by the press when the law came up. In

fact there were existing laws to this, sup-
port obligations in fact in following common
law unions. There was always law which
said that the parents, the natural parents, the

natural father, had some obligations towards
his children. This is not a new concept. We
had jurisprudence that was saying that before.

il want to deal with some general aspects
of the law. If I may, I will start first of all

with the question of the common law rela-

tionship; look at the way that we are ap-

proaching it and try to highlight some of the
concerns that we have about giving some

legality or some status to the common law

relationship in our society.

The common law relationship is something,
I suppose, that has flowed on the basis of

necessity. In other words, the common law

relationship, I think, has become a popular
form of union in the past 25 or 30 years,

basically because the laws have not reacted

quickly enough to situations that existed in

society. I think the proliferation of these

unions across the country, Mr. Speaker, was

basically due to the fact that couples who
could no longer live together simply sepa-
rated. It's only a few years ago that the

grounds for divorce were enlarged. At that

time the only grounds for divorce was, basi-

cally, adultery, so rather than get involved in

expensive actions—hiring detectives to find the

people in the act of committing adultery—
rather than get involved in this type of hassle

and the cost of it all, people felt it was easier

just to live together.

I suggest to you, Mr. Speaker, that the pro-
liferation of the arrangement, by and large,
was due to some of this. I am not saying it is

not that religion may be less of a factor in

today's society than in the past, and that

people aren't hung up about the fact that

maybe they should live together for a period
of time in sort of a trial marriage. Our sexual

habits and behaviour have changed over the

years, Mr. Speaker, and these are all factors

which contribute to the proliferation of com-
mon law relationships.

But nevertheless, my concerns about giving
some status to common law relationships are

basically these: You are quite aware, Mr.

Speaker, that the grounds for divorce have
been enlarged somewhat, but to many people
the grounds are still not wide enough. There
is the suggeston, for instance, that the

grounds should be basically a breakdown of

the marriage, for whatever reason. I per-

sonally don't find that approach all that

off^ensive.

Coupled with the fact that there were more

grounds for divorce was the fact that Legal
Aid came into force. One has only to look at

the budget of Legal Aid to realize how
many divorces were cranked through the

courts over the last few years through Legal
Aid,

So my concern is that at a time when
divorces are easier, when people who don't

have sufiicient money can go to Legal Aid to
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get their divorces, we seem to be giving some
status to cormnon law marriage.

I think we should look at this very care-

fully. Are we simply legalizing a situation that

exists out there in society or are we starting
to look at alternatives to the pillars that sup-

port our community?

Our whole society is based on the family
unit—the family with the responsibilities, the

contract between the parties and what that

entails for the children, for their parents and
so on; that is what society is built on.

Some of my colleagues have expressed this

concern, and I think it is a valid one: I think
we have to be concerned that we are not

looking at a new sort of unit whether you
call it common law or otherwise, a unit

which involves an abdication, to some degree,
of the responsibility of the spouses toward
themselves or toward the children.

There are many people in our community
who say that this is the case. Our church
leaders have talked about this. Many in

society at large see an evolution of history,
and are concerned when you change the

family unit for something else. In the nistory
of mankind we have yet to find an alternative

to good strong family units as the basis of

society.

I suppose one of the answers to this con-
cern is that what we are now doing with
the law is not in fact establishing a new form
of relationship but legalizing it; or at least

determining the rights and privileges and re-

sponsibilities of the parties already involved
in it. In other words that the law, instead of

leading in this direction, is reacting to the

present situation.

What the Attorney General is attempting
to do with this law is to say look, there are
all sorts of common law relationships out
there and we don't like the situation, where
maybe some spouses don't' get their full

rights under that type of a relationship, where
maybe husbands or wives getgaway from their

support obligations toward their children un-
der this type of relationship. Possibly this is

what we are attempting to do. I would hope
that we would be careful when we move in

that direction.

When the Attorney General first announced
the legislation, he expressed some concern
about exactly that and he said, "We are

not trying to make it easier for people to

live common law or we are not tyring to

make it look like an alternative sort of rela-

tionship which is going to be more con-
venient and a better relationship than mar-

riage." In marriage, we still have a situation

in which we will be able to have some mar-

riage contracts but that has changed in the

last while. The Attorney General seems to

have changed that. He says now we are

going to allow contracting situations in com-
mon law relationship.

I would like to know the reason for that,

the in-depth reason for that. I suppose the

Attorney General has received comments
from both camps. Some have said to him,
"We are against bigamy in society and, by
and large, with these common law relation-

ships and giving them a certain status, we
are contravening a basic principle of society

that, for instance, you can have only one

wife under the Criminal Code."

In this particular situation a man can have

a wife and a whole series of other common
law relationships with certain rights and

responsibilities. We have to be careful. I am
sure our chiu-ch leaders and people involved,

leaders of the community, have expressed
some concern.

On the other hand, we have other people

saying it is none of our business. The Attorney
General's own brother said, "Stay out of my
aflFairs. I will do whatever I please"—with

some validity. People got involved in common
law relationships because they didn't want all

the hassle. TTiey just didn't want to be

bothered and then big brother—the Attorney

General is big brother, isn't he?—comes along

and says: "Look at all these responsibilities."

He has a valid point as well.

I take it the Attorney General has tried to

arrive at some compromise—maybe the criti-

cism was made as well that it is going to be

tougher on common law spouses in a common
law relationship than in a marriage because

in a marriage one can contract out of certain

obligations but one cannot under common
law. Maybe that's the reason the Attorney
General has sort of changed his approach
and said: "We will allow contracts, certain

contracts, pertaining to common law rela-

tionships."

These are some of the concerns that cer-

tainly we have on this side and I have per-

sonally. I am anxious to hear all sorts of

points of view on this because, as I men-

tioned, we must be very careful in our society

that we don't undermine its very pillar and
that's the family unit. As we proceed through
this legislation it is going to be interesting

to hear the points of view of many citizens,

community leaders, lawyers and so on on the

question of common law relationships. This

is by and large my concern.
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The other concern, of course, under the

legislation—I am trying to deal with some of

the broad principles of it—is that when it

comes to sharing property, a lot of feminists

and a lot of women's groups thought that

this legislation was sort of a godsend, but

I would say be careful. In many instances,

wives were better protected under a system
other than this law under the present system.

I see the Attorney General frowning. I will

give him an example and this is going on in

our courts every day. A husband who is

anticipating maybe some problems with his

business puts the matrimonial home in the

wife's name to protect his wife and children

from any business failure. Under the old

system, the law presumed that he had made a

gift at that point and he had to prove what
was called the resulting trust. Many husbands

got caught in a situation in which the mar-

riage broke down and said, "I just gave it

to her to protect her from financial hardship."
But the wife said, "No, that's not the situa-

tion." It belongs 100 per cent to her and
that was the case. Under the legislation now,
this will not happen.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Why not?

Mr. Roy: It will not happen because, as I

understand it, first of all the law deems it to

be a 50-50 proposition and no one can con-
tract out of that. That's the way I read the

legislation.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I will try to explain it

to you.

[4:00]

Mr. Roy: You'll try and explain it to me.
Well I'll look forward to that, because as I

understood it, this was the case. My concern
went a point further in that, and this has been
expressed by some of my colleagues in a

sense, that what happens in a situation if a
husband attempts to do that now and the
creditors say: "No, it's a 50-50 proposition."
So a creditor could end up, in fact, being a

partner of the wife.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: That just isn't what
the law-

Mr. Roy: I've read the law and I tell you
it's not all that clear, it's not all that clear on
that point. I know you can bring a motion;
I've looked at it; I've read it quickly and
I've read further on some of these matters;
but I'm anxious to hear your explanation on
that because it is not all that clear how you
will avoid that type of situation.

(Mr. Deputy Speaker: I think you'll always
run into that trouble when you have laws

written by lawyers. If you'll continue—

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, especially that

lawyer there. That is one of the concerns

I had about that.

The other concern is that we're getting
involved in this province in this whole busi-

ness of marriage contracts. As one who has

practiced in Ottawa, I see people coming in

from Quebec, with the movement of people
going both ways, and they come along with
their marriage contracts at the time of disso-

lution of their marriage. I tell you that mar-

riage contract was entered into at a time when
there was marital bliss, everybody was in love

and everything else. They sort of frown and
there's not much weight given, at least in

Ontario, to these marriage contracts. I'm

really concerned that we're getting involved
in this whole business of marriage contracts.

The first point is that if we enact certain

laws, it is somewhat offensive to the whole

principle that you have a law that you can
contract out of. It's offensive to the whole
common law aspect, and that we have to be
concerned about. But there is another prob-
lem, apart from making work for an awful
lot of lawyers across the province—although
that might be a good thing the way they are

cranking them out of the bar admission

course or law schools; maybe they'll need a

lot of work in this because if there is one
consensus about this legislation it's going to

make a lot of work for the lawyers, there's

very little doubt about that.

The marriage contract is going to be some-

thing else. I'm always concerned that parties
are going to get involved in these contracts

or be bound by contract at a time when the

anticipation of what may happen in the

future may well be different on the question
of property, the relationship between a party
and so on. In other words, you get two part-
ies in love and prepared to compromise.
Many of us just have to look back on those

days and how easy it was to compromise then,
to adapt and everybody is giving which and
what. Here they get involved and bound by
this contract and a few years later all hell

breaks loose at the time of dissolution or

separation or whatever, and you try to en-

force that contract.

I'm convinced that couples today, when
we're trying again to facilitate procedures for

divorce, marriage and so on, the everyday
individual on the street will not be running
to his lawyer, or they won't be running to

their lawyers to get involved in a contract.
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Maybe people with a proper income and
education and so on will be protected; they'll

get proper legal advice and so on; but the

every-day citizen of this province will not get
involved in this type of situation. The fact

remains, let's be careful before we get in-

volved in a situation of contract.

I'm not convinced it's working all that well

in Quebec; and again I express the concern
that parties are entering into contracts at a

time when they're compromising and the

contract of course only becomes valid or en-

forcible at the tipie the dissolution takes

place. It seems to me that is a much differ-

ent situation than at the time they entered

the contract, it's hard to anticipate what's

going to happen in the future.

I can see lawyers getting involved in

drafting these contracts in anticipation of

all sorts of problems. Boy, some of these

contracts, if they start looking like some of

our separation agreements that have been
drafted by some members of the legal pro-
fession, are going to be something to read

and something to enforce.

Like I say I think there's going to be

enough work for lawyers created by the

legislation without getting involved in mar-

riage contracts. As I say, I've got an open
mind on this.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Have you consulted

your colleague the member for Wilson

Heights (Mr. Singer)? He is very approving
of the jnarriage contract.

Mr. Roy: This shows that my colleague and
I discuss these with open minds. In fact the

approach of this party to this legislation is

to approach it with an open mind and see

whether we can contribute to it. We don't

want to defeat the minister on this, we want
to improve it.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Like all other legisla-

lation it does have different approaches.

Mr. Roy: But I have a concern. I have to

say I am concerned about getting involved in

this marriage contract situation. I can give you
arguments where it may be a good thing.
I think if I was a 60-year-old millionaire who
was marrying an 18-year-old chick.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Is that your col-

league?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, that's un-

parliamentary language.

Mr. Roy: You chauvinist, as you might say
—an 18-year-old female then.

Hon. J. R. Smith: Eighty-one-year-old.

Mr. Roy: Or I could reverse the situation

for the Minister of Labour (B. Stephenson), A
70-year-old widow marrying a 15-year-old

hood, or whatever—

Hon. B. Stephenson: A gigolo with acne—

you mean.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I think you better

drop that one. Get back to the principle of

the bill.

Interjection.

Mr. Roy: The fact is I suppose that the

marriage contract might be sopiething that

one might want to get into to set out what

protection there may be for the parties
under this type of relationship. But having
set out certain principles in the legislation

I really think it is somewhat offensive to

think that only the parties—and that is the

interesting part—only the parties, of course,

who have the money, and who have access

to lawyers—and when you talk about access

to lawyers it is a problem in our community.
I say this very sincerely, Mr. Speaker, be-

cause those who have very lifnited income
or are on welfare and so on, okay, they get

legal aid. But your middle class who are

into a situation where they have some pro-

perty but just make ends meet, to go and
consult a lawyer and even to get involved

in drafting a contract is something that

might tinrn out to be a relatively expensive
proposition. I put this concern on the record,

Mr. Speaker, because I think it is something
we should be very careful about.

The other thing I want to talk about, of

course, is that I certainly applaud the ap-

proach taken by the Attorney General in this

project on the question of unified family
courts. I think this is going to be something
that is going to be extrepiely important.

It is imfortunate that there is not more

co-operation going on between the province
and the federal government on this, because

I think the public by and large cannot under-

stand the present set-up where if the hus-

band and wife are fighting together they are

in family court, and if you are fighting over

the children you are in county court, and if

you are on alimony or divorce or something

you are in Supreme Court. It just doesn't

make sense, and it is not conducive to pro-

ceeding and dealing with family problems
the way we should be. It shouldn't only be
an adversary process. There are things in the

fajnily relationship sometimes that the legal

system is not suited to do and I think that
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other people should be participating in this.

I think that the project in Hamilton certain-

ly is a good thing.

The last thing I wanted to mention on the

bill is a question that many people have

expressed. There is an article today in the

Globe and Mail written by Lynn King and

Charles Campbell, who apparently are both

lawyers. And they say: "Marriage Bill: Too
Much Power for Judges?" I don't know if the

Attorney General has had the chance to

read this.

I must tell you that by and large I

don't see how we can have this type of

legislation without leaving an awful lot of

discretion with the court. I really don't. For

anyone involved in this type of work—in

divorce or in separations, and so on—there are

situations that are so different. In every

marriage, I suppose, you can find a different

situation than in another, and one cannot have

hard and fast rules, because in some situa-

tions there are some parties that will not

receive justice if there is not a certain amount
of discretion left with the judges.

The judges haven't gone on a frolic of

their own, even with their having a certain

amount of discretion now under the present
law. There is jurisprudence still existing

which will be applicable to some of the

situations under the law as proposed by the

Attorney General. I really think that one

would run into situations where there would
be inequities towards one of the parties ff

there was not some discretion left in every

aspect. I note that they're critical in the

question of support—that there's too much
discretion left for the trial judge on the

question of support; on the question, I sup-

pose, of family assets, and on what criterion

should be used to deny a spouse support.

Again, they seem to be critical about

looking at the conduct of the parties as one
of the factors that should determine sup-

port,

I say to you, Mr. Speaker, it's fair to

consider conduct. I can recall a situation

not too long ago where an individual was

brought to court for about the 10th time

by his divorced wife who said that she was
not getting adequate support and was on
welfare. Because he had a bank account of

some $25,000 she felt she should be entitled

to some of that for support.

When it was brought up to the judge
that the dissolution was caused by her ac-

tions—she took off with another guy for a

period of time and caused the breakup of the

marriage to start with; secondly, this man has

had custody and supported the children, and
in fact was still putting the children through
university; thirdly, he was sick, had to

retire and that was the only income he had
ahead of him; he had to live on his own
pension which was not suflBcient to support
himself and the lady he was now living
with. Once all this was brought forth to the

courts the judge said no, he didn't think

she was entitled to any more in spite of the

fact that she was on welfare.

This was clearly a situation where the

husband found himself in a predicament not

of his own choosing, but resulting from the

actions of the wife.

I recall the situation not too long ago
where a lady in Hamilton won $1 million

and then separated a week later from her

husband. Is he entitled to half of that? He
may well be, under the legislation. Would
the judge do that if he had a certain amount
of discretion?

Mr. Foulds: They separated before.

Mr. Roy: My friend mentions that they
had separated before? Okay, maybe they

bought the ticket at the time they were still

cohabitating. Does he get half of that? These

are all matters, Mr. Speaker, in which there

must be flexibility. Because for every break-

up, I could show you different situations.

So I don't quite agree with the authors

of this article in the Globe and Mail. Tho

only way this can work is to leave discretion

in the judges, at least when it's exercised

under certain guidelines set out in the legis-

lation. There is a problem with that. When
the situations are not clear cut, as they
are not under this, it will make a lot of work
for lawyers. People will be going to see

lawyers for advice because of the discretion

lodged there. I can't really see any way to

avoid it. If your legislation is too strict,

too narrow, then it's not good legislation; if

too many people suffer under the legislation,

it's not good legislation.

Mr. Speaker, the other concern I failed

to mention under the common law relation-

ship, and this might be said in a humorous

vein, are the types of situations which will

be brought forward as evidence of common
law relationships. I don't have the exact

definition of spouse, but as I read it, it

says: "Who not being married to each other,

have lived together as husband and wffe

within the preceeding six months, and have
so lived together continuously for a period
not less than two years, or in a relationship
of some permanence where there is a child

born of whom they are the natural parents."
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That's pretty wide; and it's going to be

interesting.

Of course when parties get involved in a

common law relationship and they part, going
their own ways, there's no problem. The

problem exists when there is some bitterness

in the separation. Then there's going to be
all sorts of evidence brought forward. Is this

going to involve the fellow who's got a mis-

tress every Wednesday night, or Tuesday
night, or whatever? That could possibly fit

into this type of situation. The Attorney Gen-
eral shakes his head. You figure you're safe

because you're on Thursdays, widiout being
offensive.

[4:15]

Mr. Foulds: That is offensive.

Mr. Roy: There'll be situations like that

brought forward. Is she just a housekeeper?
Is she living in this particular situation?

Mr. Nixon: A companion.

Mr. Roy: Yes, a companion or something.
I say we're going to have to look at this

closely as well because the element of proof
may well be a problem under this.

Having expressed these concerns, I look

forward to participating in the formulation of

this legislation and hearing comments not

only from the Attorney General about some
of the views which have been expressed prior
to my speaking on this but from people right
across the community. As some of my col-

leagues have mentioned here, undoubtedly
this could be a piece of legislation which
affects more people personally across this

province than any other we've passed for a

very long time. Certainly, it's the most im-

portant, I suppose, since the last time the

Treasurer (Mr. McKeough) raised the taxes.

Having said this, I thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Does' any other mem-
ber wish to speak? The hon. member for

Brant-Oxford-Norfolk.

Mr. Nixon: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I

hope I'm not the last member to speak be-

fore the Attorney General comments on this

important piece of legislation because, frank-

ly, I am not in a position, in any professional
way, to offer criticism or commendation
which is significant. I just feel that on a bill

of this importance, I want to express a few

very personal views which I don't believe will

have any impact on the legislation at all.

I come from a Methodist-Baptist rural

background so the whole concept of common
law living is about as foreign as one could

imagine, believe it or not. You realize that

that sort of thing doesn't happen in the rural

areas of the province, Mr. Speaker, so it's

quite academic.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: They come here to do

Mr. Nixon: I did have a chance to discuss

the ramifications and import of the proposals
in this bill with some of the boys around the

Shell station and in the barber shop and in

the feed mill. They were much more inter-

ested in certain other aspects of political
affairs but I insisted that dieir views be ex-

pressed and they ran through quite a gamut,
interestingly enough.

Also, interestingly enough, I felt a certain

sympathy with almost every one of the views

expressed because they went from one ex-

treme to the other. One extreme was that this

sort of legislation gives credibility to common
law arrangements which is a bad thing. The
fact that the Legislature, with the leadership
of the Attorney General (Mr. MoMurtry), and
much research by law oflBcers of the Crown
and many very worthwhile disinterested

groups, the fact that this is before the House
and is supported on all sides is a strong indi-

cation that common law arrangements are

prevalent and, by our legislation, becoming
acceptable with the legal terms of reference

which would be applied by the legislation.

There are those, and I felt some sympathy
with their view, who were very much against
the legislation since it more or less gave the

very highest kind of recognition, short of

recognition in the church itself, to these

arrangements.

The other extreme, of course, was the one

expressed by people with a different view
who felt that common law arrangements
should very well be beyond the pale of legal

entanglement and that that's why they were
so valuable and, I suppose, under certain cir-

cumstances, attractive. Perhaps I shouldn't

have said that I had a certain sympathy with

both extremes yet I sense there is a rational

response in both of the groups which com-
mented to me to that extent.

For myself, having indicated that I can see

the thought processes and, I suppose, gut re-

actions to those views, I have no hesitation at

all in supporting the legislation and commend-
ing the Attorney General (Mr. McMurtry)
and those who have spoken in its support in

the past. I feel the single important step this

House has taken is to recognize the valid

role of women in the community, in life, in

what we're doing. The Legislatiu-e and most
of the law-giving chambers have been under
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the influence of men, with all the chauvinism
that has been taken so naturally over these

many years— I mean all of the years until

recently I don't think there has ever been a

time, except in rare individual instances,
when the role of woman has been at least

approaching the kind of equality and recogni-
tion which of course it must have.

Mr. Cassidy: Under Boadicea.

Mr. Nixon: Well I suppose even Queen
Victoria had a role to play. There have been
statements made by governments at all levels

and so on, there have been token appoint-
ments. I can remember the present Premier

(Mr. Davis) saying yes, he was prepared to

appoint a woman to the cabinet; and it was
obvious that there was no way he would
appoint two, that sort of thing. Even he—

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: And now there are

three.

Mr. Nixon: Well of course the appoint-
ments have been forced upon him. He even

appointed the Minister for Energy (Mr. Tim-

brell) for reasons that are very diflBcult to

discern; we've seen that.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I'm pleased to hear
that.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Upset the balance.

Mr. Nixion: This legislation gives the mem-
bers of this chamber an opportunity to truly

accept the equality that must be a part of

our law. It wasn't long ago when the Mur-
doch case prompted public meetings, one of
them up at OISE, about three years ago. The
arguments put forward—mostly by women,
but men attended as well—expressed, I

thought, progressive and constructive views.

But that was a subject for front page re-

porting. This idea of equality in the law,
which this legislation I believe puts forward
and reinforces and establishes, is quite a new
idea. It is amazing and a healthy thing indeed
that it has been so well accepted.

|So it's with that feeling that I have no
hesitation at all in supporting the concept. I

have listened with a great deal of interest, to

lawyers particularly, indicating some of the

problems that may evolve and develop under
these circumstances. But we're talking about
the principle of the bill and I find it of far-

reaching importance, a real milestone, and
one I support without any equivocation.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Do any other mem-
bers wish to discuss this bill in second read-

ing? If not, the hon. member for Essex North.

Mr. Ruston: I am reluctant to get up and
speak. I'm sure it will be very brief, but I

just want to emphasize a couple of things
the member from Brant-Oxford-Norfolk (Mr.
Nixon) said.

One of the things that concerns me is that

I wonder if there is any way that in carrying
out this bill in ensuing years, that if there

isn't—I don't know the word for it; I'm look-

ing, really, at the social worker who will be
able to interpret this particular law; I'm con-
cerned about our court structure and our
court system in this regard. I know you're
overhauling that so the family has one area
to go into.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Why not?

Mr. Ruston: I have seen so many cases of

people coming to me about the way our
court structure is now—policemen, detectives,

people who deal with people, having to go to

court for family problems or whatever. As a

layman without very much education, I am
really concerned about the availability and
the ability of the average citizen to get into

our court system without too much cost.

I would hope there would be some solu-

tion to this. I know that a great deal of

discretion goes to the judge in many of these

things where they can't be resolved. Of
course we realize that you need someone to

referee these things; it can't be done or re-

solved in any other way, we accept that;

but I really am concerned that when this

bill does become law there will be a real

streamlining to set up some system where

people can deal with this. I am concerned

about the costs, too, that people will face.

I realize that we are getting into a profes-
sional world where everyone claims that they
have a profession and feels that their rate

of pay must be so great. For instance, the

doctor says he is not going to doctor any
more he is going to be a plumber, because
he can get $15 a house call whereas if he is

a doctor he gets $10 a house call under
OHIP. It's a situation we are in now and I

would hope that there would be some way
that the Attorney General, whoever is in

government at that time, will try and see

that these things are available to all people
without what some of us think are very

high costs.

I am happy with the parts of the legisla-

tion that gives the woman an equal status.

I suppose some women have equal status

because they work for their husbands all the

time or where each works on their own job.

Sometimes the women make more than the

men. I see that with some close friends; the
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wife is working and she is making more than

the husband. It isn't always so; I hear of a

number of cases where the woman's wages
are lower—they are in the world as a whole—
but we can certainly find places where the

wife is making more than the husband.

My wife never went out to work as such.

She said she was always afraid that it would
interfere with her leisure time so she never

wanted to go out in the work force and she

would rather that I made sure we had enough
on the table. She felt if she was working
it might interfere, I suppose, N\ith a soap opera
that came on at 1:30 in the afternoon or

something. However, I am sure she works
as hard as I do.

We feel that in many cases the wives form
a basic part of the family structure, par-

ticularly I suppose in farming and so forth,

where they drive the tractor and do many
of the jobs that the men do. But the only
reason I wanted to get up, Mr. Speaker, was
because of one of the things that I had
mentioned before—the concern that I have
as to the availability and without the extreme
costs that we seem to run into in some of

our court structure. Thank you.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, I

have no intention whatsoever of delaying the

conclusion of this debate but I simply wanted
to say how pleased I have been in having the

very, very small role in the Justice policy
field working with the previous Attorney Gen-

eral, Mr. Clement, and the present encum-
bent of that oflBce in developing this legisla-

tion. And I am also pleased to see that it

does have widespread support because it is

milestone legislation, there's no question
about it whatsoever.

Mr. Cassidy: Are you a struggler for

women's rights?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: I certainly do not

subscribe to the extreme positions of many
of the people in the women's liberation

movement. I want to say that I have always
believed in equitable positions for men and
women. I don't believe there is such a thing
as pure equality. Men and women are not

equal but they should be treated the same
in the eyes of the law. And as far as I am
concerned, that's what this legislation is sup-

posed to do.

Mr. Cassidy: Have you ever helped with
the housework?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: I have helped with
the housework when my wife went out to

work. I owe my university education to my

wife. Many of us owe a great deal more
than that to women and I am not doing this

simply to try and save my marriage. I want

you to know it's in absolutely no danger
whatsoever. But I think we should all-

Mr. Cassidy: Why did you mention it

then?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: —recognize the fact

that this legislation is long overdue.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I believe the hon.

member for Ottawa Centre (Mr. Cassidy) has

already spoken.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, just as

the previous speaker said, there are many
occasions when this is not going to work

completely in the interests of women. I told

the Attorney General that shordy after he
made the announcement and introduced the

legislation here I was at home and the first

call I received was from a woman who
wanted to talk to me about the legislation.

My first thought was, "Well, isn't that great.

They are starting to praise us already."

I want you to know, Mr. Speaker, that this

woman conveyed to me the message that that

no-good that she had married was not going
to get one cent of her money in the event of

a marriage breakdown. So it isn't all that

well received by everybody, but there is no

question in my mind that it is good legisla-

tion. It deserves the kind of support that has

been expressed in this Legislature and I

want to commend the Attorney General for

leading the debate. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Does any other mem-
ber wish to speak in this debate? If not, the

hon. Attorney General.

[4:30]

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I should say first of

all I welcome the expressions of support, at

least in principle, to the legislation. I appreci-
ate both the approval that the legislation has

generally received and at the same time I

appreciate tlie criticisms, because there is no

doubt—if I might say so with all due respect
to every other member of the Legislature—
this is perhaps the most important piece of

legislation which has been introduced to the

House in my brief time here. There can be

no doubt that it is going to have an enormous

impact on the lives of a great many of our

fellow citizens across the province in the

years to come.

There is no question that it's very im-

portant legislation and must be thought

through very carefully. In that respect, obvi-
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ously an enormous amount of work has gone
into this legislation by my predecessors and

many senior law officers of the Crown who
have worked very diligently in recent years.
Of course, they in turn have had the benefit

of the views of many other special interest

groups and Law RefoiTn Commissions which
have made a very important Qontribution to

this legislation.

The legislation, if it passes second reading,
will go to the justice committee and I look

forward to the clause by clause debate or

discussion and the continued public input that

will occur at that time. Again, that is im-

portant and essential in order that we may
produce the best possible legislation in the

circumstances.

Notwithstanding this careful discussion

which will take place after second reading,
there still are some matters I would like to

refer to in view of the many concerns which
have been raised by the members. I can't

hope or wish to deal with all of them at this

time but there are a number I would like to

refer to at least briefly.

I should say first of all that I am very
appreciative of the support for the very im-

portant principle of wide judicial discretion

that was referred to by the member for Ot-
tawa East (Mr. Roy). I think he appreciates,
as do most of the members, the necessity of

entrusting to our courts wide discretion in

relation to these matters.

Firstly, it is quite obvious that no two
relationships, whether they are within or out-

side the formal marriage bond, are the same.
Each and every one has certain peculiar spe-
cial characteristics that must be regarded,
must be considered and, therefore, it is im-

portant that wide discretion be given to the

judiciary. I can state without equivocation
that in introducing the legislation it was cer-

tainly my intention that the judiciary be

given the widest possible discretion, within
certain broad guidelines, because it is im-

portant for people to have a general under-

standing of what their rights are.

I think there are some of us here who are

very familiar with the courts of the province.
I think I can state quite clearly and, again,
unequivocally that each individual judge hav-

ing to decide or make a decision in a case
where there has been marriage breakdown
is totally and absolutely aware of the im-

portance, the vital importance, of his role in

any such unhappy dispute. Certainly, in al-

most 20 years in the courts, I can't recall any
case in which the individual judge hasn't

done the very best he or she could in the
circumstances to arrive at a just result.

I think we must demonstrate and reflect the

confidence which I think all the members of

this Legislature do have in the judiciary.
This legislation is intended to give them, if

I might put it in a very fundamental way,
the tools with which to work in order to

arrive at a just result or the most just result

in any individual case.

There are some certain specific aspects of

the legislation I would like to refer to firstly,

dealing with marriage contracts. I was inter-

ested again in the observations of my friend

and colleague, the member for Ottawa East

(Mr. Roy), because he is also, of course, the

justice critic for the Liberal Party. His con-

cerns in relation to marriage contracts I know
reflect the concerns of many people in the

community. I think it's important that we
recognize that the Ontario community is

made up of a very cosmopolitan community
and each individual has his or her diff^erent

aspirations in life. I think it's incumbent

upon us as legislators to provide an umbrella
under which each individual, or any group of

individuals, can regularize their activities and
their relationships to the greatest extent that

is reasonably possible. As you know, marriage
contracts are very much a part of other cul-

tures and many people come to this country
fully expecting that they'll be able to enter

into some form of marriage contract.

Another very positive aspect of the mar-

riage contract is that when people, although
those of us who are perhaps traditionalists

and I think, the member for Ottawa East

(Mr. Roy) and myself probably fall gen-
erally in the category of traditionalists with

respect to the institution of marriage, and

marriage contracts, when we made that very

important decision, might somehow have felt

it not to be consistent with the romance of

the occasion. The fact of the matter is that

it's important that people realize that there

are certain legal rights and obligations re-

lated to marriage. Perhaps when couples
choose to enter into a contract, the fact that

they are entering into a contract will make
them aware to a greater extent of the legal

rights and obligations which I think they
should be made aware of, again, without

unduly distracting from the romance of the

occasion.

There are others, more advanced in life,

who are entering second marriages as a result

of divorce or being widows or widowers. They
have other close members of the family to

protect, possibly their own children by a

previous marriage; and obviously it's im-

portant that these people be given this frame-

work within which to regulate their activities
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in order to protect their property and the

rights of others to whom they have similar,

or very important, obligations.

What we are really trying to provide here

is a considerable degree of flexibility. Obvi-

ously, we're not imposing the necessity of

entering into a marriage contract, but to give

individuals that right, it seems to me at this

particular point in time, is a very imi>ortant

step forward.

The member for Ottawa East reflected

for a moment also on statements that IVe
madte indicating that those who have a com-
mon law relationship, or spouses within the

meaning of the legislation, my indication that

I intended to propose an amendment allowing
such spouses, sudi persons or parties to enter

into such a contract. In my view, that is

probably a useful amendment but there again
I'd be very interested to hear the views of

all members of the Legislature.

Certainly many people who choose a com-
mon law relationship have made the allega-

tion that they were being treated as some-

how second class citizens in not being allowed

to enter into a contract which of course

would only have effect with relation to sup-

port obligations as opposed to property. I

think there are different considerations with

respect to property. But there is no intention

on anybody's part to treat anyone as second

class citizens, nor was there an intention on

anybody's part to undermine the institution

of marriage which I agree is of fundamental

importance to the commimity.

Quite apart from many other considlera-

tions, I think a benefit of allowing corrmion

law spouses to enter into contracts respecting

supxx>rt obligations is that it does draw their

attention to the fact that there are or may be

legal obligations and responsibilities that

could—not will but could—arise as a result of

the relationship. If entering into some form
of contract is of assistance in drawing their

attention to that fact, then I think the inibhc

interest, as well as their individual interests,

are well served. At the same time there seems
to be general approval of the principle—I

think I detect it—in relation to legislation

permitting marriage contracts which the

common law does not, as members know. At
the same time some of the members raised

questions of concern in relation to the court's

ability to override a marriage contract's pro-
visions. I would like to refer to that for a

moment.

Mr. Singer: I wonder if the Attorney
General would permit a question?

Mr. Foulds: It is the Speaker who has to

permit a question.

Mr. Roy: Would the Attorney General

pyermit a point of clarification?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I have no objection.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I have no objection
as long as it is brief.

Mr. Singer: Thank you. The Attorney
General just commented that the common
law doesn't permit a marriage contract be-

tween common law spouses. I d^on't know
how one can have a marriage contract be-

tween common law spouses.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I didn't say between
common law six)uses. I said it doesn't permit
a marriage contract.

Mr. Singer: But two peoiple living common
law surely could enter into a contract, couldn't

they?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I didn't anticipate a

debate or two people on their feet at once.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: If the member wishes

some further clarification I'll go on to say the

common law does not recognize a marriage
based on cohabitation. That is, if contracts,

whether between married couples or people
who are living together, are based on co-

habitation as a consideration for entering into

the contract, they are not enforceable in this

province.

Mr. Singer: There could still be a contract.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: The general principle

of freedom to contract is aflBrmed in section

2, subsection 5 of the bill which provides
that the Act does not

apply
where a marriage

contract oontains a stipulation contrary to the

terms of the Act.

This general statement, however, is limited

only by the terms of section 46 which in-

validates a marriage contract only insofar as

it limits the rights of the spouse to posses-

sion or control over dealings with the matri-

monial home as provided for in part 3 of the

legislation; or where it results in one of the

spouses going on welfare; or if it contains

provisions contrary to the best interests of

the children of the marriage. Aside from that

there is absolutely no limitation on the ability

of the spouses to opt out of their property

rights under part 1 of the bill.

In the same area it has been suggested that

a court should have power to vary the sup-

port provisions of a marriage contract in some

situations, short of one of the spouses beoom-
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ing dependent on welfare as a result. I think

we must be very careful indeed about inter-

fering with the right of spouses to enter into

a contract. When it comes to court discre-

tion I would be very reluctant to support the

broadening of that section which would give

courts the right to interfere with a marriage
contract whenever the court felt it was justi-

fied in the circumstances; or certainly any

greater power than the court has to override

a contract for other considerations such as

duress or fraud, for example.

Otherwise, it would lead to a situation in

which the court, in effect, would be writing

the contract and not the parties. If we are

going to protect the fundamental importance
of parties entering into marriage contracts,

we should be very cautious about giving the

courts rights to vary.

It is well recognized now that a separation

agreement is not subject to variation unless

it contains a provision for variation by a

court or a private arbitrator. I would expect

that this kind of term would be commonly
included in a marriage contract. Alternatively,

it is open to spouses to make an agreement
which would expire after a term of years.

[4:45]

I would, however, be prepared to con-

sider a modification of section 46 to per-
mit a court to alter a contract with respect to

support which it finds unconscionable in view

of the circumstances of the parties at the

time the application is made. I would be

very interested in hearing further from the

members of the Legislature with respect to

this, certainly on third reading, that is the

modification of section 46 to permit a court

to alter a contract with respect to support
which it finds unconscionable in view of the

circumstances of the parties. I'd be very
interested to have their views at the ap-

propriate time, for I believe that such a

modification to the bill could go a long way
toward meeting the concerns that have been

expressed in this area.

Mr. Singer: Is the Attorney General go-

ing to have an amendment on that?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I'd be quite pre-

pared to consider an amendment. At the

same time, I have to state that I think we
should be very careful on the extent to

which we give courts the right to vary a

contract. All I'm suggesting, Mr. Speaker,
is I think such a proposal has considerable
merit and should be considered again at the

appropriate time.

Mr. Speaker^ the suggestion has a!lso

been made of ensuring that each spouse

obtain independent legal advice before en-

tering into a marriage contract. This prin-

ciple was considered very carefully by my-
self and my staff in preparing this legislation.

Certainly the suggestion has a bearing on the

ability of the court to vary a marriage

contract, but notwithstanding the wisdom of

such a suggestion, we made a conscious

decision not to insert such a requirement.

First of all, it seemed wrong to us in

principle to insist on independent legal ad-

vice as a condition of validity for a marriage
contract. We've heard criticism here today
about legislators, particularly lawyers who
are members of the Legislature, introducing

legislation (that will have the effect of

driving people to lawyers. We simply think

this would be wrong in principle to make this

a basic requirement. Certainly such a re-

quirement could result in the voiding of many
marriage contracts simply by accident be-

cause the parties were not aware of this

requirement. In addition it would put people
to time, trouble and expense which they

might not be willing to undergo, and might
in itself be a deterrent to the entering into

of a marriage contract.

We are also very concerned that the pro-
vision of independent legal advice would
do little to avoid situations of fraud, duress

or undue influence, while making it very
difficult for a spouse to prove a case of such
conduct at a later date.

Mr. Singer: You lost me on that one.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: In other words, our

feeling was that a requirement of independent
legal advice would not carry out its in-

tended purposes and might act as a de-

terrent to the entering into of a marriage
contract.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, would the min-
ister permit a question in that regard?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Perhaps the hon.

member would allow the minister to com-

plete his remarks.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I'd prefer, Mr.

Speaker, to move on because there are a
number of issues but Mr. Speaker, I'm in

your hands.

Mr. Cassidy: The question is renewability.

Mr. Acting Speaker: I would suggest that

the hon. minister continue.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I have no objection,
Mr. Speaker.
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Mr. Acting Speaker: I think the hon.

minister should continue.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, I've

noted with some care and interest the con-

cern that has been expressed by some of

the members with respect to the inclusion

of conduct as a factor for the court to

consider in determining the amount of

support.

I would, first, like to point out that con-

duct is no longer to be a condition precedent
to the awarding of support, or an absolute

defence to the claim of support, as it present-

ly is. It is merely a factor that may be taken

into account in determining the amount. In

addition, it is not any single, isolated in-

cident that is taken into account, but only
a course of conduct—and I want to stress

that—only a course of conduct tending to

repudiate the relationship of the parties.

In retaining conduct as a factor to consider,

we are consistent with virtually every other

jurisdiction and we are following the recom-

mendation of our Law Reform Commission.

We believe, Mr. Speaker, that public re-

action to removal of conduct as a factor

would be extremely adverse, as in my view
it would represent a significant departure
from concepts of individual responsibility and

accountability. Further, for a court to ignore
serious misconduct—and it's only serious mis-

conduct with which we are concerned—for
a court to ignore serious misconduct where
it does, in fact, amount to a repudiation of

the relationship, would only serve, in my
view, to create a very understandable feel-

ing of injustice and lasting bitterness on the

part of the agrieved party.

The suggestion is made that the con-

sideration of conduct would only hamper
the potential for reconciliation. In our view,
when there is always any issue that can be

raised, certainly in relation tQ conduct, true,

it can have that effect. But for a party, for

example, to be ordered to pay support where
it's quite clear that the conduct of the other

party has been tantamount to repudiating
the marriage relationship would, in my view,
create a feeling of injustice and bitterness.

It would only lead to many, many appear-
ances in court, because obviously a person in

those circumstances would feel a moral right
not to pay the support. There are many
other cases that I could think of where it

would be simply wrong to eliminate all

considerations of conduct.

I want to stress, Mr. Speaker, that conduct
is only one of many considerations that a
court may take into consideration in arriving

at a just result. In the great majority of cases

It probably will not be a factor, but there are

obviously some cases again where it does

amount to a repudiation of the relationship
and a just result, in our view, might not be

reached if that consideration were to be

eliminated.

Another issue that was raised was the sug-

gestion that we expand the category of family
assets. For example, we've been criticized by
some members of the oflBcial opposition, I

think, for not providing that all assets owned

by the spouses be subject to equal division.

What this really amounts to is a rejection of

the family assets concept in favour of the

principle of deferred community of property.

We recognize, of course, that a matri-

monial property system can be, in theory,

close to perfect, but it will be absolutely use-

less in practice unless it has widespread public

acceptance. We have learned from the experi-
ence of Quebec where the old full community
regime was recently replaced by deferred

community of property. One of the major
factors leading to the replacement of the

property system was the fact that substantial

numbers of couples were opting out of it.

Even under the new deferred community
system, the Quebec experience to date has

been that a large number of couples also opt
out.

In the contact of the ministry with the

public during the period immediately follow-

ing the publication of the Ontario Law Re-

form Commission's report on matrimonial

property, the ministry found there was sub-

stantial public opposition to the concept of

sharing business assets automatically on mar-

riage breakdown. At the same time, the idea

of sharing family assets such as the home,

furniture, family car and vacation property,
received a high degree of acceptance. We
therefore had designed this bill to appeal to

as wide a segment of the Ontario community
as possible, and we simply do not believe that

automatic sharing of all property is regarded
as the right approach by the people of this

province.

I've already inferred during the debate, by
interjections which may or may not have been

appropriate, that section 4(2)(e) and (g) of the

legislation gives the court wide discretion

to making orders with respect to other

property that does not fall within the defini-

tion of family property. So the court does

have the power and the discretion to relieve

against hardship, unfairness, injustice where
the presumption of equal division of the fam-

ily assets is not sufiBcient.
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Mr. Cassidy: Was that men or women who
disagreed on sharing of business assets?

Hon. Mr. MoMurtry: I've heard from a lot

of women who disagree with that. This was
touched on by my colleague a few moments

ago. Interestingly enough, I think it's well

known to all the members of the Legislature
that women in society today, during the last

10 years, have made considerable progress

economically. Many women are simply more
successful than their husbands. And I have
heard from a number of these women who
would be opposed to any automatic sharing.
You can shake your head all you want-

Mr. Cassidy: You are hiding discrimination

behind a very few cases.

Mr. Speaker: Order please.

Mr. Cassidy: You are protecting discrimina-

tion.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Take your head out

of the sand one day, please, and you might
really find out what's going on in the world
around you. I really make that recommenda-
tion in all seriousness.

There was some concern expressed with

respect to the so-called Murdoch clause.

Mr. Cassidy: You are legislating inequality.

Hon. Mr. MoMurtry: In view of the re-

marks that were made by some of the mem-
bers opposite, I have reviewed the wording
of the Murdoch clause in this bill and have

compared it with its predecessor in The
Family Law Reform Act of 1975. It was
certainlv not our intention to cut down on the

protection provided by that predecessor pro-
vision and the deletion of some of the word-

ing found there was done under the assump-
tion, and I think under the reasonable assump-
tion, that the new section provided equivalent

protection. Nevertheless, I am quite prepared
to reinsert the statement that a spouse is en-
titled to share in the business property not-

withstanding that the acts were those of a
reasonable spouse of that sex in the circum-
stances and we'll be introducing "of that sex
in the circumstances" and will be introducing
an amendment.

Mr. Cassidy: That's welcomed.

Mr. Roy: You are okay now; but Cassidy
agrees with you so you may be in trouble.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: For the moment, for

the moment.

Mr. Grossman: Let's think it over.

Hon. 'Mr. McMiutry: There were a number
of expressions of concern related to public
agencies claiming support. It has been said,
and very vigourously, that it is inappropriate
for this bill to provide for public agencies
making a claim for support on behalf of a

person receiving weKare or family benefits.

We are, however, of the view that it is

absolutely essential that these agencies be

given an independent right to claim support
in their own name. The existing practice of

taking assignments of the right to support
from needy persons so as to enable the min-

istry to enforce a support obligation has been

severely criticized. The validity of the assign-
ment to the Ministry of Community and
Social Services has been attacked in family
court proceedings and it is generally regarded
as undesirable to have the person receiving
benefits named as a nominal applicant in a

support proceeding, whereas the ministry is

conducting the case and the ministry is the

only one to benefit from the support order.

[5:00]

The Ontario Law Reform Commission has
said that the objective of recovering public

support moneys from individuals who are

responsible for supporting their dependants
is worthy of support not only because of the

resultant saving of public money but also

because the legal obligations to support one's

dependants ought not to be flouted with

impunity. We agree with that view and that

is why we have included in this bill a pro-
vision enabling public agencies to claim

support in their own name on behalf of the

person receiving public funds.

Concern has been expressed, and rightly

so, over the enforcement of support orders

made under this bill. It is obviously extreme-

ly important that the enforcejnent mechan-
isms be as effective as possible. For this

reason, we have incorporated a number of

existing procedures which have proved to be
effective and have, in addition, created some
new ones which should be of great assistance

in ensuring that a person ordered to pay
support lives up to his or her obligations.

Section 21 of the bill continues the exist-

ing practice whereby support orders may be

filed in the office of the family court. I might

point out at the same time that this provi-
son is only one option available to enforce a

support order. It does not preclude the en-

forcement of a county or Supreme Court
order by the usual processes for enforcing

county and Supreme Court judgements. If

the order is filed in the provincial court, that

court will now have the power to issue
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execution and garnishment in addition to

resorting to the existing show-cause hearing

procedure under which the person in de-

fault is summoned to explain the default to

the court.

Provision is made for court oflBcers to take

enforcement steps on behalf of the person
in whose favour the order is made so as to

prevent support orders from going too far

in arrears.

We have retained the power to order a de-

faulter to jail where the fault was due to

wilful refusal to pay. We have done so with
some degree of reluctance, but the experience
of the provincial court judges has shown that

the power to imprison is one of the most
effective means available of pressuring a

defaulting spouse to meet the obligations of

a support order.

Where a defaulting spouse has gone into

hiding in an attempt to avoid payment of the

support order, it will be possible to obtain
an order requiring persons such as employers
to disclose the whereabouts of the defaulter

from business records. In addition, it will be

possible to obtain an order for the attach-

ment of the defaulter's wages so as to have
a payroll deduction piade for the payments
under a support order.

We are resolved to make the enforcement
mechanisms available under this bill as eflRci-

ent as possible, and we believe that the new
means of enforcement that we have pro-
posed offer significant improvements over
the existing legislation.

There was also concern expressed yester-

day with respect to the enforcement against
Crown employees. We have made provision
in this bill for the enforcement of support
orders with respect to Crown employees of

the province of Ontario. We are negotiating
with the federal government in relation to

this very difficult problem' of enforcing
garnishee orders, for example, against federal
Crown employees or members of the armed
forces.

I would urge my friends opposite in the
Liberal Party to again petition and urge
their friends in Ottawa to communicate the

concern of all members, I am sure, of this

Legislature to the federal government in

order to provide for the necessary legislation
to provide again a greater degree of enforce-

ment for employees of the federal Crown,
because undoubtedly many very serious in-

justices that do occur as a result of the
failure of dependent spouses and children to

enforce such orders.

Some issues have been raised with respect
to the age to which parents should be

obliged to support their children. The bill

provides that children must be supported to

age 16 in every case and beyond the age of

16 where they are unable by reason of ill-

ness, disability or other cause to withdraw
from their parents' charge or provide them-
selves with necessaries of life.

The age of 16 was chosen as a dividing
line with some care. Under the existing law,
a 16-year-old is entitled to quit school, drive
a car, apply for a social insurance number,
get a job, apply for unemployment insurance
or welfare, leave home or join the armed
forces. We felt that to impose a statutory

dependency on all children until age 18
would be to erode the basis for many of

their own existing rights and freedoms. We
also must recognize that there are many 16-

and 17-year-olds who have chosen to become
independent so that not all children obviously

require support up until the age of 18.

The formula that we have adopted, which
it should be noted is borrowed substantially
from the federal Divorce Act, is flexible

enough to give support to a child when he or

she needs it. For example, the case law
under the existing Divorce Act explicitly re-

cognizes the fact that educational dependence
is a sufficient ground for a support order in

favour of a child over 16. Indeed, Mr.

Speaker, many divorce cases have ri«;en in

which children as old as 21 have had support
awards made in their favour in order to ?llow

them to continue their education. Bv adopt-

ing the same guidelines as the federal divorce

legislation, we have the benefit of the existing

jurisprudence and we have a uniform stand-

ard that will not act as an inducement to

parties to obtain an early divorce in order

to take advantage of the more generous fed-

eral support provisions as happens at the

present time.

Some concerns have also been expressed,

particularly by the member for St. George
(Mrs. Campbell), about the obligation of

children to support their parents as provided
in this bill. First of all, section 14 of th? bill

makes it clear that only children who are

not minors have an obligation to support their

parents. I believe however that the member
for St. George was more concerned with the

rights of parents to obtain a share of property
obtained either by judgement in a personal
injury case or perhaps by a lottery. This is

not the case now and in any event I believe

that this kind of matter could be better dealt

with in a bill concerning the rights of chil-
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dren and the right to the child's guardian
as to control over the person or property of

the child. My ministry is currently preparing

legislative proposals in these areas and I hope
that the members who have expressed con-

cerns will find their concerns adequately

dealt with.

I have already indicated, Mr. Speaker, my
response to some of the controversy in rela-

tion to the bill which developed in the area

of whether persons living together in what
is generally known as a common law relation-

ship will have the right to make contracts

excluding themselves from, the operation of

this bill. I should point out at the same

time, though, a related question which I

think has been raised—whether such persons
will be permitted to make a contract provid-

ing for the sharing of property that they

acquire.

I have already dealt with the matter of

support contracts. I would like to state, Mr.

Speaker, that in my view contracts con-

cerning property do not suffer the same fate

in being considered to be against public

policy as cohabitation contracts. They do not

suffer the same fate under the existing com-
mon law as long as they do not provide for

a property division on a future marriage
breakdown. It should therefore be pointed
out that common-law spouses are permitted
to enter into contracts to share property so

long as the consideration of the contract is

not future cohabitation.

Mr. Singer: Yes, that's about what I was

saying before.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: There is, of course,

nothing to prevent a gift of a property from
one common-law spouse to the other as well.

Contracts between unmarried parents in rela-

tion to their children are already given
limited recognition in the form of affiliation

agreements under The Child Welfare Act.

There's been some reference made to con-

cerns about, and, generally, support of the

unified family court. The bill does make
references to the new unified family court

which we propose to set up on a develop-
ment basis in Hamilton. I'm very pleased to

bear the expression of support and eagerness
for proceeding with such a unified family
court as quickly as possible.

We will be introducing legislation in rela-

tion to the unified family court so it is prob-
ably not appropriate for me to say very
much about it at this point in time other than
that we are moving as quickly as we can
toward the establishment of this court. At the

same time I must remind the members op-

posite that there are substantial constitutional

difficulties involved which require federal co-

operation in this venture. As soon as we can
resolve those constitutional difficulties with

the federal government it is our intention to

proceed with the unified family court across

the province as quickly as possible.

Mr. Singer: Whose judges are going to sit

in that court? Provincial judges?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Provincial judges.
This came up in estimates and I feel very
strongly about it and we'll discuss this again
when we introduce the legislation. In view
of the interest which has been expressed I

feel I should state very strongly that a uni-

fied family court should be established at

the provincial level because the provincial
courts do have a very close working relation-

ship with the community resources which are

necessary to the successful operation of any
court. There's some history there of a close

working relationship.

Futhermore, the family court is more acces-
sible to the public; it's less expensive. I don't
think there could be any question that the

public interest will be best served by estab-

lishing a family court at the provincial court
level. The judges of the family court, further-

more, are dealing with family problems vir-

tually every day of the week and in our view
are really the best qualffied to wrestle with
these very difficult problems.

At the same time I recognize the concern
of the member for Essex North (Mr. Ruston)
about the court structures generally and their

adequacy in relation to deahng with these
matters. I should state that part of our con-

cept in establishing a family court is to make
these courts more readily accessible to the

public.

At the same time we are proceeding with
a conciliation project in Toronto which, hope-
fully, will succeed and will demonstrate the

need to provide some form of diversion for

these disputes, to resolve them by conciliation

when possible, outside the court structure. I

think this is a very important development
and I think we're all going to watch this con-
ciliation project with some interest.

[5:15]

The Supreme Court has recognized the

need to deal with family disputes within its

jurisdiction as quickly as possible and only
this September opened up a special family
division of the Supreme Court of Ontario, in

order to give family court matters the very
top priority that they deserve in order to

avoid some of the delays that have occurred
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in the past which obviously can have a very
unhappy effect on the w^hole unhappy busi-

ness of marriage breakdown.

The member for Scarborough-Ellesmere
(Mr. Warner) made some interesting observa-
tions. For example, he referred to or ques-
tioned the meaning of "settled intention." I

agree with him that it is rather a confusing
term, and we want to change it. As I under-
stand the meaning, it is a demonstrated inten-

tion, and I think it would be much easier to

say demonstrated intention than settled inten-

tion. If he has any other suggestions in order
to clarify that I would be happy to hear
them. But we will make an amendment to

that section to clarify that.

The member for Scarborough-Ellesmere
also was concerned about attachment of earn-

ings in other provinces and states. As he
knows, we do have reciprocal enforcement

legislation with most of the other provinces
in Canada and many states of the US. It is

sometimes diflBcult, of course, for a court to

enforce these orders with the same degree of

enthusiasm when the applicant is not living
within the jurisdiction, but it does provide
some relief.

I think I have already reflected for a
moment on the concern in relation to jail for

defaulters as being too severe. Certainly, it is

a remedy or a sanction that is only apphed
in very extreme cases. But it is our considered

view, and the view of the family court

judges, that in certain cases it is the only way
that some of these orders can be enforced. It

is the only method available to the court to

avoid simply flagrant flouting of the court

order. It is not a sanction that is imposed
except, as I say, in the appropriate case.

I think the member for Scarborough-Elles-
mere also expressed some concern in relation

to our tracing procedures and the use of gov-
ernment records. I want to assure him that

the legislation provides for information only
in relation to the address and no other infor-

mation. We are very concerned about the

individual's rights to privacy, but we do be-
lieve that where a defaulter is benefiting from
some other government scheme that is paid
for by all taxpayers, that the taxpayers do
have an interest in enforcing the supp>ort
order. If he is going to benefit from a gov-
ernment scheme such as OHIP, for one,

surely the court should have the right at least

to learn of his address in order to avoid the
deliberate flouting of court orders.

The member for Scarborough-Ellesmere
also was concerned about what we were do-

ing with respect to equalizing the rights of

women generally, whether it is with respect
to retraining at a certain age, or just job op-

portunities generally. He pointed out, quite

properly, that many of these matters were of

particular interest to the Minister of Labour
(B. Stephenson). I can assure him, particu-

larly as the father of three daughters, that

their concerns are well expressed and en-

dorsed by myself. And while this legislation
is certainly not intended to be by any means
a total answer, or an answer at all to some
of these concerns expressed, I do believe it is

a major step forward in recognizing the

equality of the sexes.

Mr. Warner: I asked an earher question on
section 17 also. Did the minister have any
reply to that? I missed it.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I did respond to the

age of children where support is ordered and

pointed out—and the member nuay have been
out—where the legislation is similar to that

of the federal Divorce Act which does give
the court jurisdiction, particularly where chil-

dren are being educated even up to age 21.

I think that was the example the member
used. The court does have that jurisdiction
and we've tried to establish a uniformity
with the federal legislation.

I am pleased to see that the member for

Armourdalte (Mr. Givens) supports our view
with respect to the family assets approach as

opposed to any sort of automatic sharing of

business assets. I think he also expressed
some concern about common-law spouses

being able to share in family property. Com-
mon-law spouses will have rights in relation

to family property at common law. I can't be
more specific at the moment with respect to

his concern, other than to indicate that in

our view there are special considerations in

relation to property within a formal marriage,
as opposed to a relationship which is not

within a formal marriage.

The member for Arraourdale also raised a

very important issue, because the member
for Ottawa East (Mr. Roy) and I had one
of our brief, spontaneous dtebates that take

place from time to time in relation to a

creditor being able to attach half of the

family home. First of all, I want to make it

clear that the presumption of equal sharing
of a family home does not affect the title to

the property. It only occurs where a court

makes an order that the husband or the wife,

ais the case may be, is the half-owner of the

house. Up until that time, for example, if the

property is in the wife's name, the title re-

mains in the wife's name until a court makes
an order to the contrary, and so no creditor

can attach that interest and certainly no
creditor can invoke the provisions of the

legislation.
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Mr. Roy: He can't? I thought he could

and then get a declaration it is 50-50 and

attach the house.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: No, that is not open
to a creditor under this legislation.

Mr. Roy: Is that right? Where is that? Is

that in here?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Yes. It's the right of

a spouse.

Mr. Givens: There's no expectancy of an

interest?

Mr. Singer: There is an interest in posses-

sion; that's all.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: There may be an ex-

pectancy in one sense, but not in la legal

sense, no.

Mr. Givens: No pecuniary expectancy?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: No, only where the

court makes an order. As you know, one

spouse can't deal with the family home, for

example, without the consent of the other

spouse; but the title dbes not change until

there is an actual court order.

Mr. Roy: I will be sending a press release

to all my clients.

Mr. Singer: You explained that a little

earlier.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: There was some con-
cern expressed in relation to the adversary.
It was the member for Beaches-Woodbine
(Ms. Bryden) who expressed some concern
about the adversary approach to marital

problems which we hope will' be expanded
throughout the province as it proves itself

in the not^too-distant future.

The member for Beaches-Woodbine also

expressed some concern with respect to the

right of parents to obtain support from chil-

dren. Obviously, it's only going to apply in

very special cases where there is a demon-
strated need on the one hand and an ability
to pay on the other hand. It would there-
fore apply to relatively few parents and chil-

dren situations, but there is obviously some
cases where, in our view, justice would de-
mand such a provision.

The member for Ottawa East (Mr. Roy)
expressed some concern as to whether or not,

by presenting this legislation-I think this is

the thrust of his remarks—I was undermining
the institution of marriage by giving some
official sanction to common-law relationships.
It's interesting to hear this comment. Most
of the criticism I have received has been
from the other quarter—suggesting that this

legislation was trying to force people into

marriage relationships by imposing rights
and obligations. So that's the other side of

the coin.

I've discussed this legislation with a num-
ber of church leaders of all the major denom-
inations. Interestingly enough, they agree
that this should serve to strengthen the in-

stitution of marriage by making people aware
that there's going to be the possibility of

obligations and responsibilities that exist out-

side of the marriage relationships. Those
who might want to enter into a common-law

relationship of some duration, particularly
where there are children, with the initial

purpose of avoiding such responsibilities, will

no longer have that course available to them.
So to that extent it may encourage some peo-

ple to get married without unnecessarily or

unfairly imposing standards of conduct on
others who choose to live outside the mar-

riage relationship.

The member for Ottawa East also ex-

pressed some concern regarding the onus of

proof. How are you going to prove a com-
mon-law relationship? It might provide for

some interesting evidence at trial, and like

any other matrimonial issue, the onus of

proof is a very relevant factor. Certainly if a

person is asserting a right or an obligation
as a result of a common-law relationship
outside a formal marriage then it's obviously
in the public interest that that right only be
asserted if there is a reasonable preponder-
ance of evidence. It's my view that if there

will be a relatively heavy onus on any indi-

vidual who's asserting a right as a result of

this relationship, the courts should only act

on a reasonably strong preponderance of

evidence. The onus, of course, may be diffi-

cult to discharge. In those cases one might
very well say that there should be no support
order or obligation.

The question has been raised by a number
of members, Mr. Speaker—I don't know
whether with any great degree of seriousness

—that by introducing this legislation, we are

making more work for lawyers—creating
clients who might not otherwise be in

lawyer's offices in the normal course of

events. My only response to that is that

surely when this Legislature passes legisla-

tion which extends certain fundamental

rights, those people must have the right to

assert those new rights. If it's necessary, to

engage lawyers in the assertion of those

rights, all I can say is, so be it.

A number of other matters have been
raised that will be dealt with in the clause

by clause consideration of this legislation.
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Again, Mr. Speaker, I'm gratified to hear

the general expression of support for the

principles of this bill—

[5:30]

Mr. Cassidy: Qualified support.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: —from the two oppo-
sition parties. It reaflfirms my conviction that

we have taken the right path in providing a

fair share of matrimonial property, protec-
tion of the integrity of the matrimonial

home-

Mr. Cassidy: But it still enshrines in-

equality.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: —and financial sup-

port where it is needed, and the means for

enforcement of support obligations. This

legislation, which is the culmination of years
of hard work, and public consultation, is the

most comprehensive family-law reform meas-
ure ever introduced anywhere in the Com-
monwealth. As I have already indicated, it is

my intention to seek a referral of this bill to

the standing committee on justice where inter-

ested members of the public will have an

opportunity to comment on its provision.

I hope the committee will proceed expedi-

tiously so that we can have these badly needed
reforms come into force as planned by next

July 1 at least.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for the standing administration of

justice committee.

Mr. Speaker: Before we call the next order

of business I should announce to the House
that pursuant to standing order 27 there are

three matters to be raised at the adjourn-
ment of the House this evening.

Mr. B. Newman: The late show you mean.

Mr. Speaker: The members for Wentworth
(Mr. Deans) and Ottawa Centre (Mr. Cas-

sidy) will raise the question of rent review
with the Minister of Consumer and Commer-
cial Relations (Mr. Handleman); the member
for Cornwall (Mr. Samis) wishes to debate
the question of French language policy.

MARRIAGE ACT

Hon. Mr. McMurtry moved second read-

ing of Bill 141, The Marriage Act.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Speaker, in the absence
of my colleague, the member for Lakeshore

(Mr. Lawlor) I rise to indicate that we will

support bill-

Mr. Speaker: Order please. I believe the

minister would like to say some things at

the beginning which would be in order.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I am sorry, Mr.

Speaker, I just have a brief—

Mr. Cassidy: You are in favour of—

Hon Mr. McMurtry: —opening as I wish

to outline the main principles of the bill as

I did not discuss them in detail in introduc-

tion of the legislation.

l^irst of all, I should remind the House
that the provinces have only a limited juris-

diction under our constitution in matters

related to marriage. The Parliajnent of Can-
ada has jurisdiction over marriage and
divorce under section 91 of The British North
America Act, and this includes such matters

as capacity to marry and minimum age. The

province has jurisdiction only over the

solemnization of marriages and this is a power
relating to procedural and administrative

matters such as licensing.

The procedural requirements of the bill

would apply only to the first marriage cere-

mony a couple engage in. This would permit
a couple who have had a civil marriage, for

example, to have a religious marriage cere-

mony later on without having to obtain a

licence or have bans published.

The bill also removes the requirement of

15 days residence in the province before a

marriage licence could be obtained. The
residence rule, which was originally to pro-
vide publicity in a community so that any-
one knowing of a reason why the marriage
could not take place could come forward, no

longer serves its purpose.

The minimum age for solemnizing a mar-

riage is now equalized for both males and

females at the age of 14. Formerly a female

could marry under that age to legitimize a

child. Under federal law a male has the

capacity to marry at age 14.

The bill also revises the law on consent

to the marriage of minors so as to equalize
the position of the parents. At present, only
the father's consent is required for a minor
to marry. The mother becomes involved only
if the father is dead or the father is separ-
ated from the minor and not providing sup-

port. Section 5 of the bill involves both

parents in the consent process, and no longer

gives a pre-eminent position to either parent.

Section 32 of the bill abolishes the action

for breach of promise to marry. This is in
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keeping with the spirit of Bill 140, The Fam-
ily Law Reform Act, which abolishes many
outmoded forms of action.

We think that if a couple has made a

mistake in becoming engaged to marry, it

is far better that the error be rectified by
breaking off the engagement, than to have
the threat of a lawsuit bring about a mar-

riage which would probably only end in

divorce. In the same vein, gifts by one in-

tended spouse to the other will not fall to

be distributed according to which spouse is

at fault if the wedding never takes place.

The most important feature of the bill is

section 24 which authorizes justices of the

peace and other designated classes of per-
sons to perform civil marriage ceremonies.

Members of the public, the bench and the

clergy have told us of the difficulty in hav-

ing non-religious ceremonies performed with-

out undue delay and with a dignity that be-

fits the occasion. This provision should meet
the concerns which have been expressed to

us.

The bill carries out several of the recom-
mendations of the Ontario Law Reform
Commission and is an inte^al part of the

government's programme to bring family law
into tune with the conditions of society in

Ontario today.

Mr. Renwick: In the absence of my col-

league the member for Lakeshore (Mr. Law-
lor) I rise to make a very brief comment on
the bill. We will support the bill on second

reading. It is the result of an exhaustive

study by the Law Reform Commission of a

very limited jurisdiction of the province
under the constitution to deal with the ques-
tions related to the solemnization of mar-

riage.

A reading of the Ontario Law Reform
Commission report on family law, part II,

dealing with marriage, which was published
as long ago as 1970, and a reading of the

present Marriage Act as contained in the Re-
vised Statutes of Ontario and comparing it

with the proposed bill, would indicate that

each and every one of the changes is an up-
dating or a rectification of archaic provisions
which would no longer be acceptable in the

province. It's a modernization of the law re-

lating to the solemnization of marriage and in

my view, Mr. Speaker, can best be dealt with
in committee when we can deal with the

specific provisions of the existing law, the

specific provisions of the proposed Bill 141,
in the light of the recommendations made by
the Ontario Law Reform Commission.

Without further ado, Mr. Speaker, we
would hope that the bill would go, along

with the preceding bill, to the standing com-
mittee on justice.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, I think my col-

leagues and I join with the member for

Riverdale (Mr. Renwick) and the Attorney
General (Mr. McMurtry), of course, in sup-

porting this legislation. As has been men-
tioned by the previous speaker, the legisla-

tion incorporates suggestions made by the

Law Reform Commission some time ago.

>Having said this, I want to point out to

you, Mr. Speaker, one of the problems that

is being solved by this legislation is in its

allowing justices of the peace to perform
marriages, because in the Ottawa area this

situation of having couples run over to pro-
vincial court judges had reached the stage
where it was somewhat of a charade. I sup-

pose in Toronto it may well have been the

same thing.

For one thing, the janitorial staff around
the courthouse always got very excited when
there was a marriage because there was con-

fetti all over the place. That was one of the

first problems. The other problem is that we
were always short of judges to sit in our

courts, never mind performing marriages.
You had a situation where the provincial

judges, in Ottawa at least, were getting ex-

tremely annoyed at a situation where they
were running in and out of court performing
marriages. If someone had the flu one day
and felt he wasn't up to sitting in court, he
would be sitting in a room there marrying
people. I felt that that was not an atmos-

phere that was too conducive to starting a

happy relationship.

I want to point out to you that I think

this change was necessary. I think the judges
have been complaining about this for some
time and, of course, we are very much in

favour of this.

The other thing that we are removing
under this bill that we are in favour of is

the question of the action for a breach of

promise of marriage. Of course, my col-

leagues and I are very grateful about remov-

ing that particular legislation.

Mr. Cassidy: Get's you off the hook, eh?

Mr. Peterson: Speak for yourself.

Mr. Roy: I am sure all members of the

House here will applaud this.

Mr. Peterson: On a point of personal privi-

lerge, Mr. Speaker. I don't think he is en-

titled' to speak for the rest of us in this

party on that particular matter.
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Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, can I add just

a few words on this?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I presume we
should rotate. Was there someone else who
wished to rise to speak?

Mr. Cassidy: In a philosophical bent and
not having too much expertise in the subject,

since I have only tried out the institution

once, I want to raise a couple of questions
of concern. Possibly they can be raised again

during the course of the committee stage,

but I suspect it's too late to have any serious

reconsideration of some of the proposals that

exist in the bill.

The first question is whether it is reason-

able to continue the age of marriage as at

the age of 14. I just have enormous reserva-

tions about that. That couples with the sec-

ond reservation I have about the bill, which
is that essentially Ontario has opted now
for an easy marriage policy, if you will,

which puts almost no obstacles in the way of

a young man or young woman who desire to

get wed, apart from the need to wait three

days and apart from the need to negotiate a

pass from the municipal clerk who will issue

them their licence. In fact, if they can per-
suade the Minister of Consumer and Com-
mercial Relations (Mr. Handleman), they can

get married without even the delay of three

days which is involved in the bill.

It has long been the practice in our society
in this province to make divorce a very diffi-

cult and rather heart-breaking institution. I

guess it is easier to gfi't a divorce now than
it was a few years ago, but a decree nisi

takes about six months, I believe, after the

initial order of divorce and the whole process
of divorce can easily take a period of a year,
a year and a half or even two years. A num-
ber of people have wondered out loud

whether we shouldn't make it more difficult

for people to get married but then make it

rather more easy for i>eople, where there is a

case of marriage breakdown, to recognize
that fact with divorce. But that isn't done
here.

There are no requirements at all on the

desire of a couple to get married and no

responsibilities laid upon them, apart from
the fact that they have to wait for three

days. I question that, and I think that at

least we should have some discussion dliring
the committee stage on that particular point.
All members of this House know that for

the most part when a couple choose or de-
cide to get married, they enter into the de-
cision with a fairly substantial consciousness
and understanding of what it is they are get-

ting into.

I think we all know, whether from per-
sonal experience or the observation of others,
that there will be a certain starry-eyed qual-

ity to the decision of getting married which
is inevitable, given the status of the insti-

tution and possibly the age of the partici-

pants. However, I think we are also aware
that there are a substantial and rather tragic

number of cases where people do get mar-

ried without really understanding the respon-
sibilities they are getting into at all; and

where the romance alone doesn't justify the

difficulties into which they get through a

hasty marriage—in this case, a weekend mar-

riage which is permitted after a very short

acquaintanceship—through getting into very
close relationship with somebody whom they

may know very poorly and in getting into an

institution whose responsibilities they under-

stand very poorly as well.

The results of those kinds of marriages

are to be seen in the divorce courts. Unfor-

tunately the results are also to be seen on

the welfare rolls, in the Children's Aid Soci-

eties and in the product offspring, for ex-

ample, who grow up in unhappy homes or

individuals who get themselves into unhappv
situations and find it extraordinarily difficult

to get out of them.

I can't really suggest what the concrete

solutions are, because it is difficult to legis-

late good judgement and wisdom on in-

dividuals who choose to get married. I

know, though, that some jurisdictions have

experimented with longer delayed periods,

with some kind of suggestion or require-

ment that people intending to get married

should take counselling of various kinds. I

think that there are pros and cons in that

particular concept. The con is that it in-

terferes with the individual liberty to make
a decision about getting married or not. The

pro is simply that these days, given that

marriage is no longer for most people the

opening of the door in a sexual sense, it

seems to me that it is possible to invest

marriage with a greater sanctity in the law
than we have in the past and, therefore,

possibly, to insist that people do somehow
try to come to grips with what it is they're

getting into or have to demonstrate to the

solemnizing parties, to the clergymen or

to the judge, that they have taken steps to

do so in order to get themselves married. If

they choose to jump into bed together they
can always live common law and there's no

particular restraint to that. If they don't

believe in living common law then the need
to delay by 15 days or 30 days a relation-

ship intended to last for a lifetime should

surely not be that great an impediment.
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[5:45]

I'm suggesting ideas and ways of pro-

cedure. I find it curious, I may say, that the

conservative Attorney General (Mr. Mc-

Murtry), of a province which has a Pro-

gres'sive Conservative govemmelnt, should

have gone to the extremes of liberalism

which are represented in this particular bill

and which put absolutely no impediment
beyond a 2V2 day delay on a couple who
wish to solemnize their marriage. I would

appreciate some comments from the ministry

on these particular comments.

Mr. Singer: I must admit Tm rather in-

trigued by the comments of the member
for Ottawa South-

Mr. Cassidy: Ottawa Centre.

Mr. Roy: He sounded like Ottawa South.

Mr. Singer: I'm intrigued by this, too.

The member for Ottawa Centre (Mr. Cassidy)
seems to miss the fact that these bills come
before us as a package. There has been

great concern and his colleague spent some
time talking about the rights of common-
law spouses. He has missed the fact that if

we have additional impediments to marriage
that we're encouraging or forcing people
into a common-law relationship. Which way
does he really want it? Does he want to force

people into a common-law relationship by
making marriage more diflBcult now than it

has ever been before in Ontario? Or is he

prepared to accept a modernization-

Mr. Cassidy: I'd like people to understand
what the marital issue is all about.

Mr. Singer: All right. If we're going to

write in a delay, my point—and the member
for Ottawa Centre should be able to under-
stand it; it is a very simple point—is we are

going to encourage people to skip the mar-

riage ceremony and go into the common-law
relationship. That's something which really
doesn't seem to me at least-

Mr. Cassidy: For 15 days they live in sin.

Mr. Singer: —to be in the public interest.

It doesn't seem to me to be in keeping
with the spirit of the statutes which are

presented to us.

I commend the minister for bringing this

forward as a part of a package. I think the
bill makes sense. There's nothing very
radical about it. The changes in the statute

are, by and large, of form; by and large,
administrative.

I was interested to hear my colleague
from Ottawa East (Mr. Roy) say that it

would be a good thing to get marriage
ceremonies out of the courtrooms of the

provincial judges and send them to the JPs.
I can't miss the opportunity of asking the

Attorney General if the JPs are going to

perform these ceremonies, where are they

going to do it? They haven't any offices.

They have great difficulty finding any accom-
modation and that was one of the things we
talked about at some length during the

estimates. The JPs are in a pretty bad state.

If we're going to put this responsibility over
on all the JPs I guess there's going to be
an awful lot of outdoor marriages.

Mr. Stokes: Use the skating rink.

Mr. Singer: That would save wear and
tear on the courtroom and perhaps that's a

good thing.

An hon. member: The Garden of Eden.

(Mr. Singer: The other thing in keeping
with some of the remarks made around here
and certainly of at least passing interest to

a number of people—some of whom are in

the Legislature—is that the action for breach
of promise of marriage is now about to be
done away with. It was a strange action and
I don't know that it really has any appropri-
ate place any longer in the laws of the prov-
ince of Ontario. I have no hesitancy at all in

joining with my colleagues in support of this

bill.

Mr. Roy: Only Cassidy is in favour of sin.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, I think
for the purpose of this legislation the re-

marks of the member for Ottawa Centre

(Mr. Cassidy) have been adequately answered
to a very large extent by the member for

Wilson Heights (Mr. Singer). I am grateful
for his contribution in that respect, and I

don't think there is anything I can add to

what he said.

The age of marriage is a very troublesome
matter. Certainly the age of 16, in many re-

spects, seems to be perhaps the minimum age
or the lowest age at which anyone should

contemplate such an important step. I agree
with the remarks of the member for Ottawa
Centre as to the obvious importance of the

step. Some of us are somewhat concerned
about the age in relation to certain rights
and customs of native people and that had
some bearing on the decision that was made.

Certainly, any reasonable amendments at the

committee stage would be looked at with
interest as far as the government is con-
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cemed. We would be quite prepared to

entertain any reasonable suggestions in that

regard.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for standing administration of jus-

tice committee.

SUCCESSION LAW REFORM ACT

' Hon. Mr. McMurtry moved second read-

ing of Bill 85, An Act to reform the Law
respecting Succession to the Estates of De-
ceased Persons.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: When I introduced
this bill for first reading last spring I made
a detailed statement explaining the principles
embodied in the bill. It is certainly not my
intention to take the time of the House to

review those principles now. However, I

would like to mention that in the interval

between first reading and the present time
we have received a very large number of

comments and suggestions from persons hav-

ing an interest in the field of estates law
for improvement to the bill. I would particu-

larly like to point out the contribution made
by the members of the special committee
established by the wills and trust subsection,

the Ontario branch of the Canadian Bar
Association.

As a result of these comments and sugges-
tions I have arranged for the bill to be re-

printed incorporating many of the changes
submitted. It is also my intention, as indi-

cated, to have this bill referred to the stand-

ing committee on justice and I will be in-

troducing, at that time, the amendments
shown in the reprint of the bill which I be-
lieve has been distributed to the members.

Perhaps the most important change that
I propose to make at this time is the adop-
tion of the bar committee's recommendation
concerning section I. That section would
equalize the position of children born with-
in or outside marriage for the purx)oses of

estates and would deem all references to a
child in a will to include a child bom out-
side the marriage.

Now, the bar committee pointed out that
there may be many persons who have drawn
their wills in reliance on the existing law
under which a reference to a child is deemed
to include only a child born within marriage.
It has been stated that it would put these

persons through a great deal of time, trouble
and expense to rewrite their wills under the
new law. And some of these persons may
even, for example, have lost the mental

capacity to revise their wills. I should say
that I am not convinced, but on balance it

perhaps would be fair to restrict the appli-
cation of section 1 to wills madte after the

Act comes into force. The Act will apply fully

where a i)erson dies without a will after the

Act comes into force, of course.

There again, I have indicated my inten-

tion at this time. But I am very anxious to

hear the views of all the members in respect
to this because I must state that I still have
some diflBculty in my own mind as to the

proper course of action in that respect. In

any event, Mr. Si)eaker, I would like to re-

serve any further comments on the bill to

the end of the debate.

Mr. Renwick: Again, in the absence of my
colleague the member for Lakeshore (Mr.

Lawlor) I rise to indicate that we will obvi-

ously support the bill. It is also the product
of an intensive study by the Law Reform
Commission. I for one consider that it covers

what could be called an arcane obstacle

course full of potholes and pitfalls for the

unwary practitioner who may think he knows

something about the law relating to the

estates of deceased persons.

The bill in substance deals with people
who die with wills, people who die without
wills and the power of courts to vary for

support purposes the provisions of wills

where the obligation to support has been
less than adequately satisfied by the will of

the deceased person. It incorporates into our
law for the first time the provisions relating
to an international will, having to do with
the convention which has been entered into

by a number of countries, of which the

United States of America is the depository
for the instruments of ratification and ad-

hesion.

I really think the bill doesn't lend itself to

lengthy discussion on second reading. It can
be appropriately dealt with in the com-
mittee. I think it's essential that it be dealt

with in the committee because we will un-

doubtedly have formal presentations by
persons who will explain some of the points
which have been raised in the briefs which
have been prepared and the submissions
which have been piade.

I do think, however, at some point in the

discussion of these particular bills, all of

which, as my colleague the member for

Wilson Heights (Mr. Singer) says, form a

package of the reform of laws relating to

family relationships, both for living people
and dead persons, it should be noted that

the bill which received second reading a few
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minutes ago, Bill 140, provides, when it

comes into force for the repeal of The
Dower Act, as The Dower Act relates to

deceased persons. I do think I should, at

least for jny own edification, read into the

record the provision relating to the law of

dower which has been a part of the law of

the United Kingdom and part of the law of

Canada since the formation of the province
of Upper Canada in 1791, but in England
goes back, I believe, to Magna Carta.

One part of it, which is ignored, is worth

commenting upon. I also think the language
of it, which still has archaic overtones,

should perhaps be read into the record, and
I now do so.

The Dower Act provides in substance that:

"A widow on the death of her husband may
tarry in his chief house for 40 days after his

death, within which time her dower shall be

assigned her if it has not been assigned her

before and, in the meantime, she shall have
her reasonable maintenance and for her

dower shall be assigned to her as a third

part of all the lands of her husband, where-
of he was seized at any time during cover-

ture, except such thereof as he was so seized

of in trust for another."

That language is going to disappear from
our law. I did think there were very few

people who recognized that, coupled with

the one-third interest in the lands of the

husband of which he died seized at any tipie,

the widow could tarry in the chief house—
and in the original version "of her lord"—
for 40 days after his death. That is a right
which the widow no longer will get under
the laws which we are passing today in this

assembly.

Mr. Stokes: Couldn't we observe one min-
ute's silence for its demise?

Mr. Speaker: Are there any other com-
ments on this bill?

Mr. Singer: Yes, after 8 o'clock.

The House recessed at 6 p.m.
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APPENDIX

(See page 4940)

Answers to written questions were tabled as follows:

147. Mr. Bain: Inquiry of the ministry—Would the Minister of Labour provide the

House with the following information concerning claims handled by the Workmen's Com-

pensation Board: (i) the number of cases in 1973, 1974 and 1975 wherein the spouse of a

recipient of an allowance was denied a pension on the death of the recipient under s. 42(7) of

The Workmen's Compensation Act; (ii) the number of cases in 1973, 1974 and 1975 wherein

a recipient was receiving a 100 per cent disability allowance and on his/her death the spouse
was granted a pension; (iii) the number of cases in 1973, 1974 and 1975 wherein the spouse
of a recipient was granted a pension on his/her death due to the fact that the compensable

injury was deemed to be the "cause" of death?

Answer by the Minister of Labour:

Segregated records are not maintained of the pensions awarded under section 36 on the

basis of entitlement flowing from death following fatal injury or from other causes where
the deceased worker had been in receipt of a permanent total disability pension.

The following pensions awarded to dependent sjwuses include both types of entitlement:

1974, 311; 1975, 312. The 1973 figure is not available.

A separate record is not maintained of those cases in which dependency is not estab-

lished under either provision, but if a pension for permanent total disability had been in effect

prior to the worker's death, and the dependency of a sp>ouse was established, the provisions
of section 42 (7) would apply regardless of the cause of death and pension denial is

improbable.

148. Mr. Bain: Inquiry of the ministry—Would the Minister of Labour inform the House
as to the definition of "cause" under s. 42 (7) of The Workmen's Compensation Act which the

board uses in determining whether or not an allowance should be made into a pension?

Answer by the Minister of Labour:

The word "cause" is not contained in section 42 (7) of The Workmen's Compensation Act
and no definition is required by the Act for the determination of entitlement under the section

since the cause of death is not an issue.

149. Mr. Bain: Inquiry of the ministry—Would the Minister of Labour provide the House
with the following information: the average percentage decrease/increase in the amount

granted to the spouse of a recipient of workmen s compensation when a disability allowance is

transferred to become a pension (for 1973, 1974, 1975)?

Answer by the Minister of Labour:

Section 42 (7) of The Workmen's Compensation Act was enacted effective July 1, 1974,
and dependency pensions were awarded under section 36 of that Act in cases to which section

42 (7) applied as soon as possible after the effective date.

A separate record of ^ch cases is not maintained as distinct from other dependency
awards and the information requested is therefore not available.

150. Mr. Bain: Inquiry of the ministry—Would the Minister of Labour consider direct-

ing the Workmen's Compensation Board to make regulations under s. 77 (1) to allow a

claimant or his/her designated agent "reasonable" access to information in his/her file for the

purposes of the claim?

Answer by the Minister of Labour:

The Workmen's Compensation Board is aware of the needs of claimants and their repre-
sentatives to obtain information from the board's files and has made reasonable arrangements
for it to be provided. Section 77 (1) does not provide for regulations on such matters.

151. Mr. Bain: Inquiry of the ministry—Would the Minister of Labour inform the House
as to the number of applications made to the Workmen's Compensation Board in 1973, 1974
and 1975 by claimants who had contracted a disease through, by or in their employment but
who were disqualified because the disease was not disabling? Further, have any such claims

been accepted and if so, how many?
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Answer by the Minister of Labour:

Claims are not disqualified on the grounds that an industrial disease is not disabling.
While the provisions of the Act prior to January 1, 1974, did not permit compensation for

permanent impairment of earning capacity to be paid where there was no wage loss, such
cases were adjudicated for medical aid entitlement.

Subsequent to January 1, 1974, all claims for industrial diseases have been adjudicated
on the basis of the amendment of that date, and where permanent disability results, awards
are made on the basis of estimated impairment of earning capacity even though no wage loss

occurs. Such cases are not recorded separately and the figures requested are not available.
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The House resumed at 8 p.m.

SUCCESSION LAW REFORM ACT

(continued)

Resumption of the adjourned debate on

8econd reading of Bill 85, An Act to reform

the Law respecting Succession to the Estates

of Deceased Persons.

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, I'm very happy
to add a few comments to this Bill 85.

We're under somewhat of a handicap be-

cause—

Mr. McCague: No doubt.

Mr. Gregory: We've noticed that.

Mr. Singer: We're under a handicap be-

cause of the performance of the Attorney
General (Mr. McMurtry).

I asked him a few days ago—I had seen

a squib in the paper to the efiFect that Bill

85 was going to be withdrawn and a new
one introduced and he said, no, no.

Well, he hasn't really withdrawn it. He
hasn't really introduced a new bill. In fact,

he has something called "reprinted for the

consideration of the administration of justice

committee" which, I suppose, is fair enough.

But this being a very multiple bill with a

whole flock of sections and we in the opposi-
tion not having seen it—the member for

Riverdale (Mr. Renwick) and my colleague
from Ottawa East (Mr. Roy) and I not having
seen it until now, it places us under a

very severe handicap. Some 83 sections of

very important statutory provisions suddenly

being presented to us a couple of hours ago
—with two hours intervening for the dinner

period.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: On a point of per-

sonal privilege, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Renwick: Point of order.

Mr. Speaker: Point of order.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Point of order. We
indicated to the hon. members opposite that

there were going to be a number of amend-
ments. The printed bill was available only

Tuesday, November 23, 1976

this morning in the present form. Really,

it's to accommodate the members opposite
that we had it reprinted. I can assure you,
Mr. Speaker, that there's no change in the

principle of the legislation, and the second

reading is, of course, a debate on principle.

Mr. Haggerty: Just general housekeeping.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: We had these

amendments incorporated in a reprinted bill

for the convenience of the members of the

Legislature. So I must protest the implica-
tion-

Mr. Nixon: You made a mistake, Roy.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: —that we have in

some way acted improperly.

Mr. Warner: He's being mischievous. Pay
no heed.

Mr. Speaker: As the hon. member, I'm sure,

is aware, we're dealing with the bill as

printed, which is the original.

Any other document you might have is

irrelevant as far as the discussion is con-

cerned. We're discussing the principle of the

bill. If the hon. minister has informed the

opposition or the members of the House as

to changes he contemplates, however, that's

outside this point of view.

The fact is that we're debating Bill 85

as it was originally printed in principle,

and if there's no change in principle, why,

really, that's the document we're discussing

anyway.

The hon. member for Wilson Heights may
continue.

Mr. Haggerty: That's not the bill.

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, with great, gi-eat

respect to what you have said, and with

great respect to what the Attorney General

has said, I must take exception to what you
have both said—very serious exception be-

cause, Mr. Speaker, notwithstanding the

Attorney General's out of order comments
on a point of order about having done some-

thing for us by way of conveniencing us,

both my colleague the hon. member for

Ottawa East and I received no notice at all

there was going to be a redraft of the bill.
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Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Is this a pre-marital

separation that is going on over there?

Mr. Singer: No notice at all, and I've

just consulted with him and he says he
didn't receive one and I certainly didn't

receive any such notice.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Starting the honey-
moon early, Albert?

, Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, if you look at

this bill I know you would be aware as

you read it there are 85 sections in this

and each one of these 85 sections enunciates

a new principle of law, so it's almost im-

possible to debate any one of these sec-

tions individually. I would think legitimately
we could question what is before the House,
I'm not prepared to do that. We want to

expedite the business of the people of the

province of Ontario unlike our colleague,
the Attorney General.

We are prepared to take this to the com-
mittee where it will be appropriately dis-

cussed. I enunciate and underline the unfair-
ness of the approach of the Attorney Gen-
eral and I hope this will be well looked at

and well recorded. The Attorney General
has been most unfair to us in this approach.

Mr. Nixon: Undemocratic, one might say.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Nonsense.

Mr. Singer: Just a few hours ago he pre-
sented to us a brand new bill, changed in

principle—

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: It's not a new bill.

Mr. Singer: Do you know why, Mr. Speak-
er?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Point of order. He is

attempting to mislead the House—on a point
of order-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. No I don't
think that-

Mr. Singer: No, he didn't have a point of

order before.

Mr. Breithaupt: This is ridiculous.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: This is not a new
bill.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr, Nixon: You can be named for that.

Mr. Speaker: The only bill we have before
the House is the original Bill 85 and the hon.
member for Wilson Heights may proceed on
that premise.

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, since we are

making such an issue out of it, I have an-

other document in my hand that says "Bill

85, reprinted for consideration by the ad-

ministration of justice committee."

Hon. Mr. Welch: There are cubs and
scouts in the gallery. Be honest.

Mr. Singer: Now which one are we de-

bating? Are we debating this bill or the one
that's reprinted apparently for our conveni-

ence?

Hon. Mr. Welch: Bill 85.

Mr. Nixon: You put two bills 85 on our

Kst.

Hon. Mr. Welch: What?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I have al-

ready announced—

Mr. Singer: I have to say-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. There's only
one bill before the House and that's the

original Bill 85.

Mr. Nixon: Is that 85 or 85?

Hon. Mr. Welch: No, we have just shared

some amendments with you.

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, there is no way
of intelligently discussing—how many prin-

ciples? Eighty-five different principles?

Hon. Mr. Welch: No, the finger-

Mr. Singer: By coincidence, there are 85

different principles in Bill 85. There are 85

sections. Most of them have been changed,

Hon. Mr. Weldi: It's just that the finger
is different.

Mr. Nixon: It's just pointing the wrong
way.

\fr. Singer: No, the hon. House leader of

the Tories again is wrong. He wasn't very
successful in the administration of justice

field; nor is his successor.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Very consistent.

Mr. Singer: I'm sorry. If he wants to go
back and replace the hon. Attorney General

(Mr. McMurtry), that's fine, but he is not

charged with tihe carriage of this bill tonight.

Hon. Mr* Welch: I never go back, only
forward.

Mr. Ferris: Never lost in any.
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Mr. Speaker: There are 10 minutes wasted.

We'U get on to Bill 85.

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, we have lots of

time. If there's anything we have here, we
have time. I want to put fully before the

House the fact that we are not debating the

bill as it was originally put before us. We
are debating a bill' as suggested—

Hon. Mr. Welch: Would the member

hurry up so the Attorney General can speak
in his riding tonight? He is fihbustering to

keep the Attorney General out of his riding.

Mr. Roy: Maybe he should. That's going
to give you a few more votes.

Mr. Singer: If he wants to come it'll do

him no good but he's welcome. We'll give

him a passport as he crosses the border. It

did him no good last time and won t do him

any good thisi time.

An hon. member: You'll get another thou-

sand votes if he goes into your riding.

Hon. Mr. Welch: He is filibustering to keep
the Attorney General out of his riding. Mean-

while, what point was he talking about

again? It is the finger.

Mr. Speaker: Would the hon. member for

Wilson Heights continue on Bill 85 as orig-

inally printed?

Mr. Singer: Would you keep the member
for St. Catharines quiet?

Hon. Mr. Welch: St Catharines? Brock.

Mr. Singer: Mr. Speaker, I think it is an

imposition, and I say this quite seriously—

Mr. Maeck: Why don't you give up while

you are ahead?

Mr. Singer: It is a great imposition upon
us to be called upon to debate two bills at

the same time. It is most unfair.

Hon. Mr. Welch: In the same day.

iMr. Singer: We are very fortunate that we
have an intelligent submission put before

this House by a group of very leading solici-

tors, important solicitors—Malcolm Archibald

of the firm of Weir and Foulds; Brule of the

firm of Blaney, Pasternak; Mary Louise EMck-

son; David Fuller; Alex Langford; Ralph
Scane who is a professor; and J. J. Wardlaw
—who have been able to convince the At-

torney General and his draftspeople, some
of whom are sitting over there—

Hon. Mr. Welch: Persons.

Mr. Singer: —that the bill they originally

presented to us was really inadequate and

improper and should be changed in several

material aspects.

Unfortunately, being presented with the

revised bill just a little while ago has de-

stroyed all of the preparation we did in con-

nection with the 85 sections the Attorney
General put in his original bill. There are

many serious errors in law which—

Hon. Mr* Welch: Housekeeping.

Mr. Singer: —fly in the face of established

custom; fly in the face of equity; fly in the

face of reasonableness.

Hon. Mr. Welch: You can sure recognize
that.

Mr. Singer: I think the Attorney General

should be condemned by all of us for bring-

ing this legislation before us in the manner
he has done.

Interjection.

Mr. Singer: Having said that, Mr. Speaker,
I don't think that reasonable debate-

Mr. Ferris: Could we have the attention of

the Attorney General, do you think?

Mr. Singer: Yes, without the intervention

of the clerk. Having said that, I think it

would be appropriate, as the hon. member
for Riverdale ^r. Renwick) pointed out, that

we get this bill to committee just as quickly
as we can so that—

Interjection.

Mr. Makarchuk: Don't provoke him.

Mr. Singer: The member for Brock (Mr.

Welch) is feeling no pain at all tonight. Let's

get on with the bill without the interjections.

Hon. W. Newman: Speak for yourself.

Mr. Makarchuk: Expedite the bill.

Mr. Singer: Having said that, let us get
the bill to committee as quickly as we can so

that we can have the advantage of the

opinions of this committee—a group of intel-

ligent persons who are knowledgeable in this

field of law and who are going to suggest a

great number of changes. It is impossible for

us to debate the revised bill before us reason-

ably and adequately, with all due respect, sir.

The revised bill is what is before us because

that is the bill the government is pushing
forward. The minister may shake his head as

long as he wants. That is, in fact, the bill

being put before us.
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There are several things which have to be
said even about the revised bill. One major
concern—and I would like to hear the Attor-

ney General's opinion in due course—is why
the whole process of dealing with mental in-

competence is not revised. Why do we have
the complicated procedure of bringing an ap-

phcation under The Mental Incompetency
Act, getting an order declaring certain per-
sons incompetent, dealing with their estates

and/or their person and then having to go to

a judge of the Supreme Court to have con-

firmation of a plan for dealing with the estate

and its management in that kind of event?

It's a throwback, I suppose, to the old

United Kingdom system. When the minister

brought this package before us those ramifi-

cations were not considered by the advisers to

the Attorney General. Why there has to be
this double kind of review and the double
kind of legal costs which result from it, I

don't know. I would like to hear, somewhere

along the line, as we deal with this important
part of this package why there is not some
recommendation for modernizing this ancient

kind of procedure.

It's a complicated one. May I tell you, Mr.

Speaker, it's a procedure that is best known
by certain administrative people in the oflBces

of the clerk of the county court of the

judicial district of York rather than the

judges. When the applications go forward in

their ancient form the final arbiter really is

someone who has sat in that oflBce and is

knowledgeable about the procedures. It is

not really the judge who leans very heavily
on the administrative advice of the clerks or

the assistant clerks in that office. Why that

has to continue I don't know.

All that having been done, orders having
been entered and costs having been taxed,
there has to be another application to a judge
of the Supreme Court to confirm a plan for

the management of the estate of a mental in-

competent. It's part and parcel of this kind
of a concept and I think it's most unfair and
most inequitable. When the Attorney General

brings before us a package supposedly to deal

with all of these things, surely he should
have given some consideration to that?

Let me return to a theme which I have

enunciated in this House a number of times,

and that is the roles of the Official Guardian
and the Public Trustee. We are going to the

very root of the handling of personal affairs

and the affairs of the estates of people who
are unable to look after themselves. What
role do we expect our public officials—the

Public Trustee and the Official Guardian to

continue to play?

They stand aside today. I don't criticize the

holders of these offices for a moment but by
reason of the provisions of the statutes which

govern their conduct and lay down the rules

by which they are supposed to operate, they
are able to stand aside from the needs and
the requirements of people who look to

public authority for assistance and guidance
and care for their estates. What are the three

groups of people suffering under disability-
imbeciles, incomp>etents and infants.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: And Liberal MPPs.

Mr. Nixon: Where do judges come in?

Mr. Roy: And a few Tories.

[8:15]

Mr. Singer: We have nothing really deal-

ing with those people as we bring this

package before us. Surely it would have been

appropriate if, as part of this package, we
have before us amendments to the Act gov-

erning the conduct and the duties of office

of the Official Guardian and Acts governing
the conduct and the duties of office of the

Public Trustee so that there would be, really,

a complete package here. So that when there

were these gaps in public concern about the

handling of estates—not just who would in-

herit, not just what happens when there are

incompetents who become beneficiaries, who
looks after their interests—the Attorney Gen-
eral would have been there as their guardian
and he isn't. He isn't because he is only

appearing with a part of the package.

I have raised this over many, many years
in the estimates of a series of Attorneys
General and it is not only the fault of the

hon. member for Eglinton (Mr. McMurtry).
It is the fault of he and lo, his many pre-

decessors. But I would have thought that

when we had this whole package—and if he

looks at McRuer, McRuer had some views

about what the Public Trustee should be

doing. I don't know how many lawyers there

are in this House who tried to convince the

Public Trustee and/or the Official Guardian
to get into something that's difficult, to get

into something where there is a need for

public protection but it is a very, very hard

job.

So my second major criticism is that the

package is less than complete. It is difficult,

if not impossible, to enter into a debate on
this statute in principle. With all due respect,

we cannot debate the statute that you refer

to as the one that is printed because it's a

different statute, the one that the Attorney
General has presented to us, even though he

says it's for our assistance and guidance.
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Yes, it's for our assistance and guidance
as presented to us by the members of this

illustrious committee. Thank goodness we
have them, because without them it would
have been very, very diflBcult to enter into

kind of a debate. I say we want diis reform

in the law. We will support it on second

reading but this debate cannot go by without

this kind of criticism being levelled at the

Attorney General and without the urgent re-

quest and demand—yes, demand—from us

saying to him: "What are you going to do
about these other public officials?"

These are part and parcel of the whole

package. What do you do about the Public

Trustee? What do you do about the Official

Guardian? Why aren't these offices modern-
ized as well as other facets of the law?
When you bring in that package, you will

have taken a very substantial step to modern-

izing this whole field of law which is most

important indeed.

Mr. Cassidy: I want to raise some concerns

about Bill 85 and whether it is in the new
form or the old form doesn't much matter.

I know the committee will have a chance
to look at the proposed amendments which
have been made by the ministry after rep-
resentations by the legal fraternity. I am
concerned however on a more fundamental
matter and that is—

Mr. Maeck: I didn't know this bill had

anything to do with rent control.

'Mr. Cassidy: I should tell the member for

Parry Sound—

(Mr. Speaker: Ignore the interjections and
back to the bill.

Mr. Cassidy: —that rent control is not the

only important issue facing the province.
That's a great concession.

Hon. Mr. Welch: What an admission from
Ottawa.

Mr. Cassidy: These three bills were pre-
sented as a package and they are being
debated as a package. However Bill 85 does
not fit in, it seems to me, with the family
law reforms which we debated yesterday and
wound up debating today.

I am concerned that the principles that

have been adopted about the property rights
and the economic partnership of marriage
which accrue to the weaker spouse, usu-

ally the woman, and which are recognized
in The Family Law Reform Act which we
have just debated on second reading, don't
extend to this particular bill. I would hope

the minister would reply in detail as to why
the government chose not to revise this bill

substantially after it had decided over the

summer on the principles that would be fol-

lowed in The Family Law Reform Act.

Very specifically the proposals which came
forward in the spring and which seem to sur-

vive substantially now are that where a

person dies intestate and has one child

then the kid gets half of the estate after

$75,000. The child gets half of the estate

after an initial amount of $75,000, assu^ning
the estate is larger, goes to the spouse. If

there is more than one child, after the first

$75,000 is given to the spouse, then the

spouse is only entitled to one-third of the

residue.

Where there is a substantial estate then,
the spouse may find himself or herself en-

titled to maybe as little as 30 or 35 per cent

of the total value of the estate. I'm not sure

whether that is adequate recognition of the

economic contribution which was made to

the marriage. I'm also not sure whether it

makes sense to have a completely different

and, I understand, older set of rules gov-

erning the disposition of the estate of some-

body who dies without a will than the rules

that govern what happens to the assets that

have been built up by a couple under The
Family Law Reform Act.

The procedures for intestate succession

may or may not work. They still do guaran-
tee a substantial proportion of the estate for

the spouse. I think the minister could prob-
ably argue fairly that, if one takes into ac-

count that first $75,000, which will equal
jmore or less the value of at least half of the

family assets that most ordinary families will

build up in a lifetime, then some kind of

justice is done even though the rules don't

exactly correspond. However, it seems to me
that things are much worse under this bill

where a husband, if he is the economically
richer of the two, dies and actually has a

will and where the piatrimonial home and
the other family assets as they've been de-

fined in the other bill happen to be in his

name.

They are worse in particular if for years
he's been nursing a grudge against his spouse,
he's vindictive, he has a will which has been

deposited with his lawyer and he has not in

any way consulted with his wife. She may
wake up the day the will is probated to find

he has attempted to leave her literally with-

out a penny. At that point there are suddenly
enormous changes. Money isn't available. She
finds that the money has all been left to the
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children or else it has been given to some
charitable society or else donated to his

former college or something like that. The
purposes to which the pioney may have been
put may have been quite well-meaning, but
her economic contribution to the partnership
of marriage is not recognized.

There can be a number of situations where
I think that's important and relevant. In the
first place, the courts are enjoined under
section 58 and 62 to consider the support
obligations, the need for support of the de-

pendants, which include the spouse in the
case where the will does not make adequate
provision. I presimie that will be where a

spouse makes application to the court and
says: "I've been dealt with unfairly in this

will and I want you to try to correct it."

They also have to consider the economic
circumstances of the spouse who's making
that particular application. For example, they
have to consider the financial resources and
benefits which a defendant has and his wife
could have in the future. It's a more and
more common situation to have a couple, for

example, in their forties, where the children

have grown up and the wife has gone back
to work and has begun to earn a decent
income and has prospects of a successful

career through her fifties and sixties. She,

therefore, doesn't really need substantial

suDDort because she's earning her own way.
Under those circumstances a will of her hus-

band, who nursed a grudge or for some other

quixotic reason decided to cut her off without
a penny and give all the money to the chil-

dren or to some charity or to his brother-in-

law or somebody else like that, would be

perfectly in order.

I think that according to the bill as it

stands, the courts would not be able to shake
that will, regardless of whether or not there
was any economic contribution which would
be recognized in the partnership in the case
that that marriage had been terminated by a

marriage breakdown rather than by the death
of the husband.

This would likewise be the situation where
a support order was sought, but the wife or
the widow had taken up with somebody else

who had substantial means. It says here that
if a dependant is cohabitating with another

person the financial circumstances of that
cohabitation are to be borne in mind when
the question arises as to whether or not there
should be a support order.

I am not clear whether these support orders

could be varied or whether you can only
have the once-in-a-lifetime kind of support

order. But if there was any opportunity for

variation then it means that whatever sup-
port the wife might get from an estate in a
case where by will her spouse had not desired
to give her support, that support would end.
The need or the justification for the court

order, would end at such time that the wife

began to cohabit, either by remarriage or by
a common-law relationship, with somebody
else who was capable of supporting her.

That in turn perpetuates the view that the
wife is simply a piece of baggage, a kind of

property, and that her contribution to the
economic partnership of marriage should not
be recognized. That, it seems to me, is what
this bill is still saying—despite the fact that

The Family Law Reform Act is trying to say
something rather different.

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that in the

bill there should be protection for the spouses
comparable to the protection which exists in

The Family Law Reform Act. A spouse whose
marriage terminates through death of the

partner should not be put in any worse situa-

tion than that spouse would have been if

that marriage had been terminated through
marriage breakdown. It seems to me that the

way that has to work is probably this: Rather
than leaving to one partner the right to uni-

laterally dispose of the family assets and the

marriage property as well as the business

assets that that partner may happen to have,
without any consultation or concurrence on
the part of the spouse, at the very least the

rules for sharing of the estate, or of the family
assets that are brought in under The Family
Law Reform Act, should apply on the death
of one of the partners, whether or not there

is a will.

Where there is a will which seeks to vary
those conditions—seeks to alter a strict split-

ting or a minimum split of the family assets

or whatever else we succeed in getting put
into the pot which is going to be divided—
where there is a will which seeks to divide it

differently it seems to me that that should
be by consent of the surviving spouse. There-

fore, what is required is either an addition to

the marriage contract or some other form of

agreement by which the spouses agree to a
different sharing in the case of death.

I know that the minister will say that is

possible under a marriage contract—that a
contract can determine how family assets are

to be divided upon death. The prokem is that

that is not required. That is only an option. I

would suggest that it is still possible, after

the economic contribution that a wife makes
to marriage, for her to have absolutely no
recognition under a will and for that wffe to
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be unable to enforce any kind of equitable

sharing in the courts, under the bill as it

stands at this time. Thus it seems to me that

that is not a thoroughly modern piece of

legislation. It is a retrograde piece of legisla-

tion.

I would hope that the minister would agree

that the points I raised are vahd, and would

agree that he will carefully consider and

probably accept amendments to this eflFect

when the bill gets into committee.

Mr. Roy: I would just like to make a few

comments about the legislation. I think the

Attorney General (Mr. McMurtry) and all of

us here should be very thankful to the com-

mittee members from the bar association.

Their contribution is very obvious once we
look at the reprinted version of Bill 85 and

all the amendments.

[8:30]

Apart from the provisions deahng with

wills, I suppose most of this legislation is

of interest basically to the technicians and

the lawyers involved in estate work. Those

of us in the legal field who are involved

with more mundane things like defending

people charged with driving without care

and control, driving while impaired and that

sort of thing—

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: And prosecuting drug
cases for the federal government.

Mr. Singer: Murders.

Mr. Roy: Yes, murders, wiretapping and
all of those things—we're not technically

qualified to look into this type of legisla-

tion in any depth.

I suppose one of the major amendments
in this legislation that is of interest to the

public has to do with holograph wills. After

this legislation is proclaimed, people will be
able to write out their own will in their

own handwriting and at that point it will

be valid. Through the years as you know,
Mr. Speaker, there has always been some-

thing mystical about wills. When people
walk into your oflBce, they're sort of shaking;

they're looking at you with a certain amount
of trepidation-

Mr. Cassidy: You guys create that

mysticism.

Hon. J. R. Smith: Do you know where the

prosecutor-

iMr. Roy: My GodI Did I say something
wrong? I've turned everybody on.

Mr. Ruston: You woke them up.

Mr. Cassidy: It's the trade unionists we
worry about, though.

Mr. Roy: Can't you talk about anything
else but trade unionists?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I believe the hon.

member for Ottawa East (Mr. Roy) has the

floor.

Mr. Roy: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. For

people in this community in the province of

Ontario I think it's a step that conforms

with many other jurisdictions where they
were able to do this, and I think it's high
time we allowed this to happen in Ontario.

After all, the way lawyers were cranking out

wills I sometimes wondered whether there

was any more predseness or, if the will was

challenged, whether they would have been
more help to the courts than if the testator

himself had written out the will in his own
handwriting.

There's one other aspect of the bill that is

of concern—and I think the Attorney Gen-

eral still has an open mind on it—and that's

the amendment that he is going to be seek-

ing to section 1(3) of the legislation. That

subsection says that in the will, unless there

is an intention to the contrary, "a reference

to a person in terms of a relationship to

another person determined by blood or mar-

riage shall be deemed to include a person
who comes within the description notwith-

standing that he or any other person through
whom the relationship is traced was born

outside of the marriage."

We're dealing here basically with illegiti-

mate children. The wise and honoured mem-
bers of the committee suggested that should

be changed and should apply only to wills

made after July 1, 1977. I'm not sure, but

I guess their concern was that it would be

too much of a burden on people right

across this province who had made their

wills when this particular law was not in

force and then would have to go back and

make some changes. Considering the out-

standing citizens of this province, it would
have not applied to that many in any event,

nevertheless it would be of concern to some
of these people who would have to go back

and change their wills. Or, as suggested by
the members of the committee, it might have

been a problem for those who were not in

a position or did not have the testamentary

capacity to change their wills.

I think the amendment, as contemplated

by the hon. members and as proposed by the

Attorney General, is in some ways offensive

to the whole package of this new legisla-
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tion, the family property legislation, The

Marriage Act and so on, because you know
we seek, in Ontario, after this legislation, to

legitimize children born out of wedlock. We
proceed further to give some status and some

obligations and rights to common law re-

lationships and children flowing from that

type of relationship. Yet under this we may
be 50 years down the way where we're

still saying that certain illegitimate children

will be denied because the wills were made
before July 1, 1977.

When I look at this, I've yet to be con-

vinced personally the amendment is a good
one. There may well be circumstances where
the testator does not have the testamentary
capacity at this point, and in that case

possibly an order of the courts might be

required, let's say, to make an exception. The
fact remains that it just seems to me that if

we're following a principle, if we're legi-

timizing children in other aspects of this

legislation, if we're giving rights and privi-

leges to common-law imions—illegitimate
children under this section at least will be
aflFected—it seems to me that having taken
that step, by agreeing to this amendment
we're into a position where we're as many
as 50 years down the way before, in fact,

there's full recognition of the heritage of

illegitimate children, looking at people who
are deemed to benefit under wills.

I look at it and I'm not sure. I say this

with maybe not as much technical knowl-

edge as the honoured members of the com-
mittee. But still I have some question about

it, and I think the Attorney General has
as well, whether we're really correcting a
real problem or in fact just trying to make
this too neat, while at the same time oflFend-

ing a basic principle of this legislation.

Having raised these two matters, there's

really not that much to get excited about
under the bill. I would just merition one thing
—I think it was referred to by the member
for Ottawa Centre (Mr. Cassidy)—just to

ask the minister, if this legislation will re-

peal The Dependants' ReHef Act what
happens? Is there any recourse for a de-

pendant or for an heir? As the minister

knows, if somebody in succession now feels

that he does not benefit under a will—

Hon. Mr. MoMurtry: It doesn't do away
with it. It incorporates it.

Mr. Roy: It incorporates it in the legisla-
tion. Possibly that answers my question,
because I was just thinking: Is there some-

thing to cover that ground if we do away
with The Dependants' ReHef Act? I'd be

anxious to see what section it is because,
as you know, there were many circumstances

in which The Dependants' Relief Act was
used and I think it was a necessary piece of

legislation.

Hon. Mr. MoMurtry: Part IV.

Mr. Roy: Part IV.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, I'll

be very brief because I do agree with the

hon. member for Riverdale (Mr. Renwick)
that the appropriate place to debate this

bill, at this stage, would be in committee.

But I will reply very briefly to one or two
of the matters that have been commented

upon.

First of all, the member for Wilson Heights

(Mr. Singer). I found some diflBculty in

sorting through his eloquence but I gathered
he was speaking generally of the law re-

lating to the administration of the estates of

a mental incompetent. I think I'd like to just

remind him that this law is now being dealt

with by the Ontario Law Reform Com-
mission. It will be dealt with in their forth-

coming report on the administration of

estates as will the role of the Official Guar-
dian and the Public Trustee in relation to

the administration of estates. We're naturally

awaiting their report with some interest.

I can't agree with the member for Ottawa
Centre that The Family Law Reform Act
or the concept of sharing should be appli-
cable on death because of our respect for

the principle of freedom of testation. This

has been respected in our law for about
300 years, and I'm not prepared to recom-
mend a change at this time.

Mr. Cassidy: I hate to say it but that is

inequality again.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Furthermore, Mr.

Speaker, I believe that there is adequate pro-
tection by Part IV of Bfll 85 in relation to

the support of dependants-

Mr. Cassidy: You are making women beg
to the courts.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The

Attorney General has the floor.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: -and by the $75,000

preferential share if there is an intestacy. I

should also point out to the members that

experience in Ontario has demonstrated that

there is really very little problem in the area

of a surviving spouse's being cut out. As a

matter of fact, our own records in the To-

ronto surrogate court indicate that there are
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applications for dependants' relief in less than

one per cent of the estates.

But in any event, Mr. Speaker, I look for-

ward to the worthwhile suggestions and the

debate that will take place while this bill is

in committee. I'm sure all of the members
have an important contribution to make, and
I look forward to hearing further from them.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for the standing administration of

justice committee.

Mr. Singer: It is the only thing that saves

the Attorney General.

FARM INCOME STABILIZATION ACT

Hon. W. Newman moved second reading
of Bill 131, An Act respecting Farm Income
Stabilization.

Hon. W. Newman: Yes, Mr. Speaker. Wait
till I've picked it all up here—

Mr. Roy: It better be good, because if you
want our support tonight—

Hon. W. Newman: This is a very impor-
tant piece of legislation dealing with the

healthy development of Ontario's agricul-
tural food industry. The government has
made extensive revisions to its original legis-
lation and I think we have overcome any
obstacles to passage of the bill.

Certainly we all are in agreement on the

bill's main objective. We all want to ensure
that our food producers don't sufiFer a sharp
and possibly disastrous decline in income
through events beyond their control. We all

agree that it's time to help Ontario's farmers
maintain their remarkably efficient opera-
tions and to plan for the future confidently—

Mr. Warner: Despite your actions.

Hon. W. Newman: —in spite of the teeter-

totter fluctuations of world food prices.

Mr. Warner: In spite of your government.

Hon. W. Newman: The government of

Ontario has consistently argued that farm in-

come stabilization is primarily a federal

responsibility.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Flower-pot farmer.

Hon. W. Newman: We have pressed our

arguments from that basis in almost four

years of federal-provincial negotiations and
we will continue to do so.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Flower-pot farmer.

Hon. W. Newman: There may be some

disagreements over details of the—

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Could we have some
order, please? All members of the House will

have an opportunity to speak to this bill.

Hon. W. Newman: There may be some

disagreements over details of the way On-
tario's Farm Income Stabilization Act will

operate, but I feel sure we can reach a con-

sensus that will enable the necessary ma-

chinery to be put in place so that we can get
on with the job at hand.

Mr. MacDonald: I thought the minister

might have something new to say but he

really threshed a bit of old straw, with some

weary rhetoric. Mr. Speaker, we shall op-

pose Bill 131.

Hon. W. Newman: Well, what's new? You
have tried it in the press already.

Mr. MacDonald: We shall oppose it be-

cause it is an inadequate bill—

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Not only bureaucrats.

Mr. MacDonald: We are not going to op-

pose it just in a blind opposition fashion.

Mr. Bain: As always, we are constructive.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: A new approach for the

NDP.

Mr. MacDonald: You will find on the order

paper a reasoned amendment. Perhaps I

should move that reasoned omendtment at

the outset so that you will have the context

of our-

Hon. W. Newman: Why do you have to?

I have it here.

Mr. MacDonald: I know you have it, I'm

glad to learn that you have read it.

An hon. member: No, he just said he had

it.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: They got it in a brown

envelope.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: If the hon. mem-
ber for York South would direct his remarks

to the Chair, it might avoid some of the in-

terjections from the government benches-

Mr. MacDonald: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
You are always so helpful.

[8:45]

Mr. Deputy Speaker: —including the farm
member for Sault Ste. Marie (Mr. Rhodes).
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Mr. MacDonald moved that Bill 131 be
not now read a second time but be referred

back to the government with instructions to

incorporate therein:

(1) A formal role for farmers' general and

commodity organizations in the development
of, and the determination of the terms and
conditions of, any plan requested by a group
of producers;

(2) Comprehensive coverage for all On-

tario commodities which will provide full

support up to the negotiated stabilization

level irrespective of the actions of the fed-

eral government; and

(3) A provision for current costs of pro-
duction to be reflected in the final stabiliza-

tion price or prices under any plan with the

revised bill to be reintroduced into the Legis-
lature no later than December 1, 1976.

IMr. MacDonald: Mr. Speaker, there are

two ways in which one could deal with a
bill that is as inadequate as this. One could

attempt to move amendments, and if we
have no alternative but that we shall do so;

but it seems to me that the bill is so inade-

quate that what really should be done is

it should be back to the drawing board and
redrafted, because of the fact that it doesn't

live up to the principles—well the principles
that this House directed the government to

consider or the principles the minister on
occasion has enunciated in the past.

Hon. W. Newman: But you yourself said

that I conformed with all the requirements
of the Legislature.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order please. The
minister has had an opportunity £or his open-
ing remarks.

Mr. MacDonald: Mr. Speaker, to you I

want to say that the minister has made a

gross misstatement. I did not' state that he
had conformed with the directives of the

Legislature; I said that had conformed in

consulting with the public, but as usual,

having consulted with the public, he didn't

heed them.

Mr. Warner: He didn't even send copies
of the bill to the farm community.

Mr. MacDonald: As a matter of fact, just
on this one point of whether or not it will

be more appropriate to attempt a reasoned
amendment to set out the guidelines for a

redrafting, or attempt to amend the bill as

we get into committee, I was interested in

a letter I got from the National Farmers
Union today, from Blake Sandford, the Re-

gional 3 Ontario NFU director, the second

paragraph of which reads simply this:

"The principle of Bill 131 is vnong, and

therefore it cannot be amended in committee

to a suitable form that would meet the needs

of Ontario farmers. We agree it would be

tidier to send it back and to draft it in a tidy

fashion." But I repeat, if we have no alterna-

tive we will deal with it in an amending
fashion.

Hon. W. Newman: Is the member taking
the NFU's position?

Mr. MacDonald: We are quite willing to

take essentially the NFU's position which is

not very—

Hon. W. Newman: Let the record show
the member supports the NFU position.

'Mr. MacDonald: —far removed in any-

thing except peripheral matters from the

OFA's position; but both of which are

grossly removed from what the minister has

presented to this House.

Interjections.

'Mr. MacDonald: Have you a sedative for

the minister, Mr. Speaker? He is obviously
in need of something, and I think it's a

sedative.

Mr. Nixon: Your speech will fulfill that

purpose.

Mr. Bain: He doesn't have a good farm

bill.

Mr. MacDonald: Mr. Speaker, before Bill

131 was introduced there were a lot of

speculative news stories-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I find it passing

strang3 that you should address me and

look at the minister.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: Ah, that will-

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Explain that one.

Mr. MacDonald: I think we need a double

set of sedatives here tonight.

Hon. B. Stephenson: He is just suff^ering

from strabismus, that's all.

Mr. MacDonald: There were a lot of specu-
lative news stories before the introduction

of Bill 131 suggesting the government had

capitulated, that it was going to capitulate.

Well in fact it didn't The main principles

of the bill introduced in June are the main

principles of this bill.
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It is interesting to note that having been

given some real clear directives by this House
and sent back to redraft the biU, the govern-
ment virtually ignored—and I'll detail in

which way they exceeded and in which way
they ignored those directives of the reasoned

amendment of last June.

And, Mr. Speaker, that was really an

affront to this House. This House by a ma-

jority vote indicated to the minister what
he should bring back and he didn't bring
back what he was directed to bring back.

In reality the minister has changed none
of the fundamentals. It is true he has paid
lip service to the principle of voluntary. I

assume that in the rather mish-mash bill he

brought in in June, the voluntary principle
was buried there, too. It is true he now
acknowledges the principle of a contributory

plan which he didn't in June—it was spelled
out in the reasoned amendment of June 15
that he should do that.

The minister has brought in a bill which
is not comprehensive. He hasn't brought in

a bill which gives farmers an opportunity
for meaningful participation. Therefore, on
two very major aspects of the directives, he
has not responded and therefore the bill is

inadequate. In this Bill 131, as in the gov-
ernment's bill last June, what he has done is

merely supplement the federal legislation for

farm income stabilization. He has declared
on many occasions that the legislation in

Ottawa is inadequate but he has supple-
mented it with an equally inadequate bill

here.

That is why the bill is not what the farm-
ers are seeking and the farmers have said so,

both the NFU and the OFA. There are
three main areas of concern, Mr. Speaker.
Any time I appear to be looking at the min-
ister it's because he is so attractive that I

have to gaze his way on occasion but I am
really speaking through you.

An hon. member: Watch him.

Mr. MacDonald: Right. There are three
main areas of concern-

Mr. Roy: Are you trying to say the Speaker
is not attractive?

Mr. MacDonald: —and these three main
areas of concern—I hope the House will grasp
this if members haven't, for example, been
examining the reactions of the farm organiza-
tions. These three main areas of concern have
been spelled out by both the major farm

organizations in the province of Ontario. Each
of them is in essential agreement on where
the bill is defective and what should be done

about it. The Ontario Federation of Agricul-
ture, which has presented it in some detail to

us, spells out three amendments and those are

three amendments with which we in the New
Democratic Party are in virtual total agree-
ment. If this reasoned amendment doesn't

pass, and we have no other alternative, to

make you consider a complete redrafting we
will move those amendments at the appropri-
ate time.

il acknowledge that in a letter to the min-

ister, the OFA describes the amendments as

minor. With respect, the OFA was indulging
in a little bit of verbal blandishment. Its

members thought perhaps they could kid the

minister into believing that the amendments
were minor. They aren't minor. They are

really quite fundamental changes-

Mr. Nixon: That letter said he had ful-

filled all the requirements of the reasoned
amendment—the premium is voluntary and
there will be consultation with the farmers.

Mr. Warner: Here comes the Tory prop.

Mr. MacDonald: Really? You ought to go
back and read it.

Mr. Nixon: Read it yourself.

Mr. MacDonald: Right. I have read it. Mr.

Speaker, if both of us would read it together-

Interjections.

Mr. MacDonald: —we would discover, with
a little bit more perception, that there's more
in the letter than the hon. member for Brant-

Oxford-Norfolk (Mr. Nixon) has been able to

Mr. Roy: The farmers from downtown
Toronto.

Mr. Nixon: It was a very friendly letter

from Gordon Hill. He's a fine fellow.

Mr. Ferris: He is concerned about the sup-
port price on asphalt.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for

York South (Mr. MacDonald) will just ignore
the interjections.

Mr. MacDonald: We believe the three

amendments which have been proposed by
the Ontario Federation of Agriculture are

fundamental and we shall seek to have them

implemented either through the reasoned
amendment or in the committee.

Let me deal with those three areas. Bill

131 fails to provide farmers with any oppor-
tunity for a meaningful participation in the
whole establishment of a farm income stabili-

zation bill.
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Hon. W. Newman: Now that's nonsense.

Mr. Warner: You are interrupting again.

Mr. MacDonald: The minister's bill calls

for the establishment of a farm income com-
mission which is to be predominantly of farm-
ers. It is to be a commission of five and if

it's to be predominantly farmers—

Hon. W. Newman: Read the bill.

Mr. MacDonald: ^I presume a majority of

them will be farmers, but any time I have
seen a commission around here appointed by
the minister it is responsible to the minister.

It will be looking after the interests of the

minister and it will be made up of appointees
who are appointed because they are willing
to respond to the directives of the minister

and to protect the government's interests.

Now we don't—

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Speaker, I wonder if the
hon. member would permit a question.

Mr. MacDonald: Sure.

iMr. Nixon: Is he aware that the letter

signed by Gordon Hill, dated October 27,

says in the third paragraph, "We are very
pleased that the programme is to be volun-

tary, that farmers are to contribute, that all

commodities can be covered, that there's pro-
vision for consultation with farm organiza-
tions, and that there is an opportunity for the
federal government to share the costs"?

Mr. MacDonald: Sure.

Mr. Renwick: What is the question?

Mr. Nixon: I'm asking the member if he
is aware of this and how he can say that the
federation has rejected the concepts in the

original reasoned amendment.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The question was: Is

the member aware of that?

Mr. Nixon: Obviously he was—is he aware
that the letter from Gordon Hill says in the
third paragraph-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk (Mr.
Nixon) posed a question to the member for
York South (Mr. MacDonald). He agreed to

accept the question. Now please let him
answer.

iMr. MacDonald: It is obvious that the
Liberal Party has accepted the blandishments
of the OFA as to the nature of their amend-
ment as much as the minister. And it be-
comes equally obvious that the Liberal Party

is about to climb into bed with the Tories on
this bill.

Mr. Warner: Do you always answer for

the minister?

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member for York South can continue

now without interruption.

Mr. Nixon: Oh, you are reading between
the lines; your speech has been completely
inefi^ective.

Mr. MacDonald: Mr. Speaker, you yourself
will-

Mr. Nixon: We are supporting the farmers,
not playing cheap politics.

Mr. Ruston: Do you know the difference

between a pitch fork and a manure fork?

Mr. Nixon: So far your speech has been

completely inefi^ectual.

Mr. Breithaupt: Does Hill's letter-

Mr. MacDonald: You yourself will have
seen that my speech is certainly not ineflFec-

tual in terms of the hon. member for Brant-

Oxford-Norfolk. He has not been more agi-
tated for quite some time.

Mr. Nixon: You are misquoting the federa-

tion.

Mr. MacDonald: And if he gets agitated
over nothing then he-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I am sure the mem-
ber for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk will enter the

debate at the proper time.

Mr. Nixon: Yes, I will look forward to

that

Hon. W. Newman: Now, why dbn't you
start over again and—

Mr. MacDonald: Let's start widi the fact

I was dealing with, namely a farm income
commission which is appointed by the min-
ister but will be responsible to the minister

and therefore will be protecting the govern-
ment's interest. The farmer's don't beheve
that it is going to be protecting the inter-

ests of the farmer.

Hon. W. Newman: I would like to hear it.

Mr, MacDonald: Mr. Speaker—

Hon. W. Newman: You did not read it;

you are making a lot of clap-trap. Get down
to facts.
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Mr. MacDonald: I don't object to the ap-

pointment of a commission.

Mr. McCague: How wouM you like to be

on it?

Mr. MacDonald: I don't object to the

appointment of a commission as a body
to reflect and protect the government's in-

terests. But there is also need for another

body; there is also need for a body which is

genuinely reflective of and whose personnel
will be appointed by general farm organiza-

tions and the commodity groups which ex-

press an interest to proceed with the devel-

opment of a farm income stabilization plan,

so that the two of them can sit down and

negotiate as equals in terms of developing

that kind of plan. There's when you'll have

a meaningful participation on the part of the

farmers.

Hon. W. Newman: Have you read the bill?

Mr. MacDonald: Yes, I have.

Mr. Warner: Keep talking; the Liberals

will support you; they will back you.

Mr. MacDonald: Together the farm in-

come commission and .such a body genuinely
reflective of the farmers could sit down and

develop a plan. Together they could sit

down and they could negotiate the appro-

priate price level for a commodity in any

given year. That is the kind of meaningful

participation that the farmers are seeking and

which the minister hasn't granted. Instead,

what he has established is going to be a

commission which will operate as a group
of bureaucrats, like robots.

Hon. W. Newman: That's nonsense and

you know it, from the statement in the

speech. You are just trying to find something
to talk about.

Mr. MacDonald: They are going to follow

the guidelines laid down in Ottawa and the

guidelines are a simple formula that you
look back on 90 per cent of the price for the
last five years and you add a cost factor into

it and there it is.

Mr. Breithaupt: Sounds like distortion to

me.

Mr. MacDonald: I'm sorry, the provincial
commission has a job; they have to figure
out what five per cent is added to that. It's

a sort of a routine, robot kind of a perform-
ance.

Hon. W. Newman: You are destroying
your credibility with the agricultural com-

munity.

Mr. MacDonald: That, Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Bain: You destroyed yours already.

Hon. W. Newman: He is destroying his

credibility. Don't do it.

An hon. member: Why should that worry

you?

Mr. MacDonald: May I say this to the

minister? I started from York South and I

built some credibility in the farming com-

munity; the minister started from. Forest

Hill Village and ever since he's become Min-
ister of Agriculture and Food his credibility

has sunk.

Mr. Breithaupt: That is a long way from
York South.

Hon. W. Newman: You know something,

you don't know what it is to work on a farm
and slug your butt out.

Mr. MacDonald: With a group of bureau-
crats—

An hon. member: Resign, resign.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please, I ad-

monished the hon. member for York South to

address his remarks to the Chair. As a result

of your not heeding that, I'm afraid the min-
ister is going to have apoplexy. I insist that

you direct your remarks through the Chair

and then perhaps the minister won't take

them as being personal and directed at him.
I think it would) be much more productive if

you address your remarks through the Chair.

Hon. W. Newman: Come on out and I will

show you how to farm some night.

[9:00]

'Mr. MadDonald: Mr. Speaker, I trust that

you recognize that the word "perhaps" was

spelled in capital letters diroughout. How-
ever, I will attempt to address you, because

you are more attractive in any case.

Mr. Cerma: He's more inteUigent too.

Mr. Bain: He understands farm problems
better too.

Mr. MacDonald: This group of bureau-

crats that the government is going to have

presiding over the destiny of agriculture is

going to have farmers on the outside look-

ing in, not having any meaningful role. That
is the reason we think this bill is sadly de-

ficient in one way.
In fact, let me put it in a farmer's terms

if the minister doesn't think my observations

are credible. For example, I happen to have
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here a copy of Farm and Country for Octo-

ber 12, which appeared after that electronic

disaster that the minister organized in 10

different meetings across the province of

Ontario. The report was headed "Demand
Farmer Role" and the first two paragraphs
read as follows:

"Many Ontario farmers want the income
stabilization plan redrafted. That message
rang out loud and clear at 10 general meet-

ings held simultaneously across Ontario last

week. Chief objection to Agriculture Minis-

ter William Newman's early summer propo-
sal is that the farmers don't have enough say
in determining support prices.

"During the electronic talkathon"—that is

a lovely description of it—"linking the meet-

ings with Newman's Toronto oflBce, Perth

hog producer Wally Keller snapped that

leaving price oalcul'ations to bureaucrats is

completely unacceptable." Amen. I agree.
That is precisely the point that I am attempt-

ing to make.

Hon. W. Newman: Do you know some-

thing? They don't even know what we said

about the bill.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The minister doesn't
have to respond to everything that is said

by the person who has the floor. He will be
given an opportunity during the windup.

Some Hon members: Name him. Name
him.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I would appreciate
it if the minister would try to constrain

himself.

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, on a point
of order?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Do you have a point
of order?

Mr. Breithaupt: The minister is wound up
now.

Hon. W. Newman: On a point of order. If

the member will speak to the principle of
the bill, I will be very happy to listen to
him. But all the asides that are going on that
are not accurate are another matter. If he
wants to stick to the principle that we are

talking about on second reading, I am pre-
pared' to sit here and listen.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: That is not a point of
Order. I consider what the member is saying
is addressing himself to the principle of the
bill.

'Mr. MacDonald: Mr. Speaker, if the min-
ister doesn't even recognize the principles

of this bill, he can leave. If he hasn't recog-
nized them after six or eight months of

attempting to promote the bill, then he might
as well leave.

Mr. Maeck: Be careful.

Mr. MacDonald: Let me proceed to the

second area in which this bill is very defi-

cient. Technically, the minister says, this bill

is a comprehensive bill in terms of covering

all commodities. In reahty it isn't compre-
hensive. In fact this bill is really more defec-

tive than the bill that the government

brought in last June. The bill that was

brought in last June at least said that any

product that isn't covered by the federal

stabilization plan, or by a marketing plan
in the province of Ontario that is exercising

price and commodity powers, will be covered

under the government bill. This one isn't

going to cover everyone.

What this bill is relying on is Gene Whelan
in Ottawa naming any product. This govern-
ment is willing to accept the assurances of

Gene Whelan that if a product drops below
90 per cent of the average of the last five

years, then it will be named and it will come
under the federal stabilization plan. The gov-
ernment may be willing to accept that, and

the Liberal Party here may be willing to

accept it.

Mr. Warner: They'll accept anything.

Mr. MacDonald: —but we won't, because

Gene Whelan's verbal assurances aren't worth

the paper they are written on. The record

speaks for itself.

Mr. Breithaupt: Verbal assurances aren't

written down on anything.

'Mr. MacDonald: Has the minister got it

written down?

Hon. W. Newman: Yes.

Mr. MacDonald: Mr. Speaker, if the min-

ister has got it written down, I would like

him to ponder this for a moment.

Interjections.

Mr. Ferris: Have you written any good
verbal agreements lately?

!Mr. MacDonald: The minister has stated

that he has written assurance from Gene
Whelan that if a product drops below 90 per
cent of the average of the last five years
it will be named under federal stabilization.

I ask you to contemplate for a moment why
it is, for example, on the cow-calf plan
where the price has been away below 90
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per cent and the government in Ottawa has

been talking about establishing a national

plan, we still are waiting for it.. Why is it in

many other products that have dropped be-

low 90 p>er cent we are still waiting for it?

I will agree with you that Eugene Whelan
would do this if he could. But Eugene
Whelan has the same problem as this min-

ister in this government has. He's isolated;

he's alone; he doesn't really have the backing
of the Treasury Board. The Treasury Board
in Ottawa won't underwrite it and, there-

fore, his promises aren't worth anything.

Hon. W. Newman: That's not correct.

Mr. Breithaupt: Not proven.

Mr. MacDonald: The net result is that

a plan that isn't named and drops below the

90 per cent is not going to get even as good
coverage as it would have received in the

plan last June. Because if the market prices

drop down to 60 per cent or 80 per cent of

the average of the last five years, all this

government is willing to do is to piggyback
its extra five per cent on to that 60 per cent

they get out of the marketplace; and 65 per
cent isn't going to be adequate. That is what
farmers have stated, and they've stated very

firmly.

Hon. W. Newman: No, that's not correct.

Why don't you understand it before you
talk?

Mr. Foulds: Call him to order, Mr.

Speaker, you do it to us. Call him to order.

Let's have some impartiality here, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Lewis: What conceivably was wrong
with that point?

Hon. W. Newman: He said 65 per cent.

Mr. Lewis: You have a hearing problem,
which compounds your other problems, which
are manifold.

Hon. W. Newman: I don't have a hearing
problem.

Mr. Lewis: Why don't you return to your
normal, docile habitat and listen? Listen.

Mr. MacDonald: Let me turn now to the

third area in which this bill is deficient.

An Hon. member: Not another one?

(Mr. MacDonald: Yes, another one; three

of them. No meaningful participation by
farmers. The second one was that it doesn't

cover all products in a real sense, only tech-

nically does it do it. And now I'd like to

turn to the third one.

There is no real mechanism for negotia-

tion—I alluded to this in point one—on the

part of the farmers to get a price. There is

no real intent on the part of this government,
as in the case of Ottawa, to pay the farmers

in accordance with current costs of produc-

tion, instead of the irrelevant 90 per cent

of the five years that have passed. This is

what the farm union condemns, out of hand,
as being inadequate and fundamentally wrong
in principle.

Hon. W. Newman: Why don't you spell

out current costs? Say what you mean.

Mr. MacDonald: One of the Liberal mem-
bers, a week or so ago—

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I don't think a min-

ister has ever been named in this House

before, but if you press me I'll do it. Just

try to control yourself.

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, I am
sorry, but on a point of order—and I say
this in all sincerity—this bill means a great

deal to me and to the farmers of this prov-
ince. I just want to make sure that the facts

are put forward straight, and they are

straightforward as far as the principle of

this bill is concerned. If that's done then HI
be quiet.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I have read the bill

and I'm going to insist that all people who
speak to it address themselves to the prin-

ciple of the bill. But you can't continue to

interrupt every time an opposition member
attempts to make a point. That's not the idea

of siecond reading of any bill in this Legis-
lature. You don't have the right, any more
than any other member, to interject any time

anybody makes a statement you happen to

disagree with. I'm going to have to insist

that you adhere to the rules the same as any
other member of the House.

I would like, again, to admonish the mem-
ber for York South: Speak to the Chair and

maybe you won't be as provocative to the

minister as you have been in the past.

Mr. MacDonald: Mr. Speaker, if you think

chat will help, I'll be glad to speak to the

Chair.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Let's try.

Mr. MacDonald: You will have noted a

moment ago, when we were rudely inter-

rupted, that the query was put to me as to

what were cash costs. Interestingly enough,
without me listing all of the cash costs, a
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week or so ago one of the Liberal members
in the House asked the minister and he

spelled them out. Those are the cash costs

that are listed in the federal legislation and
which this government has accepted totally.

But what their cash costs do not include, and
what farmers in both of the major general
farm organizations have been seeking, is a

cash cost that is realistic and covers the cost

of labour—not just hired' I'abour, but payment
for the farmer himself.

Surely the farmer is entitled to some cal-

culation in terms of the labour he puts into

production of the food that we all want.

Cash costs, food, labour and some adequate
return on investment—not the inadequate
kind of return that is in' the calculations at

Ottawa which this government, once again,
has accepted totally. I repeat, what they're

doing is just supplementing die inadequate
bill in Ottawa with their equally inadequate
bill here in Queen's Park.

I want to stress that there's a fundamental
difference between the New Democratic ap-
proach to farm income insurance and that

of the Liberals in Ottawa and the Tories in

Queen's Park. The Tories and the Liberals

are in favour of so-calledl farm income stabi-

lization. Farm income stabilization is really

stabilizing prices, not in terms of the reality
of today but in terms of some average of

years in the past—stabilizing farm prices at a
level when farmers are on the verge of bank-

Tuptcy. It's really just saving them from bank-

ruptcy.

Our concept of farm income protection is

that farmers shall have the assm-ance that

they're going to be covered for their cost of

production plus a fair return on their labour
—their own labour as well as their hired
labour—and a fair return on investment.
That's the fundamental difference. We stated

it in June and we restate it here once again.

I acknowledge that the Arguments you
get constantly from the Tories and periodi-

cally from the Liberals is that if you were
to set prices at that level, they would be in-

centive prices at which farmers would over-

produce. Mr, Speaker, let me remind you
this is going to be a voluntary plan. No
group of farmers wiU come in unless they
want to come in. Those farmers will nego-
tiate the price with the farm income commis-
sion. If they aren't willing, either because

they don't have experience with it or be-
cause they don't feel capable or willing to

become involved in supply management,
then they will negotiate a lower price that

won't be an incentive price.

If, however, those farmers feel that they're
^entitled to a full return for their production

of food and they are willing and able to ac-

cept the obligation of supply management,
they will do it. Nothing's going to be forced

upon them. They will do it just as the milk

producers have done it in this province, or,

for example, in the recent meetings that have
been held with regard to a national market-

ing plan for poultry, poultry producers have
indicated their willingness to implement sup-

ply management. There's no reluctance on
their part to do it. But they dton't have to

do it if they don't want to do it. They will

set their price level at a level which won't

encourage overproduction and therefore re-

quire supply management.
Not only has the govenmient failed to re-

spond to the directives in that reasoned
amendment of last June, it has also, inter-

estingly enough, failed to respond to die

principles of the bill that the minister's been

talking about. About one year ago almost

to the day, the minister spoke to the banquet
of the Otitario Federation of Agriculture
convention in Hamilton.

Let me read a quote to you of what the

minister stated at that time:

"The market price must be allowed its

normal role and at no time, regardless of

market predictions, must the prescribed level

become an incentive price"—here's the old

bogey; and I continue—"nor should the price

guarantee be so low as to be ineffective. A
true stabilization plan must assure the farmer
he will receive a price based on the produc-
tion cost of the day."

Not the production cost, if I may interject,

on 90 per cent of some past time. The pro-
duction cost of today. I continue the quota-
tion from the minister: "In our view, this sug-

gested cost should cover all the farmers

operating costs"—for which read "cash costs"

—"plus a certain percentage of family labour,

management and net investment costs."

Whose words? The minister's words. And
where are they in this bill? They're not in this

bill. They're not part of cash costs. If the

Liberal Party^ is willing to accept that defini-

tion of inadequate costs, okay. Climb into

bed with the Tories. It's not what the min-
ister wanted a year ago and—

Mr. Bain: Marvin likes it there.

[9:15]

Mr, Deputy Speaker: Through the Chair,

please.

Mr. MacDonald: —and it's not what the

farmers in Ontario want at the present time.

Mr. Bain: Marvin vvdll have to move over.
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Mr. MacDonald: In fact, Mr. Speaker, let

me underline that once again. Here's a quote
from the minister when he was talking with

regard to the cow-calf plans in Ontario, Brit-

ish Columbia, and Manitoba. I quote: "Costs

of production based on the models used in

the three provinces are estimated at 61.4

cents a pound in Ontario, 63 cents a pound
in Manitboa, and 77 cents a pound in British

Columbia. And in addition, the basis of this

guarantee in Ontario is all of the operating
costs, plus 70 per cent to family labour, man-

agement, and investment costs."

In other words, the principle that the min-

ister has been willing to put in the cow-calf

plan, as his token gesture last year to farm

income insurance, he has refused to put in

this bill. That's why we say it is inadequate.
That's the third area in which it's inadequate.

I have dealt with the three areas of con-

cern. I want to turn to three general com-
ments with regard to the bill. I've been inter-

ested in the persistent assertions of the min-

ister, and of certain editorial writers, and
others, with regard to this as being state

legislation, that this is going to reduce agri-
culture to state agriculture, socialized agricul-
ture, and all these words and epithets are

thrown in. May I repeat, Mr. Speaker—I know
you've grasped it but it's just possible that

other people including the minister haven't—
since this is a voluntary plan, it's not going
to be imposed by the government. And there

it ends.

To go around cackling that it is state im-

posed—it won't be imposed unless the farmers
want to accept it. As for giving the farmers
the power of a first-class citizen so he can sit

down and he can negotiate the prices which
are going to shape his destiny, if you want to
describe that as socialism, ll suggest it's

nonsense.

Let me give you a couple of quotations-

Mr. Ferris: Careful you don't hyper-venti-
late and drop dead.

Mr. MacDonald: On July 20 there was an

interesting exchange reproduced in the Farm
and Country of questions and answers—ques-
tions that were put to Gordon Hill, and his

answers with regard to certain aspects of the
bill.

One of the questions put to him was this:

"When you start talking about production
controls to many people, it sounds as if you're

marching down the road toward socialized

agriculture." And Hill's reply: "Well, tl don't

think there is free enterprise today. For ex-

ample, our people can't compete in the beef
market with Australian imports, and that's

what you would have them do if you believe

in free enterprise. Farmers believe in personal
initiative and rewards for their eflForts. They
also want a minimum of interference in their

business. All these things can be incorporated
into marketing plans and income protection

plans. All this talk about income plans being
socialist is just a red herring, an excuse for

doing nothing. It's an attempt to mislead the

agricultural community."
That was a comment that was made back

in July. Gordon Hill had an updating when
he responded to the editorial in the Globe
and Mail just a week or so ago. Let me read

you two or three paragraphs in that letter.

He said to the editors: "You have also in

this editorial been indulging your hobby of

identifying supply management with govern-
ment or state control, labelling it pure
socialism. However it was William Stewart,

recently retired Minister of Agriculture and

Food, who oversaw the institution of mar-

keting boards for fluid milk, eggs, broiler

chickens, and turkeys—all of which boards are

run by farmers and have practised supply
management through quotas on producers for

a number of years. Mr. Stewart, as you know,
is a Tory leader, and a free-enterprise-
minded beef farmer. Surely he can't be ac-

cused of instituting pure socialism. And the

producers of these commodities, most of

whom firmly support their board system,
don't think of it as socialism."

It is a red herring. It is misleading the

agricultural community. I remember going
to a Federation of Agriculture convention

three, four or five years ago at which the

theme, which was emblazoned on a banner
across the back of the head table, was

"Supply Management." Every delegate to

that convention was wrestling with the prob-
lems of how to develop supply management.

I had the pleasure this year again of attend-

ing the Geneva conference of the members
of the county milk committees which the

OMMB convenes every year to sort of get a

grassroots reaction to the policies it has been

implementing or is planning for the coming
year. After all the blood, sweat and tears

that the milk industry has gone through in

the past year with regard to quotas, one
would have thought there might have been
a single milk producer who would have said

"Let's chuck supply management out of

the window."

When George McLaughlin, the chairman

of OMMB, called for a vote as to whether

or not the milk producers of the province

of Ontario were in favour of supply man-

agement, 100 per cent said yes.
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Hon. W. Newman: Sure.

Mr. MacDonald: Okay. In short, the

farmers recognized that supply management
is a mechanism which they can enter when
and if they want.

Mr. Riddell: Tell the primary producer that

and see what kind of response you get.

Mr. MacDonald: Mr. Speaker, I don't know
what he is talking about.

Mr. Riddell: You can take so much of this

crap.

Mr. MacDonald: I don't know what he is

talking about.

Mr. Riddell: I'm talking about supply
management.

Mr. MacDonald: As a matter of fact, back
on the farm there's a lot more of what he
describes as being here and he knows what
it is all about.

Interjection.

Mr. MacDonald: I am saying the primary
producers of the province of Ontario—in milk,
in the broiler industry and many other in-

dustries—have developed supply manage-
ment because they know it gives them a
mechanism for orderly marketing.

Mr. Riddell: You don't know what a

primary producer is.

Mr. MacDonald. They are not in favour
of disorderly marketing. The Liberals are in

favour of disorderly marketing although
events have forced them to acknowledge some
recognition of the need for orderly marketing.

However, let me move on to a second
comment and that is with regard to the
blatant propaganda involved in the presenta-
tion of this bill.

The minister contends that 'what this bill

is going to do is provide $70 million to the

agricultural community. That is a piece of

unmitigated nonsense. If every product in
the province were covered—

Hon. W. Newman: That isn't what I said.

Hon. B. Stephenson: He didn't ever say
that.

Mr. MacDonald: -Ontario's payout for the
five per cent it is going to put piggyback on
the 90 per cent which Ottawa will be giving
might get up to $70 million. Let me remind
members of a few things. In the first place-

Mr. Ferris: That is the best part of your
speech—the silence.

Mr. MacDonald: In the first place, the
federal government has support programmes
which are deemed to be adequate. There's
some argument over them but they are gener-
ally deemed to be adequate for industrial mlDc
and for cream.

We have in the province of Ontario a sup-
port programme for cow-calves Avhich is

going to continue at least to the year 1980.

In addition, fluid milk, eggs and poultry
are covered by support programmes and those
account for approximately 27 per cent of the

agricultural production in the province of

Ontario. None of those would come into the

picture at all.

What about the 63 per cent which, theo-

retically, might come into the government's
programme here? In the first place, the com-
modity producers of each one of these pro-
ducts must seek the development of a plan
and seek the institution of such a plan before
it will come into effect.

Secondly, every farmer in that commodity
group must voluntarily join the plan and
only when all of that has been done are we
going to get complete coverage. We won't
have complete coverage for some years be-
cause undoubtedly there are going to be
some of these commodity groups which are

not going to move to getting a plan.

Once again, let me put it, if I may, in the

words of one of the leading farmers of this

province. Perhaps it would be as well if the
hon. member for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk
would hsten to this since he thinks that the
views of the OFA—

Mr. Nixon: I am listening to everything
you say.

Mr. MacDonald: —are that this biU is a

perfect bill and it implements all of the

principles.

I think it is well that the record should

carry a few paragraphs of Gordon Hill's

presidential article in Farm and Country,
edition of November 26: It is headed:

"Seventy milHon!! Who is Bill Davis Trying
to Kid?" Amen. And it reads as follows:

"Agriculture Minister Bill Newman and
Premier WilUam Davis do not intend to pro-
tect Ontario farmers from low prices for

farm produce."

Mr. Worton: Sounds as if he must be an
NDP candidate.

Mr. MacDonald: "This is the obvious con-
clusion to be drawn from the recently intro-

duced agricultural stabilization Act, 1967."

May I interject, Mr. Speaker? I don't
know who it was-I think I know but I don't



NOVEMBER 23, 1976 4989

know exactly—who said "he sounds as though

he's an NDP candidate." The interesting

thing is that the party for which that member
sits supported the OFA position last June,

and that party pretends today it is supporting

the OFA position. It's that kind of interjec-

tion that indicates they are not supporting

the OFA position. They are in bed with the

Tories.

Mr. Nixon: We are supporting the farmer's

position. You don't give anybody the credit

for having a mind of their own.

Mr. MacDonald: As Gordon Hill said, the

minister and the Premier do not intend to

protect Ontario farmers from low prices for

farm produce because this bill doesn't do it.

However, let me continue to let Gordon Hill

speak for himself.
"
'Facetious' is the best adjective to

describe claims that the legislation might cost

the Ontario government $70 million. Indeed,
as it is now written it is extremely doubtful

that it will cost the government even one

penny."

Hon. W. Newman: Oh, come on. Grow up.

Mr. Lewis: That's what it says.

Hon. W. Newman: You grow up. You were

quoting, but—

Mr. MacDonald: I was quoting, Mr.

Speaker. I was quoting from the president of

the Ontario Federation of Agriculture. He
apparently, like me, doesn't understand this

bill and doesn't know anything about agricul-
ture. The minister is the quintessence of wis-

dom on this issue. Let me continue, Mr.

Speaker.

"Why would producers of any commodity
bother to develop a plan that would insure

only five per cent of the producer's five-year

average price? If a plan were developed, why
would any farmer bother to enrol in it con-

sidering the meagre protection it would pro-
vide?" That's precisely the point I was making
a moment ago.

"An example is corn. Where is there a
federal programme covering 90 per cent of

the producer's five-year average price? How
many corn growers would invest three cents

per bushel before the crop was planted,

knowing that there may not be a payout, the

payout may be a penny or two a bushel, and
the greatest possible payout could be only
10 cents a bushel?"

Hon. W. Newman: You don't even know
the price of corn this year. Look at it—you
will find what it means.

Mr. MacDonald: I continue: "A more

startiing example is provided by comparing
the new proposal with the existing cow-calf

plan." This is very interesting. I pointed out

a moment ago that this bill doesn't even
contain the principles that were contained in

the cow-calf plan and it had inadequacies.
Now we get some idea of how gross are the

inadequacies in this bill.

"If beef calves were included in the legis-

lation, which they are not, the maximum
payout would be $2 per hundredweight. This

means that if the legislation had been in

effect for cow-calf producers last year and
the same number of cows had been enrolled,

the Ontario beef calf producers would have
received only $1.7 million compared to the

$22.5 million they actually received to help
reduce their losses." That just underlines so

graphically the inadequacy of this bill.

Mr. Ferris: Fantastic.

Mr. MacDonald: What a storm you would
have in the province of Ontario today if the

cow-calf plan had been as inadequate as

that. And that is how inadequate this bill is

going to be for other commodities.

However, let me continue, Mr. Speaker.

Hon. W. Newman: Why don't you use

your own words?

Mr. MacDonald: "For the new legislation

to cost the Ontario government $70 million,

every farm commodity produced in Ontario

would have to have a plan, every farmer
would have to enroll his full crop produc-

tion, and marketing conditions would have
to be so bad that the plan would pay the

maximum amount for every commodity in

one year. This is not even a remote possi-

bility."

[9:30]

I will leave the rest of what Mr. Hill has

to say, but perhaps both the government and
the members of the Liberal Party can con-

template the adequacy of this bill in view of

that comment, coming from the president of

the Federation of Agriculture.

Just let me conclude this way, Mr. Speak-

er, if I may: This is not adequate protection
for the farmers of the province of Ontario.

It isn't farm income protection. It is stabi-

lizing prices at something of a bankruptcy or

near bankruptcy level, not the kind of thing
that is going to encourage farmers to stay in

production.

I want to draw an analogy—and sometimes
I wonder why this government is so opposed
to farm income stabilization that it can't see.
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really, what it should be doing at this time.

I want in conclusion just to suggest what it

should be doing.

iBack in 1942, the government of the day
passed farm marketing legislation. Now they

passed farm marketing legislation at a time

when many of the farmers of Ontario weren't

particularly interested in farm marketing

legislation; they really didn't understand it,

but they passed it and they said to the far-

mers of Ontario: "If there's any commodity
group which wants to exercise the enabling

powers that are contained in this bill, to de-

velop orderly marketing for themselves, the

powers are here, take them, exercise them."

What has hapi)ened down through the

years? Some commodity groups, like the beef

producers, haven't yet; 35 years later. It's

voluntary; nothing is imposed upon them.
Some groups have set up marketing plans—
of the 20, 22, 23, 24; how many marketing
plans do we have at the present time in the

province of Ontario?—some of them have
been set up with a very small exercise of

power, they are little more than advertising
the product so that they can get a larger
share of the consumer's dollar. But some of

them have gone the full route, and they
exercise full powers in terms of pricing and
they exercise full powers in terms of supply
management. They do it voluntarily; nobody
imposed upon them.

It was done by the Tories. It provided the
farmers with the mechanism with which they
could protect themselves; and all Tm sug-
gesting is that this government get its head
out of the ideological sand; quit prattling
about free enterprise, which doesn't exist,

particularly in the agricultm-al community;
quit drawing all these red herrings about
socialism and state agriculture; and pass a
bill such as you were directed to do in the
reasoned amendment of last June: a bill that
would give enabling legisfetion to farmers to

establish farm income Insurance; farm in-

come protection.

ilt would be voluntary, no group need take
it if they didn't want it; and even if a group
took it an individual farmer doesn't need to

enrol, so that it is completely voluntary from
start to finish. Make it contributory; give the

farmers a meaningful role in terms of a body
representative of general farm organizations
and commodity groups that can negotiate
with your farm income commission to de-

velop a plan and to negotiate for the price;

and finally and most important, make certain

that the process of negotiation is going to be

recognizing current prices, not some irrele-

vant years-gone-by kind of prices.

That is what the general farm organiza-
tions of the province of Ontario, representa-
tive of the overwhelming majority of the

farmers, are seeking. Mr. Speaker, just let

me say this before I sit down. I have knowl-

edge that there are many farmers who don't

want farm income insurance.

Hon. W. Newman: Oh well; that's good.

Mr. MacDonald: Right; but they don't

have to take it. If the government is willing

to do in 1976 what its predecessor govern-
ment did in 1942, give them enabling legisla-

tion to proceed with farm income insurance

just as they were given enabling legislation

to proceed with marketing plans, then farm-

ers can move as quickly as they want.

That surely is the essence of democracy.
That surely is nothing approaching so-called

state agriculture. And that's what we will

seek to get, through a reasoned amendment,
if we can get the support of this House; and

if we can't get it through a reasoned amend-
ment in the redrafting of the bill we will get

it through major amendments in the three

areas of concern that I've indicated.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please, Did the hon.

member move his reasoned amendment?

Mr. MacDonald: Yes, I moved it.

iMr. Speaker: I'm sorry. I didn't hear it.

I just wanted to make sure.

Mr. Roy: Now we will hear from a farmer;
a primary producer right here.

Mr. Riddel] : Mr. Speaker, with due respect

to the former speaker I am sure that after

those remarks the price of com has dropped
$1 a bushel.

'Mr. Warner: You mean you are against it?

Mr. Riddell: I would like to begin my
remarks by reading a letter which is typical

of the many letters and comments which I

have received from farmers right across On-
tario expressing their concerns with farm

income stabilization legislation. This letter

happens to come from a producer in Middle-

sex county, not too far outside of London:

"Dear Sir: Since there is so much talk

about a stabilization plan for farmers I

would like to make my views known, too.

Who wants stabilization? The government?
The opposition? The Federation? The Farm-
ers Union? Or the farmers? I know we do
not.

"Farmers who want stabilization should go
and work somewhere else—a factory for in-
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stance. That is where you are stabilized for

two or three years after a contract is signed.

"I don't know whether there was ever a

definition established of a farmer. To me a

farmer is a person who is not afraid of work,
and dares to take chances, and then live

with the result. Government takes the chal-

lenge out of farming.

"Now I am not blaming the government
or the politician entirely. I know that farm-

ers, just like the rest of the public, run to

the government for help. This is where the

trouble starts. Politicians do anything to

please the people to win their votes. Instead

they should consider carefully what is best

for the province or the country as a whole,
and then act accordingly. If this stabiliza-

tion plan comes into being then the next

thing will be quotas. Otherwise the markets
will be flooded"—

Mr. MacDonald: Sounds hke Bill Newman.

'Mr. Riddell: "Doesn't anybody out there

understand that only supply and demand
make the prices, nothing else? Right now
in almost all commodities there is overpro-
duction instead of food shortages. From there

the low prices. We still do not have any
complaints to make. We have had good years,

and less income now is not going to hurt us.

That is where money management comes

in; no government needed.

"We feel the less government interferes

the better. Not only in farming, but in all

areas. Let people mind their own business.

That is what we liked so much about Canada
when we first came here: freedom. I am
afraid that that has gone forever.

"We started out doing farm labour. No
government cared how hard we had to work,
how many hours, or how little we were paid.
We were free to do as we pleased. We only
had one goal in mind—to make it in Canada.
And we succeeded. We came here in 1953
unable to speak English, no education, and
very little money. That proves to me that

Canada is a great country. Too bad that the

people and the government of any party are

making a mess of it. Yours truly."

Thank God the farmers of Ontario are

stiU free enterprisers. I would think that

is the very reason that 20 per cent of the
Liberal caucus are knowledgeable, experi-
enced farmers.

'Mr. Warner: It will give them something
to go back to.

Mr. Riddell: Now other farmers with whom
I have spoken—

'Mr. Roy: The only thing you guys know
about farming is manure.

Mr. Ferrier: You make a pretty good case

for that too, Albert.

'Mr. Riddell: —other farmers with whom I

have spoken show very little interest in the

farm income stabilization plan and many
farmers say that the plan has very litde

to offer them, and they don't very much care

or know whether they would be even re-

motely interested in participating.

However, the crop insurance programme
went through the same growing pains and it

is certainly evident now that most farmers

producing high-risk crops are participating

in this programme. So it is the feeling of the

Liberal Party that we should get a farm in-

come stabilization plan established for those

farmers who are not in a position to ride the

vagaries of the market place.

While we are not entirely happy with the

government's plan, we have decided to sup-

port the bill and we trust that the minister

will be agreeable to certain amendments
which we feel are needed to make the pro-

gramme more meaningful for the farmers of

Ontario.

Mr. Warner: Same old story.

Mr. Riddell: At the request of opposition

members, the Minister of Agriculture and

Food (Mr. W. Newman) took the original

farm income stabilization bill, which he in-

troduced in June of 1975, back to the drawing
board to have incorporated therein principles

of a farm income insurance plan which would

be open to the products of all farm prod-
ucts on a voluntary basis, with assmrance

that the government provide a public forum

for full discussion with the farm community
before reintroduction of the bill, and with

assurance that the government negotiates

with legally constituted farm spokesmen.

In our opinion, the minister has met these

demands inasmuch as he did consult with

farmers, farm organizations and commodity
boards before reintroducing the bill, and he

did introduce a plan which was established

on a voluntary and contributory basis. There

is provision in the bill for consultation with

commodity boards by the farm income

stabilization commission, but we feel the

legislation should definitely specify that the

commission must negotiate with producer

organizations and respective commodity
boards for the commodity which will be
covered under the stabilization programme.

Mr. Nixon: We hope the NDP will support
that amendment.
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Mr. Riddell: This is one of the amendments
which I am sure the minister is prepared to

accept.

We are pleased that the programme is to

be voluntary, that farmers are to contribute,

that all commodities can be covered, that

there is provision for consultation with farm

organizations and that there is an opportun-

ity for the federal government to share the

cost.

Mr. Wildman: They have to.

Mr. Riddell: We consider it highly irre-

sponsible on the part of the NDP to oppose a

bill which incorporated the principles which

even they asked for last June. The NDP are

not satisfied-

Mr. MacDonald: Oh no; it doesn't incor-

porate the necessary principles.

Hon. W. Newman: You said it tonight.

Mr. Nixon: They never are.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Riddell: The NDP are not satisfied

with a stop loss measure, but what it proposes
is a guaranteed annual income for all

farmers.

Mr. Nixon: Then say no.

Mr. Ruston: Get in the fray here.

Mr. Speaker: Order. The hon. member for

Huron-Middlesex.

Interjections.

Mr. Riddell: I contend that farmers are

not any more justified in being guaranteed a

profit than are workers in other industrial

pursuits, but they are justified in trying to

make a profit, and this can only be accom-

plished through free enterprise and a market

system where the law of supply and demand
is still a governing factor.

Mr. Foulds: Very few other workers have
to pay the boss for the privilege.

Hon. W. Newman: Boy, you fellows have
lost your credibility over there and you know
it.

Mr. Riddell: The NDP would like to con-
trol the supply of all agricultural commodities,
as well as freeze all Ontario farm land to be
used only for agricultural purposes. It is

obvious to me that the agricultural critic for

the NDP is simply expounding his party's

idealism, and it is apparent that he has not

stepped outside—

Mr. MacDonald: So does George McCague.

Mr. Nixon: George is really a socialist.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Riddell: It is apparent that he has

not stepped outside the urban boundaries to

ascertain what the farmers really want.

Mr. MacDonald: Not the minority.

Mr. Riddell: I have some sympathy for the

NDP agricultural critic, as there is not one

person in that party who has agricultural

experience and therefore very little expertise
is available in helping the critic to make
sound decisions on behalf of the farm com-

munity.

Mr. MacDonald: You don't have to be a

chicken to lay an egg.

[9:45]

An. hon. member: Get Pilkey to help you.

Mr. Spence: Donald's milked a couple of

cows.

Interjections.

Mr. Riddell: Needless to say, the dairy pro-
ducer, as an example, has had his fill of gov-
ernment supply management-

Mr. MacDonald: Do you have an affirma-

tive-

Interjection.

Mr. Speaker: Order. Order.

Mr. Bain: Are you going to abolish the

Milk Marketing Board?

Mr. Spence: You're interrupting our speech.

Mr. Riddell: Furthermore, any programme
controlled by the government generally means

steadily rising prices.

Mr. Bain: Are you against marketing
boards?

Interjections.

Mr. Riddell: Certainly the state of the dairy

industry in Canada has proved that even a

federal umbrella does not ensure against over-

production.

Mr. Ferrier: Are you going to take a seat

beside the member for London North (Mr.

Shore)?

Mr. Riddell: It is obvious that the NDP, in

opposing this bill and opposing a plan that

would lead to incentive production, is trying
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to make inroads with the farm vote. Being a

farmer myself and talking to farmers practi-

cally every day of the week-

Mr. MacDonald: We can't make inroads

with you.

(Mr. Riddell: -I can assure the NDP that

the farmers do not find their proposals that

attractive.

Mr. Foulds: And your proposition even

less so.

Mr. Riddell: They know that such a pro-

gramme is piure socialism, and farmers are the

last people to want price and supply both

under the control of government.

Mr. MacDonald: We want them under the

control of farmers.

Mr. Riddell: Government controls have not

worked with either milk or eggs to the ad-

vantage of anybody-

Mr. Foulds: Or with the AIB, for that

matter.

Mr. Riddell: -^but yet the NDP is pre-
pared to extend it to the whole agricultural

industry before even a hmited pilot project,
such as the government farm income stabili-

zation plan, has been proved workable.

Mr. MacDonald: You don't even-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Only the hon.
member for Huron-Middlesex has the floor.

Mr. Riddell: We in the Liberal Party are
not prepared to abrogate our responsibilities

by continually sending the bill back to the

drawing boards. This simply denies the farm-
ers any kind of protection while the govern-
ment redrafts a bill to suit its own purposes
and to appease the opposition members—not
by giving into their demands completely but

by giving them enough bait to nibble on until

the Premier (Mr. Davis) feels the time is right
to go to the people.

Mr. Mac^Donald: That's what they've done.

Interjections.

iMr. Riddell: In my opinion, the last thing
the people of Ontario need is an election

fought over the issue of a farm income
stabilization programme.

Mr. Bain: Aren't the farmers worth it?

Mr. Riddell: People have enough difficulty

understanding what politicians on the hust-

ings are talking about most of the time-

Mr. Foulds: Only when you speak.

Mr. Riddell: —without pelting them with
the impossible. The NDP say they would be

delighted with the chance to fight an election

on this issue. But they did not say, of course,
how the members of that party plan to ex-

plain the programme to urban people, most
of whom' would not know income stabilization

from a manure spreader—and, believe me,
some farmers think there is no real difference.

The NDP agriculture critic's ecstasy could

only have been short-lived once he discovered

that the only place this issue will play is

down on the farm—

iMr. Warner: When are you going to get
to the bill?

Mr. Riddell: As I have already indicated,
what he will find there is a majority of farm-
ers opposed to the costly and counterproduc-
tive benefits that the New Democrats want
added to the government bill.

Mr. MacDonald: Oppose this bill then.

Mr. Riddell: I am not suggesting that the

programme is not of some importance to

farmers and indirectly to consumers.

Mr. Shore: How's the farming in Scarbor-

ough-Ellesmere?

Mr. Riddell: Whether it meets the needs
remains open to question, but that is some-

thing to be settled between farm organiza-
tions and government, not voters who don't

even understand the question.

Ais I have indicated, the income stabiliza-

tion programme has certainly had mixed re-

action. The Ontario Federation of Agricul-

ture, on the one hand, pats the Minister of

Agriculture and Food on the back for making
the plan voluntary-

Mr. MacDonald: Then kicks him in the

seat.

Mr. Riddell: —for making provisions for

farm contributions and consultations and for

leaving the door open for participation by
the federal government. On the other hand,
the OFA president condemns the bill for

only offering a five per cent payment for

some commodities.

Mr. Shore: They are not talking to each
other.

Mr. Riddell: Those would be ones that are

covered by neither the federal government
nor by a price-controlling marketing board.

Certainly the minister was prepared to sup-

port those commodities at the 90 per cent
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level in Bill 96, similar to the main com-
modities under the federal stabilization pro-

gramme. I personally fail to see why the

minister is not prepared to give that kind of

support to those commodities under Bill 131,

considering that his estimate of cost for sup-

porting those same cormnodities under Bill

96 was $7 million and under this plan the

government would pay only two-thirds of

that

Mr. Nixon: Think that over.

Mr. Riddell: The minister no doubt feels
that a guaranteed support level of 90 per
cent of the five-year average market price
for those commodities which do not come
under the federal stabilization plan would
give the federal agricultural minister an ex-
cuse for failing to announce stabilization

plans in the future. In other words, the exist-

ing bill, according to the Ontario Minister
of Agriculture and Food, will strong-arm
federal participation.

I would hke to submit that there is an-
other way of looking at this particular mat-
ter. The producers of a commodity which is

not covered under the federal stabilization

programme, will be required to pay a fairly
substantial premium relative to the market
price, if the provincial plan supported that

commodity at the 90 per cent level. If that

commodity was to be designated under the
federal plan, then the prodticer would not
have to pay any premium in order to receive
90 per cent of the last five years' average
market price.

It is only reasonable to assume therefore
that the producer, through his producer or-

ganization, will bring pressure to bear on the
federal Minister of Agriculture to designate
that commodity for a support level of 90
per cent. On the other hand the federal Min-
ister of Agriculture has apparently given a
commitment to the Ontario Mihister of Agri-
culture and Food that he is prepared to

designate any commodity at the 90 per cent
level where the need arises and if the re-

quest is made.

Mr. MacDonald: We'll see.

Mr. Riddell: The federal minister in a

speech at a federal-provincial conference
made a definitive statement that any agricul-
tural commodity which is produced in sufli-

cient quantities in Canada will be supported
under the federal programme if the need
for this support can be demonstrated.

Mr. MacDonald: Where's the fedteral cow-
calf plan?

Mr. Riddell: We have no reason to doubt
the integrity of the federal minister-

Mr. MacDonald: Oh, yes we have.

Mr. RiddeD: —as he has certainly been
most co-operative in the past in designated
commodities such as apples, pears, pnine-

type plums, carrots, sweet cherries, potatoes
and raspberries.

Mr. Wildman: What about cow-calf?

Mr. Riddell: Under the federal programme
it is mandatory to support the main com-
modities including beef, sheep, hogs, indus-

trial milk, cream, com, soya beans, oats and

barley at the 90 per cent level. It is with this

reasoning in mind that we are prepared to

endorse the five per cent sujjport level' for

all commodities under the provincial pro-

gramme. We happen to agree with the presi-

dent of the Ontario Federation of Agricul-
ture that all references in the bill to 95 per
cent of the previous five-year average price
should be made less rigid. And we would
recommend that these references be changed
to read "not more than 95 per cent of the

five-year average price, adjusted by cost of

production indexing."

However, the minister may have justifiable

reasons for specifying 95 per cent. If so, I

will look forward to his comments when he

replies to the leadoflF speeches.

The minister could certainly amend this

section of the bill if he feels it would be in

the best interest of the producers. Such an
amendment would allow for support at lower

levels if it appears the price was leading to

overproduction.

Mr. Nixon: That should be a government
amendiment if they want it.

Mr. Riddell: Right. Needless to say, in the

absence of a federal stabilization plan for

farmers, this bill wotJd be completely inade-

quate, and to have any meaning, tiie pro-
vincial plan would have to give full protec-
tion to all farm commodities. In many ways
Bill 96 wras better than this bill in that it

would support commodities at the same level

as the federal plan for those commodities

that were neither named nor designated
under the fedteral plan.

Bill 96 would have excluded commodities

already named or designated in Ottawa's

Bill C-50, and it would also have excluded

commodities already regulated by the Ontario

Marketing Board at set prices, and also allo-

cate production quotas in line with market

demand. I believe there has been one pay-
ment made on a named commodity under the
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federal plan since its implementation, and
this commodity which received some sup-

port was beef. Yet our beef producers are

struggling to stay in business, and even the

Minister of Agriculture and Food admits it

has been a very painful period of time for

our beef producers.

Obviously the federal programme is inade-

quate, and yet Bill 96 provided a stabilization

programme identical to the federal plan
which the Minister of Agriculture and Food
himself called inadequate. In his own words
the minister said, there are inadequacies in

the federal programme, and yet he was pre-

pared to leave anything that was covered by
the federal programme under the inade-

quacies, and set up a provincial programme
that was identical.

Last year's amendment should have had a

clause in it indicating that the government
should come back with a plan based on cost

of production rather than the present pro-

posal for a five-year average price. In this

case, labour, investment and depreciation
costs could have been taken into considera-

tion and the support price for any one com-

modity set at a level which would not en-

courage overproduction. Costs used in Bill

131 are the same as those used in the federal

plan and do not take into consideration the

cost of the farmer's own labour, investment

and depreciation.

Other costs such as feed, fertilizer sprays,
hired labour and interest on operating capital

are fully indexed. In light of what the minis-

ter said in a speech to the annual convention

of the Ontario Federation of Agriculture in

November, 1975, I suppose we could be
somewhat critical of the plan for failing to

index the cost of labour and investment. I

would like to quote some part of the speech
which the minister made.

Mr. MacDonald: You are repeating my
speech.

Mr. Riddell: I quote: "A true stabilization

plan must assure the farmer he will receive

a price based on production costs of the

day. In our view this adjusted cost should

cover all the farmer's operating costs plus a

certain percentage of family labour, manage-
ment and net investment cost."

Interjections.

Mr. Riddell: I will agree that under the

bill as it is written at the present time if we
are to include such items as investment,
labour and depreciation we are definitely

going to have incentive pricing-

Mr. MacDonald: You are more Tory than

the Tories.

Interjections.

Mr. Riddell: —and the person who is going
to benefit is the farmer who has pretty well

paid off all his debts. What we are doing is

playing right into the hands of that farmer

and we are really not helping those who most

need assistance.

Mr. Nixon: A programme which benefits

the well-to-do-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

member for Huron-Middlesex only. Thank

you.

Mr. Riddell: The programme would bene-

fit the good well-established farmers like my
colleague from Brant-Oxford-Norfolk (Mr.

Nixon).

Interjections.

Mr. Riddell: The fact of the matter is that

we are experimenting with a farm income

stabilization programme which all of us, in-

cluding the minister, realizes has its short-

comings. However, I think we should set

the present plan in motion without further

delay. If the federal Minister of Agriculture

reneges on his commitment I did receive

assurance from the Ontario Minister of Agri-

culture and Food that he would be prepared
to introduce the necessary amendment in

order to make the bill more meaningful to

Ontario producers. We on the opposition side

will be prepared to see that the Minister of

Agriculture and Food lives up to his com-

mitment.

Mr. Warner: Do you hear that?

Mr. MacDonald: I thought you had learned

your lesson.

Mr. Riddell: We in the Liberal Party cer-

tainly cannot support the NDP proposal, for,

according to the NDP agricultural critic in a

statement made by him and reported in the

Ontario New Democrat information release—

I am quoting words from the agricultural
critic of the NDP-"The NDP plan would

require supply management and quotas for

any commodity group who wished to par-

ticipate."

Mr. Breithaupt: I have more farmers in

my riding.

Mr. Riddell: I can tell the House that the

NDP is not speaking on behalf of the majority
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of Ontario's producers and I can also say it

will be a long time, if ever, before we see

state-controlled farming in Ontario.

Hon. W. Newman: There it is—you said it.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Mr. Riddell: I have that much confidence in

the Ontario farmer.

Mr. Bain: Does he have confidence in you?

Interjections.

Mr. Riddell: For any plan to be effective

there must be co-ordination and harmoniza-
tion of federal and provincial stabilization

programmes.

Mr. Warner: Too bad the coalition can't—

Mr. Roy: Be quiet and you might learn

something.

Mr. Riddell: An unco-ordinated approach
will have serious consequences for agricul-
ture. These consequences include the threa-

tening of our national approach to agricultural
policy, a fragmentation of the national market
for agricultural commodities, some producers
gaining advantage over others—

[10:00]

Mr. MacDonald: Don't support the bill

then.

Mr. Riddell: —and the threat of a competi-
tive escalation of programmes.

Mr. Samis: Don't yell, Jack.

Mr. Riddell: There are three important
issues of principle, in my estimation. They
are, firstly, whether stabilization programmes
should be primarily based on market-related

support prices or whether they should be
primarily based on cost of production.
Secondly, what are the appropriate levels of

support for a continuing national stabilization

programme? Thirdly, should a national pro-
gramme of stabilization allow for top loading
—and if so, by whom? The fact of the matter
is we are groping in the dark and trying to

establish a stabilization plan which appears
to have very little interest to the Ontario
farmers and less interest to the urban people
at the present time.

Mr. MacDonald: Why don't you have the

guts to oppose it then?

Mr. Riddell: It is the opinion of my leader

and the Liberal Party that we should set the

machinery in place and give the proposed
plan a chance to work. If the farmers aren't

interested in participating—

Mr. Roy: That's right.

Mr. Wildman: It's terrible, so let it work.

Mr. Roy: You guys understand.

Mr. Riddell: If the farmers aren't interested

in participating, then we will know that

either changes will have to be made-

Mr. Roy: You can rely on him any day.

Mr. Riddell: —or the plan will have to be
thrown out completely. But let us permit the

farmers to make that decision.

Interjections.

Mr. Riddell: I will conclude my comments
by saying that we support the principle of

the bill.

Interjections.

Mr. Riddell: Let's get the thing in motion.

Let's get it working and let's work together
to make it work and bring in the changes if

need be.

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, may I

ask your indulgence to introduce three very
distinguished guests in our gallery tonight?

Mr. Speaker: If they are not parliamentary

guests, we haven't been in the practice of

doing this, so I would point out—

Hon. W. Newman: They are very highly

respected parliamentary guests, Mr. Speaker
—Mr. John Wise, the MP for Elgin Ontario;
Mr. George Wittaker from Okanagan, B.C.;

Mr. Gordon Ritchie from Dauphin, Manitoba.

They are all federal MPs that we welcome

tonight.

Mr. Riddell: All good Liberals.

Mr. Moffatt: There is no such thing.

Mr. Speaker: Thank you. Now the hon.

member—order, please.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: I am not sure about the be-

haviour—whether this is setting an example
for our distinguished guests or not.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

member for Port Arthur.
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Mr. Foulds: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Port

Arthur only.

Mr. Maeck: There is a farmer if I ever saw
one.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: There is a farmer, I tell

you.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Order, please.

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Speaker, I readily admit

that I am not a farmer. But when I was a

lad I did have occasion to keep chickens and

they made a lot more sense when I went to

feed them than the rabble behind me that

is cackling away.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Behind you, that's it. I

would say that about Warner.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Now may we get to the prin-

ciple of the bill? Thank you.

Mr. Foulds: As a matter of fact, I want to

speak specifically and directly to the principle
of Bill 131, Mr. Speaker. It seems to

me that a question we have to ask ourselves

is why have a farm income stabilization

plan? Better put, why should we have a farm
income protection plan? Surely it is to do
two relatively simple and praiseworthy

things-

Mr. MacDonald: Which the urban con-

sumers understand.

Mr. Foulds: One, by sudi a plan to make
farming an attractive occupation with a fair

return on labour and investment; and two,

by making farming such an attractive occu-

pation, to stop migration from the farms and
to stop the I'and from going out of produc-
tion.

This bill simply fails to do that. There is

not much sense in having a farm stabilization

bill that guarantees farmers guaranteed an-

nual poverty, bare subsistence that makes
them frustrated and makes them wish to go
out of business, to abandon the farms.

It is interesting that this government,
which has taken in the past so much delight
in rattling such sabres at the federal gov-
ernment for its bad faith, its lack of initiative,

is wilhng to trust the federal government to

designate the necessary commodities to bring
them up to the 95 per cent level.

The truth is that this Conservative govern-
ment is only willing to guarantee up to a

lousy five per cent, and that just is not good
enough.

Mr. Samis: Right.

Interjections.

Mr. Foulds: If the minister is trying to use

this piece of legislation as a lever on the

federal government to bring in a Canada-
wide plan—

Hon. B. Stephenson: "Lousy." Thats not

parliamentary.

'Mr. Foulds: Does the farmer from York

Mills have a contribution to make?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Indeed I db; at least

I grow crops every year, which is more than

you do.

Mr. Speaker: No, the hon. member for

Port Arthur is making his contribution.

Mr. Foulds: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, in-

deed I do.

Mr. Roy: Your contribution has not been

very impressive so far.

Mr. Foulds: If the minister is trying to use

this legislation as a lever on the federal gov-
ernment to bring in a Canada-wide plan,

then he is playing a rather dangerous poli-

tical game and using the farmers of Ontario

as pawns in that game of political monop-
manship; the farmers of Ontario deserve bet-

ter than that.

We in the north view agriculture very

seriously. Relatively speaking, little of our

land is useful for agricultural purposes, con-

sequently we consider and prize that land

and that activity very highly.

Far too often this government has told us

in the north ^at the kind of development
tliat has to take place either has to be re-

source exploitation—a la the Reed land grab
—or tourism. The Minister of Natural Re-

sources (Mr. Bernier), for example, said in

Thunder Bay on September 7 that the north

could never expect secondary industry to de-

velop. I remember debating with the former

Minister of Agriculture and Food, Hon. Wil-

liam Stewart, the importance of considering

farming as a secondary industry in the north,

as one that should be developed in order to

diversify our economy. I remember he al-

lowed during his estimates that that just

might be a good idea and that we didn't

consider that seriously enough.

Mr. Ferrier: He understood the farmers in

the north.

Mr. MacDonald: But not the farmer from

Forest Hill.
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iMr. Foulds: In my area, in Thunder Bay,
there is some good, if limited, farm land.

Hon. W. Newman: Come on, you don't

know an apple from an orange.

Mr. Foulds: Most of the farmers do not

belong to either the OFA, the NFU or the

Christian Farmers' Union; most of them are

in fact what we call the small producer.
What is there in this bill for them? Nothing.

Hon. W. Newman: That is nonsense; utter

nonsense and you know it.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. min-

ister may reply later.

Hon. W. Newman: I am sorry, but that is

utter nonsense.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

(Mr. MacDonald: Name him, Mr. Speaker,
name him.

'Mr. Foulds: The minister is well aware of

the problems that farmers in Thunder Bay
have faced, particularly in the past year.

Hon. W. Newman: Sure, I have been up
there.

Mr. Foulds: As a result of that my col-

league the member for Fort William (Mr.
Angus) and myself have on a number of

occasions talked to many farmers and to a

man they say this: "If I could get out and
not take too much of a loss on my land, I

would. I'm sure not going to encourage my
kids to go into farming."

Mr. G. I. Miller: That's not right.

Mr. Riddell: Check with the University
at Guelph; check and see how many young
people are going into farming.

Mr. Speaker Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber for Port Arthur only.

Mr. Foulds: You may speak with great
authority for Middlesex and Huron, but you
know damn all about Thtmder Bay and the

problems of farming in the north, my friend.

Mr. Riddell: I have been up there.

'Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Foulds: You don't have a single farmer
from the north.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Foulds: You only have two lousy
members from the north.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Order.

Interjections.

'Mr. Speaker: I think we would get on
much more expeditiously with fewer inter-

jections from the sidelines here. If the hon.

member would speak through the Speaker
and lower the interjections I think things
would be more orderly. Thank you very
much.

Mr. Bain: Control the minister.

IMr. Foulds: Mr. Speaker, you must admit
that I have been trying valiantly to do so

and it is only with extreme provocation I

turned on the rabble.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member will

continue.

iMr. Roy: Try to say something more

meaningful.

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Speaker, I admit we don't

have the greatest farm land in the world
in the north. But we could have—

An hon. member: Make your speech up
north.

Hon. W. Newman: You are doing a dis-

grace to the farmers then.

Mr. Foulds: We could have viable in-

dustrv in poultry, dairy products, cow-calf,

mixed vegetables and especially potatoes and

hay. Does this bill do anything to ensure

those crops continue to be developed and

produced in northwestern Ontario? The
answer from every farmer you talk to in

northwestern Ontario is no.

Interjection.

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Speaker, on November 5—

Interjections.

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Speaker, I would like to

speak directly to you.

Mr. Speaker: Please do.

Mr. Foulds: I would like to speak directly
to you, Mr. Speaker, because I did send the

minister a package of Tums earlier in the

evening. It appears to have had no eflFect

whatsoever.

Interjections.

Mr. Foulds: On November 5, on a Friday
afternoon, I was sitting in a farm house
about 25 miles outside of Thunder Bay with

my colleague from Fort William (Mr. Angus)
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and with the federal leader of the New
Democratic Party, Mr. Broadbent, talking to

a group of farmers. Ironically the farm was

up for sale. The farmers there were mostly
in their forties, the bitterness about their

condition was expressed by some of them.

Resignation was expressed by others. One
man was joyously undefeatable. But the man
who will haunt me and impressed me the

most was the man whose farm we were at

and in whose house we were. Remember,
his farm was up for sale.

He said to us with quiet dignity: "I came
to this country just after the Second World
War with my parents as an immigrant, and
I have worked this land to the Slate River

for 30 years. I like it here. I like farming.
But you can't go on losing money too many
years in a row. You have to think of your
kids. No, I am getting out if I can. It is

just too hard."

And, you know, I thought to myself, if

we can't keep that kind of man in farming
if we can't keep one of the better pieces of

land in the Thunder Bay area in production,
what hope do we have to diversify the north

so we have a small share of the farm indus-

try? And what hope do we have to save

farming in Ontario?

No, instead of this grudgingly, curmudgeonly
bill we need to have a comprehensive pack-
age to protect our food land, to protect our
food supply and to protect our farmers. Mr,

Speaker, this bill does not do that, and it

is a pleasure to vote against it.

Mr. Ruston: I feel kind of anti-climactic

after hearing the member for Huron-Middle-
sex (Mr. Riddell) and the great knowledge he
has of the farming community of Ontario. I

sometimes think I know a little about farm-

ing, but when I hear him I realize how little

I do know.

Mr. Roy: He admits it.

Mr. Samis: Is that the leader or what?

Mr. Ruston: However, I would assume

though that what little I do know about

farming would be a great deal more than a

great many other people who are speaking on
this particular bill.

Mr. Bain: Does that include the minister?

[10:15]

Mr. Ruston: There is much to be desired

in having some form of stabilization or an
insurance programme for farm commodities,
because as well we know, when you are

subject to export markets, as are many of the

commodities grown in my area—such as com,
soya beans and a lot of cash crop farming—
we're subject to the whims of what might
happen in the United States regarding exports
and so forth.

We've even had one of the major unions
in the United States refusing to load grain on

ships to send it overseas. That had a ten-

dency to put the price down and we felt it

over here greatly. That was a case of some-
one in the United States wanting to keep the

prices down for the non-farmers. As a result,

we were forced to take a lower price, which
I suppose seems rather minor to us here in

Canada, but it was almost a major catas-

trophe in terms of our prices right at that

time.

il believe that happened in Florida when
some of the unions wouldn't load the

ships
because they wanted to keep the commodi-
ties in the United States to force the prices
down. Even the President of the United
States did the very same thing on one or two
occasions; he stopped exports to try to keep
the price from going up because he was

looking at the 90 per cent of the people who
are the non-farm vote. However, during the

last election campaign in the United States,
the President made major changes in that

philosophy, because he saw that he was los-

ing some of the farm vote by forcing prices
down.

That's just an aside, Mr. Speaker. This bill

has a very limited coverage but, however

limited, I suppose it all helps. I'm reminded
of a story—and maybe I'd better not tell it—

about a ship almost grounding and some

people tried to help the best way they knew
how. As il say, every little bit helps.

Mr. Nixon: What did they unload?

Mr. Ruston: I was going over the support
price for soya beans for 1975, which was an-

nounced some time ago. The support price
for soya beans at the federal level is $4.35;
if we took the basic 90 per cent, plus the 42-

cent additional charge, which would bring the

price up to $4.35, then five per cent of $4.35
would bring it up to around $4.55 a bushel.

It wouldn't give the farmer all that much but,
on the other hand, if he does get 20 cents a

bushel, I was figuring it up and it would
more than pay the taxes on his farm if, for

instance, he grew 100 acres of soya beans,
corn or whatever and if he could pick up 15
cents or 20 cents a bushel. The philosophy
there, of course, is that if you can pay in $1
and get back $3, you're $2 ahead; so you
can't go far wrong. The thing is that I

imagine when that gets built up to a certain

amount, then you would stop paying into it
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until such time as it was drawn out. But it

isn't too bad an investment if you can invest

$1 and get out $3.

In thinking about some of the meetings
the minister called throughout the summer or

early fall with regard to getting input from
the farmers, I recall the' meeting in Ridge-
town. In attendance were the hon. member
for Kent-Elgin (Mr. Spence); the hon. mem-
ber for Essex South (Mr. Mancini), our farm

expert, the hon, member for Windsor-Walker-
ville (Mr. B. Nev^onan)—)I kid him about that

once in a while—and myself, as well as the
member for Lambton (Mr. Henderson). I

didn't see any NDP members; I guess they
didn't have any in that area so they didn't

attend.

The meeting was a little disappointing, be-
cause there was a little problem in the sound

sytsem. It might have been better if they had

played a tape recorder instead of using the

telephone, because I think that probably 60

per cent or 70 per cent of the people had

difficulty in hearing the minister's remarks.
There was a discussion later, however, so I

think any of the things they missed were
cleared up. But again it was at a time when
some of the farmers were very busy in taking
off their crops, and I think there were only
about 60 or 70 actual farmers at the meeting.
However, it did give some input, and a num-
ber of them had some questions cleared up.

I think the member for Huron-Middlesex
(Mr. Riddell) brought this out, that the main
thing is to get this bill on the books, get it

under way. Going back to the crop insur-
ance programme, I recall a number of occa-
sions the first year or two it was in operation
having some pretty strong arguments with
the then Minister of Agriculture, Mr. Stew-
art. It was a thing that the people were not
quite ready to accept; they weren't sure how
it was going to work. It took a while to get
ironed out.

I came down here in 1969 and if I recall

correctly for the first couple of years the
hon. member for Kent-Elgin and myself
spent a fair amount of time in the esti-

mates discussing crop insurance. But after

the third or fourth year it has pretty well
taken care of itself. People are accepting it.

We don't seem to have any letters to speak
of, complaints about it or so forth.

In fact, I was just talking to a farmer the
other day in my area—I would class him as

one of the better farmers—and he was telling
me the other night at the warden's banquet
that he had 50 acres of tomatoes in, and he
said, "You know, it's terrible but I had id

use my crop insurance this year." That's the
first time he has had to use it. He said, "Now

mind you, you don't make a lot of money on

it, but it avoids the loss."

He had occasion to use his crop insurance

this year because of excess water at the early

stage of the tomatoes. They're very tender

and if water lies on them more than 24

hours, it certainly deteriorates the plants—
I've had that happen in my own crop.

I recall one time when I had a field of

tomatoes in—they looked so good'. I hap-
pened to be talking to a fellow after church
one day and he said, "Dick, that's the best-

looking field of tomatoes I've seen around
here." About two weeks later it started to

rain. After the first two or three hours I said

to my wife, "You know, that's a million dol-

lar rain."

Three days later it was still raining and my
million dollars was gone. That can happen
in farming-

Mr. Samis: A millionaire overnight.

Mr. Ruston: And I sure would have liked

to have had crop insurance then, but they
didn't have any then, Dave.

The wife and I and whoever would volun-

teer to pick tomatoes had mud up three or

four inches on our shoes—that was clear clay,

that wasn't the other stuff that gets on your
shoes. It would have been awful nice to have
had crop insurance at that time. But that's

one of the pitfalls of farming.

/With good farming, that doesn't happen
too often—maybe I wasn't one of the better

ones. But I avoided that in the future by
doing some things that probably I should

have done before.

Mr. Nixon: Go to church a little more.

Mr. Ruston: That might help.

By having this commission set up, the

bill in place and' meeting with commodity

groups, we then can get down to the busi-

ness of getting some kind of a stabilization

form going.

We have many farmers now that are

branching out, others trying to get started,

and the price of land is real high. A 200-acre

farm, even the land in our area, is some-

where in the vicinity of $250,000, $300,000
and even more now. The investment is so

high, we are going to have to have some

guarantee or some protection, as the member
for Huron-Middlesex (Mr. Riddell) men-
tioned.

There are farmers in my area who ac-

quired their farms 15, 20 years ago and they
can kind of take these hills and valleys in

the prices and so forth. But I think it's neces-
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sary that we have something on the books,
that we have it available, that we have it

voluntarily, contributory. One of the things
that I felt very strongly about in the previous
bill was that it should be contributory.

This will at least give us an area where
the people will have something to come to—
if it need's revamping—You know, I can't

think of a better thing happening than the

member for Huron-Middlesex being the

next Minister of Agriculture for Ontario-

Mr. MoflFatt: Just don't hold your bre«ath.

Mr. Ruston: —I have respect for the

present Minister of Agriculture and Food

(Mr. W. Newman) but after all, I'm sure that

the day is coming when no doubt-

Mr. Roy: We will still talk to you, Bette.

We'll still be nice to you.

Mr. Ruston: I'm looking forward to that

very much. And that's as a Liberal member,
of course.

Hon. W. Newman: Oh, I'm sorry, I thought

you were going to come over en masse.

Mr. Ruston: I think the member for York
South (Mr. MacDonald)—I just wanted' to

clear up something that he said earlier; I'm

siure he wouldn't want to mislead the House.

I think he said that in 1942 there was market-

ing board legislation put into efiFect. I thought
I would just make clear that the Liberals

were in power at that time and not the Con-

servatives—just so the people would know
what was going on.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Boy, what a memory
you have.

Mr. Nixon: He never forgets, he never

forgets.

Mr. Ruston: Mr. Speaker, I don't think I

have any more to add. The member for

Hmron-Middlesex covered it very well, I

think. I just want to say let's get the bill

into place. If it's necessary to make revisions

in it in six months, we're here and we'U do
that. And let's get on with the job of pro-

viding reasonably good protection for farmers.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: It is so close to the

time for adjournment that it may not be
worthwhile for any other member to partici-

pate—if the member for Durham East wants
to move the adjounmient of the debate.

On motion by Mr. MoflFatt, the debate was
adjourned.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Does the House
leader have a statement with regard to any
business? All right then, an order for ad-

journment is deemed to have been made, and
I will now recognize the hon. member for

Wentworth for five minutes.

RENT INCREASES

Mr. Deans: As I just finished saying to the

minister, I don't want to engage in a political

discussion here tonight about the value or

non-value of rent controls. 1 happen to think

that they are of value, and properly adminis-

tered would be even of more value.

But let's deal with the point at issue at

the moment. I want the minister to tell me
if he has any written legal opinion that brings
him to believe that in August or September
or October of 1977 or any time thereafter

any tenant who is faced with a second in-

crease within a 12 consecutive month period
has any recourse to the law—this liaw or any
other law—in order to gain the protection
intended by the rent control legislation.

My understanding of the law, is that if the

bill dies, as it will on July 31, and there is a

subsequent rent increase imposed upon the

tenant which turns out to be the second

increase within 12 months, that tenant has

no recourse. Does he in fact, under a legal

opinion of anyone in your ministry or the

Attorney General, have recourse to a court?

If so, which court, and under which law
would he have that recourse? I've been try-

ing for some time now to understand how a

tenant could use this law after tlie law has

expired. I can find no one who can provide
me with a legal opinion that there can be

any recourse under a law which has expired.

Since the rent review procedures and the

rent review hearing oflBcers presumably will,

by that time—if the government goes ahead
with its intention—be no longer in existence,

then the tenant certainly cannot go to the

rent review board. Therefore they would
have to go to a court—one court or another.

I want to know under which law they can

go to that court. That's really all I'm asking.

And I want to stress that, notwithstanding
all of the good intentions of the Legislature
and of the minister, no judge is required to

take into consideration what the law that

was in efi^ect intended to have happen.
They're not required to read the statements

of the minister as to what he believes ought
to take place. They're not required to read

the debates of the Legislature to determine

what we, the Legislature, believed should

take place. All they're required to do is to
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look at existing law and to determine whether
or not there is a breach of existing Taw. If

that law has expired, as it wiU on July 31

presumably, subject to only the government's
change of heart, where does the tenant go
in order to gain protection for the full 12-

month period the minister claims he intends

they should be protected for?

[10:30]

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Is the hon. minister

prepared to reply at this time?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, I

understood there was another participant in

this double feature late show toni^t and

perhaps we could hear from him—

Mr. Deans: I would rather get an answer
to my question.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: —and I could res-

pond to both of them at the same time.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for

Ottawa Centre.

Mr. Deans: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker. The question I am asking is fairly

simple and it would be much appreciated by
me, for the purposes of clarity, u the minis-

ter could find the way to respond to my
question now. I would very much appreciate
it.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The normal proce-
due is that the member who feels that the

answer to a previous question was inade-

quate has the opportunity to express his point
of view for five minutes; and the minister
has the opportunity to reply for five minutes.
The past practice has always been for it to

be done in that order.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, 1 have
no objection to responding except it was my
understanding that the order under which we
are debating tonight was with regard to a

question asked last week and not a question

being put to me tonight. I don't see why I

should be called u|x>n to respond to anotber

question which is not the question which was
the subject of the member's dissatisfaction.

The question he put to me last week was
would I bring in immediate legislation and let

it stand by itself? My answer to that was no,
I will not. It was clear, unequivocal and not

ambiguous. I don't understand how on earth
the member could be dissatisfied with it—

except that he is unhappy with it. He prob-
ably would want us to bring it in. I would
like him to know-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please—

Mr. Deans: On a point of order-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: —this is not a debate.

Mr. Deans: But the minister-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The standing order

with regard to this procedure is that the hon.

member for Wentworth has five minutes to

make his point. It shall not degenerate into a

debate. You have had your opportunity. The
minister can respond in any manner that he
sees fit.

Mr. Deans: On a point of order, sir—and a

point of order is always in order, if I may.
The minister is, inadvertently, 1 am sure-

based, perhaps, on false information—mis-

leading the House. I did not ask for imme-
diate legislation. The question was would the

minister amend the legislation to make it

clear that any arrangement between a land-

lord and tenant entered into between now
and the termination date of July 31 would
be in eff^ect for 12 consecutive months. I

didn't ask for immediate—I asked whether
he would do that in order to make it clear

and that wasn't what he said.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, I

accept the hon. member's correction. He
asked me if I would amend legislation which,
in my view, means bringing legislation into

this Legislature. I want to explain exactly

why I cannot commit the government to that.

I don't know how an NDP government would
work—hopefully I'U never find out, if I'm

lucky—but we do it through cabinet and
caucus. No single minister standing here can

commit the government to bringing in legis-

lation. I have said outside this House that

the government has not yet—

Mr. Renwick: On a point of order.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: A point of order?

What is your point of order?

iMr. Renwick: My point of order is that the

minister cannot use a spurious response to

answer or not answer the question raised

by my colleague. He's got one alternative—

either he can answer my colleague's question
or he cannot answer. I think he's got to deal

with it in those terms and if one looks at the

rules of the assembly that's what it is.

My point of order is if the minister says
that my colleague, the member for Went-
worth (Mr. Deans), is not asking the question
which the minister thought he was to respond
to, the minister's alternative is simply not to

answer. He cannot give another answer to

another problem at this time.



NOVEMBER 23, 1976 5003

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The minister can
answer in any way he sees fit. The minister

does have about 2^ minutes in which to

complete his reply if he so desires.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, I think

I have almost completed my remarks. I have

explained that in response to the question
asked last week—it's the reason we are here

for this special adjournment debate—I said

no, I cannot commit the government to bring-

ing in an amendment to the legislation which
now exists.

What the hon. member has asked me to-

night, in my view, is a completely different

question. Perhaps he would want to address

it to me in the question period; I would be

prepared to respond to it at that time.

I do not think the standing order under
which we are debating requires me now to

respond to a brand new question and that

is what the hon, member has put to me
tonight. I simply want to say that my answer
to his question last week was no. It remains
no until such time as the government is in a

position to come in with legislation and, of

course, it will be announced in the usual way.

•Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for

Ottawa Centre for no more than five minutes.

Mr. Cassidy: I would like to take up the

question that was raised by the member for

Wentworth (Mr. Deans) in particular, since
the question I asked was: "Would the min-
ister come back to the House with a legal
opinion as to whether or not there was effec-

tively any protection for tenants on short
leases after August 1, 1977?" The minister

replied: "No, I don't believe I would present
a legal opinion in the Legislature."

I am certainly entitled—and I believe the
member for Wentworth was entitled too—to
ask the question which the member for

Wentworth has posed in a very clear way.
What is the legal opinion, if it exists—does it

exist and what is it—as to the applicability
of the law after August 1?

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, if I can

pursue my own question in my own area of

dissatisfaction, which is additional to the

point raised by the member for Wentworth,
that the answers given by the minister in

the House last Thursday are not adequate
because tenants cannot take a commitment to

court next August and they cannot take the
words of the Legislature before a judge or

anybody else.

The minister himself admitted in the ad-

journment debate last week that there will

be no protection from rent increases in

August, 1977, even if the tenant had had a

rent increase only a month before. All the

minister was willing to say last week was that

in six months from today there would still be

protection for tenants. That we grant, but

he dodged the question, as he has dodged so

many other questions related to rent review,

as to whether there would be any protection
after August 1.

I would say further, Mr. Speaker, that an

urgent need now exists for the government to

state its intentions with regard to extension

of rent review. We don't understand how the

minister can make a commitment to extend

the working of the Act for tenants on short

leases but also say in the course of the same

question period that "no decision has been
made on the question of rent review gener-

ally." We are not satisfied because if the

future of rent review is not decided before

Christmas, Mr. Speaker, then tenants and

landlords will both be put into an impossible

position.

Next April landlords have to give tenants

90 days' notice of rent increases to take

effect on August 1 or thereafter. We can't

get legislation through this House in a rea-

sonable, rational way if it is introduced after

the Throne Speech in mid^March and if

there is to be any kind of meaningful oppor-

tunity for the public to comment, whether

or not there are public hearings. It seems to

me that if tlie government is not prepared to

make a commitment about the extension of

rent review at this time, then they will simply

be perpetuating the biased and inadequate

way in which they have been administering

the rent review programme. They will be

demonstrating once again that they do not

have the interest of tenants at heart.

ISo I say that we are dissatisfied with the

responses of the minister. We ask what is the

legal opinion and why won't the minister

bring it to this House and why will the gov-

ernment not commit itself to a definite state-

ment on its intention about rent review now?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: I think again my
answer to the question that the hon. member

put last week was quite clear that no, I do

not have a legal opinion; no, I will not bring
one here. I have consulted with our legal

advisers. I am satisfied in my own mind that

what they tell me is that there is certain

protection provided for under the Act, per-

haps not all the protection-

Mr. Foulds: Why don't you share that

legal opinion with the House?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: This is a verbal

opinion from tlie law officers of my ministry.

They are not inscribed in stone and there is



5004 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

no way I can bring them in. I take legal
advice in that way. But, Mr. Speaker—

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, what
the hon. member is asking me to do is to tell

him here tonight, or was asking last week
when the question was asked, what are the

government's intentions.

, Mr. Renwick: No.

Mr. WamCT: That is not what he said.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: I have repeatedly
saidi that the government's intention will be

announced in the usual way in this Legisla-

ture by means of statement or by means ot

legislation and I can't say when and I cannot

now commit the government as to what that

will be.

Quite frankly, I find it somewhat tiresome

continually to hear the NDP claim some sort

of monopolistic exclusivity on compassion
and concern for people. I not only find it

tiresome, I find it offensive.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: II find it offensive.

It no Ibnger washes with the people of this

province.

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I can
adjourn the House without notice.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, I think
I listened quietly to the hon. member and I

want him to hear what I have to say because
quite frankly it is tiresome to hear that kind
of posturing come forward day after day
and in these late night shows in which we
hear it again.

There are many of us who have spent the
better part of ovu adult life serving our com-
munities. We do it out of concern for people.
We will continue to do it and the people of
Ontario recognize it which is one of the rea-
sons why we are here and they are over
there. Mr. Speaker, when the government has
policies to announce they will be announced
in the usual way, not as the result of a late

night adjournment debate.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member
for Cornwall for no more than five minutes.

USE OF FRENCH

Mr. Samis: Mr. Speaker, the point Tm
rising to speak to is the question I brought

up on Friday to the Chairman of Cabinet

(Mr. Brunelle) regarding the use of the
French language in correspondence, which
was prompted by a story in the Globe and

Mail, headlined "Ontario Breaks Policy,
Answers French Mail in English."

I'm bringing this question up because my
question dealt with government policy, not
with the Chairman of Cabinet per se, but
with all ministries and those questions were

essentially: Is there a government policy?

Why did something like this happen? What
does the government intend to do to ensure

that all ministries follow that policy?

In the response I received from the min-
ister he referred to his ministry and said that

he couldn't answer for other members of the

cabinet. I think the franco-Ontarian people
of Ontario want to know: Do you have a

policy; does it apply to all ministries? The
essential question brought up by Mr.

Levesque and his correspondence was: "Is

this a right, or is this a privilege?"

Now we are living in an age when The
Official Languages Act of this

country says
there are two oflBcial languages. We live in

an age which has been, I would say, dra-

matically affected by what happened on Mon-
day of last week with the election of a

government which no longer just accepts
B and B as be all and end all; it wants to

separate completely from Confederation be-

cause of what it regards as injustices.

I think it is incumbent upon the province
of Ontario, the sister province of the prov-
ince of Quebec, with a minority of almost

600,000 fmnco-Ontarians, to treat these peo-

ple in the full letter and spirit of The Offi-

cial Languages Act, to adhere to the policy

principles outlined by the Premier of this

province (Mr. Davis) in 1971.

As the Chairman of Cabinet is the franco-

Ontarian representative in the cabinet I

would hope that tonight he would avail

himself of this opportunity to give me a

direct answer as to the policy as it refetes

to every single ministry, and answer the

question whether franco-Ontarians can regard
this as a right or a privilege; and if he can

give us a clear commitment to the fact that

franco-Ontarians have this right whenever

they deal with the government at the min-
isterial level.

Hon. Mr. Auld: The hon. member has
asked for a precise answer as to the policy
of die government on whether communica-
tions addressed to the government and its

agencies in the French language require an
answer in the French language; and the

short answer is "yes."
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This was stated by Hon. John Robarts in

1968 to be the policy of the government,
at which time he outlined the steps to be
taken by the government to increase its

capacity to implement that policy.

I don't think the House would like me to

use this occasion to make a comprehensive
report on the progresis which has been made
to provide government services in French
where these are required. 1 can assure you,

though, that this progress has been steady and
is continuing.

Hon. members may recall that it was at

the federal provincial «x>nference of first min^
isters in Ottawa on February 5, 1968, that

Mr. Robarts described the steps to which the

government of Ontario was committed, in

response to the report of the royal commis-
sion on bilingualism -and bicultuTiaMsm and
the important constitutional issues that were

being discussed at that time.

Mr. Robarts said that the government of

Ontario would provide, wherever feasible,

bdl'ingual public services, so that the people
of Ontario would be able to deal in either

the English or French language with the

various levels of government with which

they came in contact.

He described the various steps which the

government was proposing to give effect to

this policy, and said specifically that the

government had adopted a policy that all

letters received in French by the Ontario

government would be answered in that lan-

guage.

Mr. Robarts confirmed the government's
position in this Legislature during the
Throne speech debate on February 27, 1968.

Mr. Cassidy: But you are not doing it.

Mr. Samis: It is now 1976.

Hon. Mr. Auld: This has remained the

policy of the government since 1968 and I

can assure the hon. members that all min-
istries are aware of it.

This is not to say there have not been
occasions in the intervening eight years when
government oflBces have not conformed with
the policy.

Mr. Cassidy: You have a short memory
then.

Mr. Roy: It is the rule more than the

exception.

Hon. Mr. Auld: I know there are indi-

vidual communications which have not con-
formed. When these are brought to the

attention of the ministry I am sure that an

appropriate apology has been made and cor-

rective action taken.

Certainly when examples have been

brought to the attention of my deputy min-

ister, in his capacity as co-ordinator on bi-

lingualism, he has referred them to the ap-

propriate ministry and asked that a reply be

given directly to the correspondent.

Mr. Cassidy: You shouldn't have to apolo-

gize, you should just do it.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: You also have a

lock on perfection, do you, Mike?

[10:45]

Hon. Mr. Auld: I should like to assure tlie

members of the House, hoM'^ever, that these

individual cases do not represent any general

disregard of the government's policy; nor

should they be interpreted as an indication

of any lack of concern for the rights of those

who communicate with the government in

French.

Mr. Cassidy: But that it how they interpret
it.

Hon. Mr. Auld: While the original com-
mitment made by Mr. Robarts referred to

letters received by the government there is,

of course, an equal responsibility to reply in

French to those who communicate orally with

government offices in that language. It is

equally the intention of the government that

tliis policy should be implemented but the

capacity to do so depends upon the avail-

ability of public servants who are fluent in

that language.

The government has been steadily improv-
ing its capacity to respond orally in French,

giving the highest priority to the field offices

in those localities in Ontario where the largest
concentrations of French-speaking people re-

side. Ittiprovement has been possible through
emphasis on recruitment of francophone em-

ployees and through the operation of our

own French-language school.

I suppose it is possible to have differing
views on the government's policy on bilin-

gualism and the progress which has been
made to implement it.

Mr. Cassidy: There is always tomorrow.

Hon. Mr. Auld: One can emphasize the

positive and conclude that the approach
which Ontario has taken in a field which
has been seen in a different historical per-

spective in each of the Canadian provinces
has been both responsible and progressive.
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The government of Ontario's policy, while

not free of individual administrative over-

sight, is a policy v^hich is executed in good
faith as a measure of our responsibility as a

government to provide French language
service to the French-speaking citizens of our

province. This policy complements some of

the finest French language primary and

secondary schols in any jurisdiction.

Mr, Roy: That's where you stopped.

Mr, Samis: You are getting condescending
now.

Hon. Mr. Auld: This broadening of our
education and service approach is a tribute

to the even-handed and balanced commit-
ment of our province to serve all citizens

fairly—

Mr. Cassidy: What a bunch you guys are.

Hon. Mr. Auld: —and equally, without
either fanfare or self-preening.

Mr. Cassidy: This should be stricken from
the record for fear of damaging our relations

with Rene Levesque.

Hon. Mr. Auld: Our programme is sensi-

tive, responsible and pragmatic. Those who
would be insensitive, irresponsible or un-
fair in either distorting or overplaying iso-

lated administrative problems-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The minister has 10
seconds.

Hon. Mr. Auld: —do so against the best

interests of our province, its people and our
nation itself. Finally, I say that in response to

any distortion, be it by a member of this

House, a citizen or a member of the media,

responsibihty in this respect, in these times,
must not be the sole dominion of government.

Mr. Cassidy: There will be no detente be-
tween the Premier and Mr. Levesque after

that.

The House adjourned at 10:50 p.m.
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